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Abstract

Background: Health-care workers (HCW) are at risk for psychological distress during an

infectious disease outbreak due to the demands of dealing with a public health emergency.

Aims: To examine the factors associated with psychological distress among HCW during an

outbreak.

Method: We systematically reviewed literature on the factors associated with psychological
distress (demographic characteristics, occupational, social, psychological, and infection-
related factors) in HCW during an outbreak (COVID-19, SARS, MERS, HIN1, H7N9,
Ebola). Four electronic databases were searched (2000 to 10 July 2020) for relevant peer-
reviewed research according to a pre-registered protocol. A narrative synthesis was

conducted to identify fixed, modifiable, and infection-related factors.

Results: From the 3335 records identified, 52 with data from 54,800 HCW were included.
All but two studies were cross-sectional. Consistent evidence indicated that being female, a
nurse, experiencing stigma, maladaptive coping, having contact or risk for contact with
infected patients, and being quarantined, were risk factors for psychological distress among
HCW. Personal and organisational social support, perceiving control, positive work attitudes,
sufficient information about the outbreak and proper protection, training and resources, were

associated with less psychological distress.

Conclusions: HCW who may be most at risk for psychological distress during an outbreak
require early intervention and ongoing monitoring as there is some evidence that HCW
distress can persist for years after an outbreak. Further research is needed to track the
associations of risk factors with distress over time and the extent to which certain factors are

inter-related and linked to sustained or transient distress.
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Introduction

Several outbreaks of viral diseases have posed significant public health threats since
2000. These include SARS, HIN1, H7N9, MERS, EBOLA, and more recently, COVID-19
(See Supplementary Table 1). Such outbreaks place a serious strain on the health-care
systems that try to contain and manage them, including health-care workers (HCW) who are
at increased risk for nosocomial infections (1). In addition to the threat to their own physical
health, HCW can experience psychological distress as a collateral cost of the risk of infection
and the demands of dealing with a public health emergency (2).

Psychological distress refers to a state of emotional suffering, resulting from being
exposed to a stressful event that poses a threat to one’s physical or mental health (3). Inability
to cope effectively with the stressor results in psychological distress that can manifest as a
range of adverse mental health and psychiatric outcomes including depression, anxiety, acute
stress, post-traumatic stress, burnout, and psychiatric morbidity. Although psychological
distress is often viewed as a transient state that negatively impacts day-to-day and social

functioning, it can persist and have longer-term negative effects on mental health (4).

Under normal circumstances, work-related psychological distress in HCW is associated
with several short and long-term adverse outcomes. Psychological distress is linked to
adverse occupational outcomes including include decreased quality of patient care (5),
irritability with colleagues (6), cognitive impairments that negatively impact patient care (7),
and intentions to leave one’s job (8). HCW who experience psychological distress are also at
risk of experiencing adverse personal outcomes including substance misuse (6), and suicide
(9). In the context of an infectious disease outbreak, such consequences are likely amplified
to the extent that psychological distress is heightened. HCW who reported elevated levels of
psychological distress during the COVID-19 outbreak also experienced sleep disturbances

(10), poorer physical health (11), and a greater number of physical symptoms, including
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headaches (12). Similarly, HCW during the SARS outbreak disclosed a greater number of

somatic symptoms and sleep problems (13), substance misuse and more days off work (14).

HCW serve a vital role in treating and managing infected individuals during an outbreak.
Given the ongoing coronavirus outbreak, there is an urgent need to understand the factors that
create or heighten risk for distress for HCW and impact their immediate and long-term
mental health, as well as those that are protective and may reduce psychological distress.
Such knowledge is important for identifying HCW most at risk, and informing strategies and

treatments needed to support HCW resilience during and after an outbreak.

This rapid review synthesised the evidence on the factors associated with psychological
distress among health-care workers (HCW) during an infectious disease outbreak. It also
identified and classified the factors that contributed to risk or provided resilience for

psychological distress. The key questions were:

1) What are the risk factors for psychological distress among HCW during an infectious
outbreak?
2) What are the factors associated with reduced risk for psychological distress among

HCW during an infectious outbreak?

Methods

Evidence was summarised using a rapid, living review approach because of the urgent
need to support the mental health of HCW during and after the ongoing novel coronavirus
pandemic. Rapid Reviews provide an expedient and useful means of synthesising the
available evidence during times of health crises to inform evidence-based decision making
for health policy and practice (15, 16). To accomplish this, rapid reviews take a streamlined
approach to systematically reviewing evidence. Modified methods in the current review

included: 1) search limited to English language studies; 2) grey literature limited to one
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search source; 3) no formal critical appraisal of the research. Living reviews feature continual

updating of the review as new evidence is released (17).

Data Sources and Searches

The search strategy for this pre-registered rapid review involved searching Medline,
PsychInfo, Web of Science, and the first 10 pages of Google Scholar, as well as hand
searching references. Search terms included a combination of terms related to health-care
workers (e.g., “physicians”, “nurses”), and distress (e.g., “stress”, “anxiety”). The full search
term list is available on PROSPERO (CRD42020178185). We conducted searches in a
rolling manner, starting on April 6, 2020, then with updates on June 7, July 2, and July 10,
2020 to capture and integrate the most up-to-date evidence given the ongoing COVID-19
outbreak and the associated rapid release of research. Searches for new studies is ongoing and
will use the same search methods described above Should new evidence be found that

substantially changes the conclusions, a major update will be performed. Otherwise, new

evidence will be updated monthly for a 6-month period.

Study selection and data extraction

A predefined search strategy was used (see full details on PROSPERO,
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/PROSPEROY/; registration ID: CRD42020178185). Studies were
included in this Review if they were empirical research; published or accepted for publication
in peer-reviewed journals; written in English; included participants who were HCW in a
hospital environment during a major infectious outbreak (COVID19, SARS, MERS, HIN1,
H7NO9, Ebola); had a sample size of greater than 80, and included data on factors associated
with psychological distress during an outbreak. One investigator screened citations for
potential full-text review, and a second investigator conducted the full-text review of each

study for inclusion. Exclusions were verified by another reviewer, and disagreements
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resolved through discussion. Data was extracted by one reviewer, entered into a table, and

verified by a second reviewer.

As this was a rapid review, a formal assessment of study quality and risk for bias was
not conducted (15, 16). In lieu of a formal assessment, we only included studies that reported
findings for a sample size of greater than 80, which allows enough power to detect a medium

effect size with an alpha of 0.05 (18, 19).

Data Synthesis and Analysis

We conceptually organised the factors in this Review identified as contributing to or
mitigating psychological distress into three broad categories: 1) fixed or unchangeable factors
(sociodemographic and occupational factors), 2) potentially modifiable factors (social and
psychological factors), and 3) factors related to infection exposure. Fixed factors identify
which HCW might be most vulnerable or resilient to distress, whereas modifiable factors
identify potential targets for interventions to reduce risk and increase resilience. Infection-
related factors are those that can directly inform hospital procedures and operating policy
regarding ways to address and mitigate risk.

Results

The search yielded 3334 records, with 52 papers reporting 53 studies (Total N =
54,800 HCW) that met inclusion criteria for this Review. Figure 1 presents the complete
screening process. Characteristics of the studies are in Table 1. The average sample size was
1,033 (range 82 — 14,825). The studies included HCW working across 15 countries during
SARS (21), MERS (7), HIN1 (2), COVID-19 (21), Ebola (1), and H7N9 (1), outbreaks. The
rates of psychological distress in HCW varied depending on how distress was measured

(Table 1).

Sociodemographic factors
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Twenty studies examined age as a predictor of psychological distress among HCW
during an epidemic (see Table 2). Of these, ten found that age was a significant risk factor for
distress. In two studies of HCW during the SARS outbreak, staff who were younger than 33
experienced greater stress, but not greater psychiatric morbidity, compared to older staff (20),
and staff under 35 were more likely to report severe depressive symptoms three years after
the outbreak (21). In another study, medical staff who were between 20 and 30 years old and

exposed to patients with H7N9 had elevated post-traumatic stress disorder scores compared

to older staff (22). Similarly, general practitioners in working during the SARS outbreak who
met psychiatric caseness for PTSD were more likely to be younger (23). In a study during the
HINTI outbreak, hospital staff who were in their 20’s had greater anxiety about becoming
infected than did older staff (24). During COVID-19, HCW who were younger were more
likely to experience higher levels of post-traumatic stress symptoms, depression, anxiety, and
acute stress (25-29). In contrast, ten studies found that age was not a significant predictor of

distress in HCW during the SARS, MERS or during the COVID-19 outbreaks (Table 2).

Twenty-five studies tested sex as a possible risk factor for distress among HCW
during an outbreak (Table 2), with all but nine finding that being female was associated with
higher risk for psychological distress. Notably, the fifteen studies that found that female sex
was a significant risk factor spanned six different infectious diseases (MERS, SARS,
COVID-19, HIN1, H7N9, and SARS), suggesting that being a female HCW increases

vulnerability for distress more generally when working during an infectious outbreak.

Of the fifteen studies that examined marital status as a risk or resilience factor for
psychological distress, only five found evidence to suggest this as a risk factor (Table 2).
Two studies of HCW during the SARS outbreak found that HCW who were single were 1.4
times more likely to experience psychological distress than married HCW (30), and more

likely to have sever depressive symptoms three years later (21). Similarly, HCW during the
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COVID-19 outbreak who were single experienced higher levels of distress than those who
were married (27, 31, 32). Conversely, two studies found that married HCW with children
reported greater stress than single HCW or those who were married without children (33, 34).
Ten other studies conducted during the SARS, MERS, and COVID-19 outbreaks found no

associations between HCW marital status and distress.

Nine studies examined education levels in association with distress. Only two studies,
conducted during the Ebola outbreak (35), and the MERS outbreak (36) found that HCW
with higher educational levels reported significantly lower psychological distress. Education
level was not predictive of psychological distress among HCW working during the MERS or

the COVID-19 outbreaks (Table 2).

Occupational factors

Twenty-one studies examined and found evidence that the HCW occupational role
created risk for psychological distress while working during the SARS, HIN1, MERS, and
COVID-19 outbreaks (Table 2). In all but five studies, being a nurse was associated with a
range of mental health issues, including higher stress, burnout, anxiety, depression, PTSD
symptoms, psychiatric morbidity, and psychological distress compared to being a physician
or other HCW (see Tables 1-2. The extent to which nurses experienced greater psychological
distress whilst working during an outbreak was estimated in four studies; nurses were 1.2
(33), 1.4 (37), 2.2 (38), and 2.8 (39) times more likely to be at risk for poor mental health. In
contrast, two studies found that physicians (13) and technicians (30) were more likely to
experience distress while working during the SARS outbreak. Three studies conducted during
the COVID-19 outbreak did not find that occupational role was a risk factor for distress

(Table 2).
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Other occupational factors examined included years of work experience, and full-time
versus part-time status. Only five of the thirteen studies found evidence to suggest that less
work experience may create risk (Table 2). HCW who had worked for less than two years
experienced significantly greater stress than those with more work experience in a large
sample of HCW during the SARS pandemic (13). In HCW during the SARS outbreak, those
with less than 10 years of experience reported higher levels of psychological distress, but not
burnout or posttraumatic stress, 13-26 months after the outbreak (14). HCW who had less
clinical experience were also more likely to experience stress during the COVID-19 outbreak
(Table 2). Years of clinical experience was not associated with PTSD symptoms, acute stress
or anxiety, depression, mental health status, or burnout in five other studies (Table 2). Lastly,
in one study, part-time worker status was a significant predictor of greater emotional distress

in HCW during the SARS outbreak (39).

Social factors

A number of social and interpersonal factors mitigated or contributed to psychological
distress. Receiving direct social support from friends, family, colleagues and supervisors was
a key protective factor in the eleven studies that examined its association with psychological
distress (Table 2). In HCW during the COVID-19 outbreak, higher levels of social support
were associated with significantly lower levels of stress, depression, anxiety, depression and
PTSD. These findings were consistent with that of a study of frontline medical staff during
the COVID-19 outbreak who reported that a positive attitude from co-workers was important
for reducing their distress (40). Analogously, emergency nurses working during MERS
outbreak who reported poor support from family and friends experienced higher levels of
burnout (36). Similarly, studies of HCW during the SARS outbreak found that higher levels

of family support was associated with lower depression and anxiety whereas inadequate
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support from relatives, lack of gratitude from patients and relatives, and perceiving less of a

team spirit at work was associated with higher levels of psychological distress (Table 2).

Organisational support was an important factor in buffering psychological distress of
HCW during an outbreak. In nurses working during the SARS outbreak in Canada, higher
perceived organisational support in the form of receiving positive performance feedback from
doctors and co-workers, was associated with lower perceptions of SARS-related threat and
reduced feelings of emotional exhaustion (41). Similarly, nurses, physicians, and HCW
working during the MERS, COVID-19 and SARS outbreaks who perceived support from
their supervisors and colleagues, experienced better mental health in the form of lower PTSD
symptoms, lower distress, and being less likely to develop psychiatric symptoms, respectively

(Table 2).

Four studies examined receiving useful information from others (a common form of
social support). In one study, HCW who received adequate communication and information
about the HIN1 outbreak from their organisation were less likely to experience psychiatric
symptoms because it helped them cope better, and worry less about the pandemic (38).
Similarly, HCW during the SARS outbreak who had confidence in the information they
received from their organisation (42), and who received clear communication about directives
and how to take precautionary measures (30), experienced reduced psychological distress.
HCW working during the COVID-19 outbreak who felt that they did not receive sufficient
information, scored significantly higher on anxiety and acute stress than those who were

satisfied with the information provided (43).

Negative social perceptions created risk for poor mental health for HCW in six
studies. In nurses during the MERS outbreak, perceived social stigma was associated with

higher stress and poorer mental health (44). Similarly, general physicians during the SARS
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outbreak (23), who perceived stigma concerning negative public attitudes and disclosing
about one’s work, or self-stigma, experienced higher psychological distress. During the
SARS outbreak, HCW who felt people avoided their family because of their job were twice
as likely to have elevated levels of post-traumatic stress symptoms (33). Importantly,
experiencing stigma and avoidance from others was significantly associated with higher
levels of posttraumatic stress symptoms during the SARS outbreak (45), and 13-26 months

later (14).

Psychological factors

The psychological factors examined in the studies included adaptive and maladaptive
coping responses, beliefs and attitudes, and personality traits. Six studies examined how
perceptions of control were associated with distress among HCW (Table 2). In three studies,
higher self-efficacy, was associated with lower anxiety, depression, distress, and lower levels
of fear about SARS and post-traumatic stress symptoms during the COVID-19 and SARS
outbreaks, respectively. Conversely, feeling a loss of control was associated with greater
distress (46) during the SARS outbreak in Hong Kong. Analogously, appraisals of personal
risk were linked to higher levels of PTSD symptoms in HCW during the MERS (32) and

SARS (42) outbreaks.

Positive attitudes towards one’s work were protective against distress in four studies.
Higher work satisfaction was associated with less psychological distress among hospital staff
during the HIN1 outbreak (38), and lower PTSD among nurses during the COVID-19
outbreak (47). Similarly, HCW during the SARS outbreak who felt their work had become
more important were less likely to develop psychiatric symptoms (30), and those who viewed
their work altruistically were less likely to have severe symptoms of depression 3 years later

21).
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Five studies examined whether coping styles were associated with HCW distress
during an outbreak. Emergency physicians and nurses working during the SARS outbreak
who used denial, mental disengagement, or venting of emotions to cope were more likely to
score higher on psychiatric morbidity (48). Similar results were found in a study of nurses
exposed to COVID-19, with use of negative coping associated with higher PTSD and positive
coping linked to lower PTSD (47). In HCW during the SARS outbreak, those who used
maladaptive coping strategies, such as escape-avoidance, and self-blame coping, reported
higher levels of burnout, psychological distress, and post-traumatic stress when surveyed 13-
26 months after the outbreak (14). However, the use of adaptive strategies, such as problem-
solving and positive reappraisal, were not associated with any of the distress outcomes. This
finding was consistent with a study in which coping ability was not significantly associated

with PTSD symptoms during the MERS outbreak (32).

Five studies investigated the role of personality in psychological distress. During the
SARS outbreak, neuroticism was linked to poorer mental health (49), and HCW who had an
anxious attachment style reported experiencing higher burnout, psychological distress, and
posttraumatic stress 13-26 months after the outbreak (14). Those with an avoidant attachment
style reported greater distress, but not burnout or posttraumatic stress. Two studies examined
the role of dispositional resilience. Among nurses working during the MERS outbreak, higher
levels of hardiness were associated with lower stress and better mental health (44), and
resilience was associated with lower anxiety, depression, and burnout among frontline nurses

during COVID-19 (34).

Factors related to infection exposure

Eighteen studies examined the impact of direct contact with infected patients on

HCW?’s psychological distress. Of these, fourteen found that being in direct contact with
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and/or treating patients infected with COVID-19, SARS, MERS or H7N9 was a risk factor
for psychological distress (Table 2). Only two studies did not find that contact with infected
patients increased risk for distress (14, 50). Similarly, eleven studies found that risk of
contact with infected patients due to working in high-risk areas (e.g., ICU, isolation areas and
infection units) was associated with higher levels of anxiety, stress, and post-traumatic stress
symptoms than not working in such areas (Table 2). Notably, one study found that HCW in a
high-risk unit during SARS reported higher and sustained perceived stress one year after the
outbreak compared to those in low-risk units, with those in low-risk units reporting a
decrease in stress over time, but those in high-risk units experiencing an increase in stress
post-outbreak (51). Spending time in quarantine due to risk of being infected was associated
with higher levels of burnout, depression, and psychological distress in HCW during SARS,
but was unrelated to post-traumatic stress symptoms in HCW during the MERS outbreak
(Table 2). Lastly, one study found that HCW who had colleagues who became infected, had
deceased due to infection, or had been quarantined, also experienced higher levels of post-

traumatic stress symptoms and acute stress during the COVID-19 outbreak (25).

Provision of adequate training, protection and other resources to manage and reduce
risk of infection was associated with less psychological distress in seven studies. Receiving
clear infection control guidelines predicted lower psychological morbidity in frontline HCW
during SARS (20), and having sufficient hospital resources for the treatment of MERS was
associated with lower MERS-related burnout (36). After the implementation of a SARS
protection training program, HCW experienced significant decreases in anxiety and
depression two weeks and one month after the starting the program (52). Similarly, medical
staff receiving inadequate training related to managing H7N9 had higher PTSD symptoms

than those who received appropriate training (36). During COVID-19, HCW who felt that the
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protection they were given was insufficient, felt unsafe, and perceived lower logistic support,

reported higher levels of depression, anxiety, and acute stress symptoms (Table 2).

Discussion

This rapid living systematic review identified three main categories of factors
contributing to increased and reduced risk of psychological distress among HCW during an
infectious disease outbreak. For the fixed factors (demographic and occupational), the weight
of the evidence indicated that HCW who were female or a nurse were at significant risk for
psychological distress (Figure 2). Nurses tend to tend to be predominantly female, have
higher workloads (45), and have more patient contact than other HCW. There was also clear
and consistent evidence that HCW who had or were at risk for contact with infected patients,
were more likely to experience psychological distress (Figure 3). Worry about becoming
infected is a key stressor for HCW in the context of an outbreak as risk of infection has
implications not only for their own health but also for that of their families (33). Evidence
also indicated that being in quarantine contributes to distress, perhaps due to being isolated
from the team (53), and that vicariously experiencing these risks can be detrimental for HCW

mental health (25).

Although modifiable factors were investigated by fewer studies (Figure 2), the
evidence highlighted key areas to target to reduce HCW distress. Stigmatising attitudes from
the public towards HCW were associated with greater distress. Public health campaigns that
deliver accurate messages and highlight facts to reduce the fears underlying stigma (54), and
counteract the fear-mongering cultivated through the media that can promote stigma during
an infectious outbreak (55) could address this. Consistent with research on the stress-reducing
effects of social support in general (56), and for HCW (57), the evidence indicated that

perceiving social support was associated with lower distress. This can come from supervisors
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and co-workers (58), and through positive performance feedback (41). Such support can
foster positive work attitudes and satisfaction (59), which were associated with lower distress.
Evidence also indicated that harmful coping strategies, that may maintain or increase stress,
were linked to greater distress. Interventions that target harmful coping are important for
reducing distress, and other adverse health consequences, as HCW who experience post-
traumatic stress during an outbreak and use harmful coping are at greater risk for substance

abuse (60).

Perceptions of control were consistently associated with lower distress in the evidence
reviewed. Although feeling a loss of control may be inevitable during an infectious outbreak,
as perceptions of risk are inversely related to perceived control (61), efforts focused on
increasing a sense of autonomy can be effective for reducing distress in HCW during stressful
times (62). The evidence reviewed suggests that this might be accomplished by providing
HCW with the resources needed to manage the risk of infection, such as through personal
protective equipment, adequate training, and clear guidelines, information, and protocols for
infection control, which were each linked to lower distress. This is consistent with research
that found that access to information and provision of needed resources increased a sense of

empowerment among ICU nurses (63).

Limitations and strengths

There are several limitations of this rapid systematic review. Conducting the review
during the ongoing outbreak of COVID-19 imposed time constraints. This meant that a
formal quality appraisal was not conducted, though only studies with analytic samples over
80 were included as a proxy measure of quality control. Most study samples were quite large,
increasing confidence in the generalisability of the findings. Also, we only included

published peer-reviewed literature and did not search more thoroughly through grey literature
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or online pre-print repositories. In terms of the evidence base, the majority of the studies were
cross-sectional, providing only a snapshot of the factors associated with HCW’s
psychological distress. This limits conclusions about the direction of causality between the
factors and distress, especially for those that are modifiable. Only three studies examined the
potential long-term effects of the risk and resilience factors on HCW’s mental health by using
follow-up and time-lagged designs (14, 21, 51), providing some support for the assumed
effect of the factors on distress. More research is needed to track the associations of
risk/resilience factors over time with distress and the extent to which certain factors are
linked to sustained or transient distress. Although a number of studies investigated fixed
factors and infection-related factors, there were relatively fewer studies that examined how
modifiable factors were linked to distress (Figures 2-3). More research focusing on these
factors is needed to provide a more solid evidence base about potential targets for clinical
intervention and treatment. Several studies used unvalidated measures of psychological
distress, raising concerns about whether the findings would be the same had validated
measures been used. Few studies considered potential confounders in the associations with
distress, compared found associations in matched non-HCW samples, or the extent to which
the factors were predictive of distress outside of an outbreak. These limitations may have

contributed to the equivocal findings noted for several of the factors reviewed.

These limitations are balanced by several strengths of the Review. Conceptually
organising the factors according to risk or resilience and further as to whether they were fixed
or modifiable provided a framework for identifying who might be at most risk for
psychological distress to facilitate appropriate clinical intervention, and for noting which
factors would be suitable targets for appropriate interventions. The Review included evidence
from across several infectious disease outbreaks, increasing the possibility that the risk and

resilience factors identified can be more generally applicable across different outbreaks.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.23.20160879

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.23.20160879; this version posted July 24, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

17
Lastly, conducting a series of search updates ensured integration of the most recent evidence

from the ongoing COVID-19 outbreak into the review at the time of submission.

Implications

Whereas other reviews have documented the extent of distress experienced by HCW
during an outbreak (2), the current review highlights the profiles of HCW most at risk for
psychological distress and psychiatric morbidity during an outbreak and identified modifiable
factors that warrant further investigation as possible points of intervention to mitigate
distress. Further research focusing on possible interactions among these factors would be
useful to gain a better understanding of both the risk profiles and key modifiable factors, as

the evidence reviewed did not consistently examine this.

Because there is evidence that the psychological distress from working during an
outbreak can persist for two to three years after the outbreak (45, 51, 64), monitoring and
providing appropriate support should continue beyond the outbreak period to ensure mental
health recovery, especially among HCW who are most at risk. Our findings suggest that
particular attention should be paid to female HCW and nurses (regardless of sex), and those
who come in contact with infected patients or their environments to ensure that they receive
necessary resources and provision of support to manage psychological distress. Proactive
approaches at the organisational level can be effective (58) and may be necessary, as a study
of HCW during the COVID-19 outbreak in China found that mental health resources and
services were mainly used by those experiencing mild and subthreshold levels of
psychological distress rather than those who experienced more severe distress (11). Evidence
from randomised controlled trials suggests that third-wave cognitive behavioural therapeutic
approaches, such as mindfulness (65), gratitude (66), and self-compassion (67), are effective

for reducing stress and burnout among healthcare professionals, and could be beneficial. In
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low-resource settings, peer-support is one option that has been shown to be effective for
reducing occupational distress in HCW (58). Raising awareness of the impact of an infectious
outbreak on HCW mental health, providing appropriate treatment and therapy, and fostering
proactive approaches such as an organisational culture of support, are suggested as possible

approaches that can help prepare HCW for future outbreaks and address any persistent, long-

term distress following the outbreak.
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Figure 2: Findings from the studies that examined fixed (demographic and occupational) and modifiable (social and psychological) factors and associations
with risk and resilience for psychological distress.
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Figure 3: Findings from the studies that examined factors related to infection exposure and
associations with risk and resilience for psychological distress.
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Table 2: Characteristics of the 53 studies (N = 54,800) included in the rapid review

Study Country  Study Sample Infectious  Study period Psychological Rates of distress  Risk/resilience factors
authors design (% female)  disease distress measures (%) tested
and year
Barello et Italy Cross- 376 Doctors COVID-19 5 weeks from the = MBI to measure 37.0 (high Sex, HCW type
al. (2020) sectional and nurses beginning of burnout emotional
(73.70) COVID-19 exhaustion)
epidemic in Italy
Bukhariet  Saudi Cross- 386 HCW MERS NR Study specific 33.2 (extremely or  Sex, risk of being in contact
al. (2016) Arabia sectional (86.00) measure of worry very worried) with infected cases, direct
about contracting contact with confirmed
MERS infected cases
Cai et al. China Cross- 534 HCW COVID-19  01/2020 — Study specific NR Social support from family
(2020) sectional (68.70) 03/2020 measure of stress and friends
Chan & Singapore Cross- 661 Doctors SARS 05/2003 IES-R, to measure  27.0 (distress; HCW type, marital status,
Huak sectional and nurses 2 months after post-tra}lmatic PTSD) social support-pergonal,
(2004) (NR) SARS outbreak stress disorder, adequate information,
GHQ-28 to measure positive work attitude
distress
Chatterjee  India- Cross- 152 Doctors COVID-19  28/03/2020- DASS-21 to 34.9 (depression),  Age, sex, less work
etal. (2020) West sectional (21.70) 06/04/2020 measure depression, 39.5 (anxiety), experience, at risk of being in
Bengal stress and anxiety 32.9 (stress) contact with infected patients
Chenetal. Taiwan Cross- 128 nurses SARS During mid-May  IES to measure 11.0 (PTSD) At risk of being in contact
(2005) sectional (100.00) 2003, at the peak ~ PTSD, SCL-90-R to with infected patients
of the SARS measure
outbreak. psychopathology
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Chenetal. Taiwan Prospective 116 nurses SARS May 2003 SAS to measure NR Social support from family,
(2006) (98.30) anxiety, SDS to Training for dealing with
measure depression SARS provided
Chong et al. China Cross- 1257 HCW SARS 12/05/2003- IES to measure 75.3 (psychiatric Age, sex, marital status,
(2004) sectional (81.10) 27/06/2003 post-traumatic morbidity) HCW type, work experience,
6 weeks during stress disorder, exposure to confirmed
outbreak CHQ to measure infected cases
psychiatric
morbidity
Elbay etal. Turkey Cross- 442 HCW COVID-19  10/03/2020- DASS-21 to 64.7 (depression),  Age, sex, marital status, less
(2020) sectional (56.80) 15/03/2020 measure depression, 51.6 (anxiety), work experience, social
stress and anxiety 41.2 (stress) support-
professional/organisational,
Hospital
resources/protection/training
for the treatment of infection,
at risk of being in contact
with infected patients
Fiskenbaum Canada Cross- 333 nurses SARS 03/2004- 05/2004  Study specific NR Social support-
et al. (2004) sectional (94.59) measures on worry professional/organisational,
about contracting direct contact with confirmed
SARS, MBI GS to infected cases, time spent in
assess extent of quarantine
emotional
exhaustion
Garcia- Spain Cross- 781 HCW COVID-19  29/03/2020- HAM-A to measure NR Work experience, Adequate
Fernandez sectional (NR) 05/04/2020 anxiety, BDI to information, Hospital
et al. (2020) 1 week during the ~Mmeasure depression, resources/protection/training
peak of the ASDI to measure for the treatment of infection
outbreak stress
Goulia et Greece Cross- 469 HCW HINI1 1/09/2009- GHQ-28 to measure 27.5 (mild to HCW type, stigma, adequate
al. (2010) sectional (68.40) 30/09/2009 psychological severe information, positive work
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At the beginning  distress, study psychological attitudes
of the second specific measure of  distress), 56.7
wave of the worry about HIN1 ~ (worry)
pandemic
Graceetal. Canada Cross- 193 SARS During the SARS  Study specific 18.1 (new Direct contact with confirmed
(2005) sectional Academic outbreak in 2003  question about new  distressing infected cases
physicians distressing symptoms)
(32.10) psychological
Symptoms
Ho et al. Hong Cross- 82 HCW SARS 5/04/03-5/05/03 Study specific NR Perceived control
(2005) Kong sectional (56.09) During height of ~ Measures of worry
Sample 1 outbreak about contracting
SARS
Ho et al. Hong Cross- 97 HCW SARS Sample 2 CIES-R to measure NR Perceived control
(2005) Kong sectional (82.50) 08/ 2003 posttraumatic stress
Sample 2 Staffwhohad 050"
contracted SARS
but now
recovering
Hu et al. China Cross- 2014 nurses COVID-19  13/02/2020- MBI-HSS to 60.5 (emotional Age, sex, marital status,
(2020) sectional (87.10) 24/02/2020 measure burnout, exhaustion), 14.3 social support-personal,
At the peak of the SAS to measure (anxiety), 10.7 higher education level, less
outbreak anxiety, SDS to (depression) work experience, social
measure depression support-personal, perceived
control, adaptive personality
traits, at risk of being in
contact with infected patients,
hospital
resources/protection/training
for the treatment of infection
Jietal. Sierra Cross- 143 medical Ebola 13/02/2015- SCL-90-R to NR Educational level

staff and

measurc
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(2017) Leone sectional students (EVD) 19/03/2015 psychological
(49.50) During Ebola symptoms
outbreak
Jung et al. South Cross- 147 Nurses MERS 1/10/2015- IES-RK to measure  57.1 (PTSD) Social support-
(2019) Korea sectional (NR) 30/11/2015 post-traumatic professional/organisational
Shortly after the stress disorder,
MERS epidemic GHQ-12 to measure
ended mental health, study
specific measure of
stress
Kim et al. South Cross- 223 ED MERS 20/07/2015- OLBI to assess NR Age, sex, marital status, level
(2016) Korea sectional nurses 31/07/2015. MERS-related of education, work
(93.50) 2 months after the burnout experience, direct contact
outbreak of with confirmed infected
MERS during cases, social support-
uncontrolled personal, hospital
disease period resources/protection/training
for the treatment of infection
Kim et al. South Cross- 112 nurses MERS 30/06/2015- IES to measure 50.00 (PTSD) Age, sex, marital status,
(2018) Korea sectional (88.30) 10/07/2015 post-traumatic higher level of education, less
stress disorder, work experience
MBI-HSS to
measure burnout.
Koh et al. Singapore Cross- 7614 HCW SARS 05/2003- 07/2003. 1ES to measure 56.00 (stress) HCW type, marital status,
(2005) sectional (82.00) Towards the tail post-traumatic Stigma, exposure to SARS
end of the stress disorder;
pandemic single item to
measure perceived
stress at work
Lai et al. China Cross- 1257 HCW COVID-19  29/01/20-3/02/20  PHQ-9 to measure  50.4 (depression),  Sex, HCW type, direct
(2020) sectional (76.70) During pandemic depression, GAD-7  44.6 (anxiety), contact with confirmed
to measure anxiety, 71.5 (PTSD) infected cases

CIES-R to measure
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post-traumatic
stress disorder

Lee et al. South Cross- 359 HCW MERS 05/32015 - IES-R to measure 51.0 (post- Sex, age, HCW type, at risk
(2018) Korea sectional (81.90) 12/2015 post-traumatic traumatic stress) of being in contact with
During the stress infected patients, time spent
outbreak in quarantine
Liu et al. China Cross- 549 HCW SARS In 2006, 3 years CES-D to measure  22.8 (moderate or  Sex, age, marital status,
(2012) sectional (75.2) after Beijing's depression severe depression)  altruistic perspective towards
SARS outbreak work, exposure to infection,
being quarantined
Liu et al. China Cross- 512 HCW COVID-19 10/02/20- SAS to measure 12.5 (mild to Sex, age, marital status, level
(2020) sectional (79.96) 20/02/20 anxiety severe anxiety) of education, HCW type,
During pandemic direct contact with confirmed
infected cases
Lu et al. Taiwan Cross- 127 HCW SARS 07/2003 - 03/2004 CHQ to assess 17.3% psychiatric ~ Neuroticism
(2006) sectional (58.27) psychiatric morbidity
morbidity
Luetal. China Cross- 2042 HCW COVID-19  25/02/2020- HAM-A to measure NR Direct contact with confirmed
(2020) sectional (77.90) 26/02/2020 anxiety, HAM-D to infected cases
measure depression
Matsuishi Japan Cross- 1625 HCW HIN1 16/03/2009- IES to measure NR Age, sex, HCW type, at risk
etal. (2012) sectional (75.60) 31/07/2009. post-traumatic of being in contact with
Approximately stress disorder, infected patients
Imonth after the ~ Study specific
peak of outbreak, ~ Measures on stress
Maunder et Canada Cross- 1557 HCW SARS 12/05/2003- IES to measure NR Direct contact with confirmed
al. (2004) sectional (74.60) 20/06/2003 psychological stress infected cases, stigma
During the

outbreak
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Maunder et Canada Cross- 587 HCW SARS 23/10/2004- IES to measure NR Work experience, stigma,
al. (2006) sectional (87.80) 30/09/2005 post-traumatic maladaptive coping styles,
13-26 months stress disorder, K10 maladaptive personality traits,
after outbreak to measure direct contact with confirmed
nonspecific infected cases, time spent in
psychological quarantine
distress, MBI-EE to
measure burnout
McAlonan  Hong Cross- T1=176 SARS T1: 15/04/2003 —  PSS-10 to measure ~ NR At risk of being in contact
etal. (2007) Kong sectional T2=184 HCW 15/05/2003. stress, DASS-21 to with infected patients
across 2 During the peak measure depression
time points (73.25, T1; period of hospital ~ and anxiety, IES-R
64.50, T2) admissions for to measure post-
SARS. T2: 2004 traumatic stress
disorder
Nickell et Canada Cross- 510 HCW SARS 10/04/2003- GHQ-12 to measure  29.0 (distress) HCW type, part-time work
al. (2004) sectional (78.80) 22/04/2003. psychological status
Conducted during distress
the peak of the
initial phase of the
SARS outbreak
Park et al. South Cross- 187 Nurses MERS 30/08/2015- PSS to measure NR Marital status, work
(2018) Korea sectional (100.00) 21/09/2015 level of perceived experience, stigma, adaptive
Conducted during stress, SF-36 MH to personality traits
MERS epidemic ~ Mmeasure mental
health status
Phuaetal.  Singapore Cross- 96 Doctors SARS 1/11/2003- IES to measure 18.8 (psychiatric HCW type, maladaptive
(2005) sectional and Nurses 14/11/2003. post-traumatic morbidity), 17.7 coping styles
(64.60) 6 months after the Stress disorder, (PTSD)
end of the GHQ-28 to measure
outbreak. psychiatric

morbidity



https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.23.20160879

Podder et India Cross- 384 Doctors COVID-19  03/04/2020- PSS-10 to measure  85.6 (moderate Age, sex , marital status
al. (2020) sectional (44.53) 10/04/2020 stress and high stress)
Poonetal. Hong Cross- 1926 HCW SARS 05/2003-06/2003.  STAI to measure NR HCW type, contact with
(2004) Kong sectional (NR) Diagnosis of the anxiety, MBI—EE to infected patients
first case of SARS  Mmeasure emotional
occurred on burnout
12/03/2003. Hong
Kong declared
SARS-free on
23/06/2003.
Que et al. China Cross- 2285 HCW COVID-19  16/02/2020- GAD-7 to measure  46.0 (anxiety), Sex, at risk of being in
(2020) sectional (69.06) 23/02/2020 anxiety, PHQ-9 to 44 .4 (depression) contact with infected patients
Early stage of measure depression
COVID-19
pandemic
Romeroet  Spain Cross- 3109 HCW COVID-19  09/04/2020- Study specific NR Age
al. (2020) sectional (NR) 19/04/2020 measure of stress
10 days during the
outbreak
Rossietal. Italy Cross- 1379 HCW COVID-19  27/03/2020 — GAD-7 to measure ~ 49.40 (PTSS) Sex, age, HCW type,
(2020) sectional (77.20) 31/03/2020 anxiety, PSS to colleagues being
Days immediately ~3S5€SS perceived infected/quarantined/deceased
preceding the stress, PHQ-9 to
peak77.2 of the measure depression,
COVID-19 GPS to assess post-
. traumatic stress
outbreak in Italy symptoms (PTSS)
Shechter et USA Cross- 657 HCW COVID-19  09/04/2020- GAD-2 to measure  57.0 (acute stress), HCW type
al. (2020) sectional (70.90) 24/04/2020 anxiety, PHQ-2 to 48.0 (depression,

measure depression,
PC-PTSD to
measure acute stress

33.0 (anxiety)
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Son et al. South Cross- 153 HCW MERS 25/08/2015- IES-RK to measure  18.6 (PTSD) Loss of control and perceived
(2019) Korea sectional hospital staff 14/09/2015 post-traumatic risk, adaptive coping styles
(74.30) Approximately stress disorder and ability
Imonth after the
end of the
outbreak on
28/07/2015
Songetal.  China Cross- 14,825 COVID-19  28/02/2020- CES-D to measure ~ 25.2 (depression),  Age, sex, marital status,
(2020) sectional Doctors and 18/03/2020 depression, PCL-5  9.10 (PTSD) HCW type, less work
nurses to measure post- experience, social support-
(64.30) traumatic stress personal
disorder (PTSD)
Styraetal. Canada Cross- 248 HCW SARS 16/06/2003- IES-R to measure NR Age, sex, marital status, work
(2008) sectional (87.02) 9/07/2003 post-traumatic experience, adequate
stress disorder information, at risk of being
in contact with infected
patients
Tam et al. Hong Cross - 652 front-line SARS 06/2003-08/2003  GHQ-12 to measure 56.7 HCW type, age, sex, social
(2004) Kong sectional Hospital psychological (psychological support-personal, direct
HCW distress, Study distress), 68.0 contact with confirmed
(79.00) specific measure for (job-related stress) infected cases, hospital
job-related stress resources/protection/training
for the treatment of infection
Tangetal. China Cross- 102 HCW H7N9 01/2015 and PCL-C to measure  20.6 (PTSD) Age, sex, HCW type, direct
(2017) sectional (66.70) 05China/2016 post-traumatic contact with confirmed
stress disorder infected cases, hospital
resources/protection/training
for the treatment of infection
Tu et al. China Cross- 100 Nurses COVID-19  07/02/2020- GAD-7 to measure  40.0 (anxiety), Age, marital status, level of
(2020) sectional (100.00) 25/02/2020 anxiety, PHQ-9 to 46.0 (depression)  education, less work

In the initial stage
of the outbreak
when there was a

measure depression

experience
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shortage of nurses

Verma et Singapore Cross- 721 Doctors SARS 05/ 2003 GHQ-28 to measure 14.1 Age, stigma, direct contact
al. (2004) sectional (38.80) 2 months after the Psychological (psychological with confirmed infected cases
first case of SARS  distress, IES-R to distress)
was reported in measure post-
Singapore traumatic stress
disorder
Wangetal. China Cross- 202 Nurses COVID-19  02/2020-03/2020  PCL-C to measure 16.8 (PTSD) Sex, marital status, level of
(2020) sectional (87.60) PTSD education, adaptive coping
styles and adaptability,
maladaptive coping styles,
positive work attitudes
Wilson et India Cross- 350 HCW COVID-19  10/04/2020- GAD-7 to measure  17.7 (moderate Sex
al. (2020) sectional (46.60) 25/04/2020 anxiety, PHQ-9 to and severe
measure depression, anxiety), 11.4
PSS-10 to measure  (severe
distress depression), 3.7
(high levels of
stress)
Wong etal. Hong Cross- 466 ED SARS 24/06/2003- Study specific NR HCW type, loss of control
(2005) Kong sectional Nurses and 24/07/2003 measures on and perceived risk
Doctors distress caused by
(65.70) SARS
Xiao et China Cross- 180 HCW COVID-19  01/2020-02/2020. SASR to measure NR Social support-personal,
al.(2020) sectional treating perceived stress, perceived control
patients with SAS to measure
COVID-19 anxiety
(71.70)
Yin et al. China Cross- 377 HCW COVID-19  01/02/2020 — PCL-5 to measure 3.80 (PTSS) Sex, age, education level,
(2020) sectional (61.50) 05/02/2020 post-traumatic HCW type, direct contact
During the early stress symptoms with confirmed infected cases

stages of the

(PTSS)
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pandemic

Zhang etal. China Cross- 927 HCW COVID-19  19/02/2020- SCL-90-R to NR Sex, at risk of being in
(2020) sectional (64.96) 06/03/2020 measure contact with infected patients
8 weeks after the ~ Psychological

outbreak in symptoms, PHQ'4

Wuhan to measure anxiety
and depressive
symptoms

Note: COVID-19: Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus-2 (SARS-CoV-2), HIN1: influenza A virus subtype HIN1, MERS: Middle East respiratory
syndrome, SARS: severe acute respiratory syndrome, ED: Emergency Department, HCW: A mixture of nurses, doctors and health related staff in a hospital. NR =

Not reported.

ASDI: Acute Stress Disorder Inventory, BDI: Beck Depression Inventory, CES-D: Centre for Epidemiology Scale for Depression, CHQ: Chinese Health
Questionnaire, CIES-R: Chinese Impact of Event Scale—Revised, DASS-21: Depression, Anxiety and Stress Scale 21-item, GAD-2: Generalized Anxiety Disorder
Scale 2-item, GAD-7: Generalized Anxiety Disorder scale 7-item, GHQ-12: General Health Questionnaire 12-item, GHQ-28: General Health Questionnaire 28-item,
GPS: Global Psychotrauma Screen, HAM-A; Hamilton Anxiety Scale, HAM-D: Hamilton Depression Scale, IES: Impact of Events Scale, IES-R: Impact of Events
Scale for Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, IES-RK: Impact of Event Scale revised Korean version, K-10: Kessler Psychological Distress Scale, MBI: Maslach
Burnout Inventory, MBI-EE: emotional exhaustion scale of the Maslach Burnout Inventory, MBI GS: Maslach Burnout Inventory — General Survey, MBI HSS:
Maslach Burnout Inventory-Human Services Survey, OLBI: Oldenburg Burnout Inventory, PCL-5; Post-traumatic Stress Disorder Check List (for DSM 5), PCL-C:
Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder Checklist-Civilian Version, PHQ-2: Patient Health Questionnaire 2-item, PHQ-4: Patient Health Questionnaire 4-item, PHQ-9: 9-item
Patient Health Questionnaire, PC-PTSD: Primary Care Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder Screen for DSMIV, PSS: Perceived Stress Scale, PSS-10: Perceived Stress
Scale 10-item, SAS: Self-Rating Anxiety Scale, SASR: Stanford Acute Stress Reaction scale, SCL-90-R: Symptoms Checklist 90-items, Revised, SDS: Zung Self-
Rating Depression Scale Chinese version, SF-36 MH: Short Form Survey mental health component, SSRS: Social Support Rate Scale, STAI: State-Trait Anxiety

Inventory
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Table 2: Overview of the evidence for the factors associated with risk and resilience for psychological distress in HCW

Factor

Evidence of risk

Evidence for resilience

Non-significant findings

Fixed - Demographics

Younger age

Romero et al. (2020), Chatterjee et al.
(2020), Elbay et al. (2020), Liu et al.,
(2012), Matsuishi et al. (2012), Rossi
et al (2020), Song et al. (2020), Tam
et al. (2004), Tang et al. (2016),
Verma et al. (2004)

Chong et al. (2004), Hu et al.
(2020), Kim et al. (2016), Kim et al.
(2018), Lee et al. (2018), Liu et al.
(2020), Podder et al. (2020), Styra et
al. (2008), Tu et al. (2020), Yin et
al. (2020)

Female sex

Bukhari et al. (2016), Chong et al.
(2004), Elbay et al. (2020), Hu et al.
(2020), Lai et al. (2020), Lee et al.
(2018), Liu et al. (2020), Matsuishi et
al. (2012), Podder et al. (2020), Rossi
et al. (2020), Tam et al. (2004), Tang
et al. (2016), Wang et al. (2020),
Wilson et al. (2020), Yin et al. (2020),
Zhang et al. (2020)

Song et al. (2020)

Barello et al. (2020), Chatterjee et
al. (2020), Kim et al. (2016), Kim et
al. (2018), Lai et al. (2020), Liu et
al., (2012), Que et al. (2020), Styra
et al. (2008).

Marital status — married with

Koh et al. (2005), Hu et al. (2020)

Elbay et al. (2020)

children
Marital status — single vs. Chan & Huak (2004), Elbay et al. Chong et al. (2004), Hu et al.
married (2020), Liu et al., (2012), Podder et al. (2020), Kim et al. (2016), Kim et al.

(2020), Song et al. (2020)

(2018), Koh et al. (2005), Liu et al.
(2020), Park et al. (2018), Styra et
al. (2008), Tu et al. (2020), Wang et
al. (2020)

Higher education level

Jietal. (2017), Kim et al.
(2016)

Hu et al. (2020), Kim et al. (2018),
Liu et al. (2020) Liu et al. (2012),
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Tu et al. (2020), Wang et al. (2020),
Yin et al. (2020)

Fixed - Occupational

Nurse vs Physician

Barello et al. (2020), Chong et al.
(2004), Goulia et al. (2010), Koh et al.
(2005), Lai et al. (2020), Lee et al.
(2018), Matsuishi et al. (2012),
Maunder et al (2004), Nickell et al.
(2004), Phua et al. (2005), Poon et al.
(2004), Shechter et al. (2020), Song et
al. (2020), Tam et al. (2004), Tang et
al. (2016), Wong et al. (2005)

Chan & Huak (2004), Chong et
al. (2004)

Liu et al. (2020), Rossi et al. (2020),
Yin et al. (2020)

Less work experience

Chatterjee et al. (2020), Chong et al.
(2004), Elbay et al. (2020), Maunder
et al. (2006), Song et al. (2020)

Garcia-Fernandez et al. (2020), Hu
et al. (2020), Kim et al. (2016), Kim
et al. (2018), Koh et al., (2005), Park
et al. (2018), Styra et al. (2008), Tu
et al. (2020)

Part-time work status

Nickell et al. (2004)

Modifiable - Social

Social support — personal

Cai et al. (2020), Chen et al.
(2006), Hu et al. (2020), Kim et
al. (2016), Song et al. (2020),
Tam et al. (2004), Xiao et al.
(2020)

Social support —
professional/organisational

Chan & Huak (2004), Elbay et
al. (2020), Fiskenbaum et al.
(2004), Jung et al. (2020)

Adequate information

Chan & Huak (2004), Garcia-
Fernandez et al. (2020), Goulia
et al. (2010), Styra et al. (2008)
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Stigma Goulia et al. (2010), Koh et al. (2005),
Maunder et al. (2004), Maunder et al.
(2006), Park et al. (2018), Verma et
al. (2004)

Modifiable - Psychological

Perceived control Ho et al. (2005), Hu et al.
(2020), Xiao et al. (2020)

Loss of control and perceived Son et al. (2019), Styra et al.(2008),
risk Wong et al. (2020)

Adaptive coping styles and Wang et al. (2020) Son et al. (2019)
ability

Maladaptive coping styles Maunder et al. (2006), Phua et al.
(2005), Wang et al. (2020)

Positive work attitudes Chan & Huak (2004), Goulia et
al. (2010), Liu et al., (2012),
Wang et al. (2020)

Adaptive personality traits Hu et al. (2020), Park et al.
(2018)

Maladaptive personality traits Lu et al. (2006), Maunder et al.
(2006), Yi-Ching et al. (2006)

Factors related to infection exposure

Exposure to confirmed Chong et al. (2004), Fiskenbaum et al. Bukhari et al. (2016), Maunder et al.
infected cases (2004), Grace et al. (2005), Kim et al. (2006)

(2016), Koh et al., (2005), Lai et al.

(2020), Liu et al., (2012), Liu et al.

(2020), Lu et al. (2020), Maunder et

al. (2004), Poon et al. (2004), Rossi et

al (2020), Tam et al. (2004), Tang et

al. (2017), Verma et al. (2004), Yin et

al. (2020)
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Increased risk of exposure to
confirmed infected cases

Bukhari et al. (2016), Chatterjee et al.

(2020), Chen et al. (2005), Elbay et al.

(2020), Hu et al. (2020), Lee et al.
(2018), Matsuishi et al. (2012),
McAlonan et al. (2007), Styra et al.
(2008), Que et al. (2020), Zhang et al.
(2020)

Colleagues being
infected/quarantined/deceased

Rossi et al. (2020)

Being in quarantine

Fiskenbaum et al. (2004), Liu et al.,
(2012), Maunder et al. (2006)

Lee et al. (2018)

Hospital
resources/protection/training
for the treatment of infection

Chen et al. (2006), Elbay et al.
(2020), Garcia-Fernandez et al.
(2020), Hu et al. (2020), Kim et
al. (2016), Tam et al. (2004),
Tang et al. (2017)
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