Supplements
PRISMA Checklist
	Section and Topic 
	Item #
	Checklist item 
	Location where item is reported 

	TITLE 
	 

	Title 
	1
	Identify the report as a systematic review.
	Page 1. Line 2

	ABSTRACT 
	 

	Abstract 
	2
	See the PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist.
	Page 1. Lines 5 to 18

	INTRODUCTION 
	 

	Rationale 
	3
	Describe the rationale for the review in the context of existing knowledge.
	Pages 2 to3. Lines 53 to 108

	Objectives 
	4
	Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses.
	Page 5. Lines 96 to 97.

	METHODS 
	 

	Eligibility criteria 
	5
	Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review and how studies were grouped for the syntheses.
	Page 6. Lines 124 to 134. (+supplement)

	Information sources 
	6
	Specify all databases, registers, websites, organisations, reference lists and other sources searched or consulted to identify studies. Specify the date when each source was last searched or consulted.
	Page 6. Line 115. 

	Search strategy
	7
	Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers and websites, including any filters and limits used.
	Page 7. Lines 125 to 134 (+ supplement)

	Selection process
	8
	Specify the methods used to decide whether a study met the inclusion criteria of the review, including how many reviewers screened each record and each report retrieved, whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	Pages 8 to 9. Lines 157 to 198.

	Data collection process 
	9
	Specify the methods used to collect data from reports, including how many reviewers collected data from each report, whether they worked independently, any processes for obtaining or confirming data from study investigators, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	Page 10. Lines 174 to 180. 

	Data items 
	10a
	List and define all outcomes for which data were sought. Specify whether all results that were compatible with each outcome domain in each study were sought (e.g. for all measures, time points, analyses), and if not, the methods used to decide which results to collect.
	Supplement (Literature Grid)

	
	10b
	List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g. participant and intervention characteristics, funding sources). Describe any assumptions made about any missing or unclear information.
	Supplement (Literature Grid)

	Study risk of bias assessment
	11
	Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies, including details of the tool(s) used, how many reviewers assessed each study and whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	n.a. 

	Effect measures 
	12
	Specify for each outcome the effect measure(s) (e.g. risk ratio, mean difference) used in the synthesis or presentation of results.
	n.a.

	Synthesis methods
	13a
	Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g. tabulating the study intervention characteristics and comparing against the planned groups for each synthesis (item #5)).
	Supplement.

	
	13b
	Describe any methods required to prepare the data for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of missing summary statistics, or data conversions.
	supplement: Literature Grid

	
	13c
	Describe any methods used to tabulate or visually display results of individual studies and syntheses.
	supplement: Literature Grid

	
	13d
	Describe any methods used to synthesize results and provide a rationale for the choice(s). If meta-analysis was performed, describe the model(s), method(s) to identify the presence and extent of statistical heterogeneity, and software package(s) used.
	Page 8. Lines 143 to 154.

	
	13e
	Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results (e.g. subgroup analysis, meta-regression).
	n.a. 

	
	13f
	Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesized results.
	n.a.

	Reporting bias assessment
	14
	Describe any methods used to assess risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis (arising from reporting biases).
	Page 9. Lines 174 to 180. 

	Certainty assessment
	15
	Describe any methods used to assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an outcome.
	Page 9. Line 175. (+Supplement: CASP) 

	RESULTS 
	 

	Study selection 
	16a
	Describe the results of the search and selection process, from the number of records identified in the search to the number of studies included in the review, ideally using a flow diagram.
	Page 10. Lines 181. (PRISMA Flowchart)

	
	16b
	Cite studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but which were excluded, and explain why they were excluded.
	Page 10. Lines 182 to 189. 

	Study characteristics 
	17
	Cite each included study and present its characteristics.
	Page 1. Lines 182 to 189. (+supplement)

	Risk of bias in studies 
	18
	Present assessments of risk of bias for each included study.
	n.a.

	Results of individual studies 
	19
	For all outcomes, present, for each study: (a) summary statistics for each group (where appropriate) and (b) an effect estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval), ideally using structured tables or plots.
	Page 12 to 21. Lines 237 to 397.

	Results of syntheses
	20a
	For each synthesis, briefly summarise the characteristics and risk of bias among contributing studies.
	n.a.

	
	20b
	Present results of all statistical syntheses conducted. If meta-analysis was done, present for each the summary estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval) and measures of statistical heterogeneity. If comparing groups, describe the direction of the effect.
	n.a.

	
	20c
	Present results of all investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity among study results.
	n.a.

	
	20d
	Present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesized results.
	n.a.

	Reporting biases
	21
	Present assessments of risk of bias due to missing results (arising from reporting biases) for each synthesis assessed.
	n.a.

	Certainty of evidence 
	22
	Present assessments of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each outcome assessed.
	CASP

	DISCUSSION 
	 

	Discussion 
	23a
	Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence.
	Pages 21 to 23. 

	
	23b
	Discuss any limitations of the evidence included in the review.
	Page 24. 

	
	23c
	Discuss any limitations of the review processes used.
	Page 24. 

	
	23d
	Discuss implications of the results for practice, policy, and future research.
	Page 23. Lines 429 to 440. 

	OTHER INFORMATION
	 

	Registration and protocol
	24a
	Provide registration information for the review, including register name and registration number, or state that the review was not registered.
	n.a.

	
	24b
	Indicate where the review protocol can be accessed, or state that a protocol was not prepared.
	n.a.

	
	24c
	Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol.
	n.a.

	Support
	25
	Describe sources of financial or non-financial support for the review, and the role of the funders or sponsors in the review.
	Page 24. 

	Competing interests
	26
	Declare any competing interests of review authors.
	Page 24. 

	Availability of data, code and other materials
	27
	Report which of the following are publicly available and where they can be found: template data collection forms; data extracted from included studies; data used for all analyses; analytic code; any other materials used in the review.
	n.a.

	
	
	
	


Source: table created by the authors based on Page et al. (2020)
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	they asked care professionals to bring them informal caregivers they work with -> convenienca sample
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	4. Was the recruitment strategy appropriate to the aims of the research?
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	Comments
	secondary data: EWCS
	Secondary data
	recruitment through care workers -> convenience sample
	 
	secondary data: BHPS
	 
	secondary data: SHARE
	 
	yes, how else would they get the sample
	 
	secondary analysis: LOGG
	 
	secondary data: GAZEL France, Finnish Public Sector Study (FPS), Whitehall II study UK
	 
	 
	Stratification sampling of n=902
	convenience sample
	selection bias? 
	secondary data: SHARE
	 
	secondary data: Older Persons and Informal Caregivers Survey Minimum Data Set (TOPICS-MDS)
	Selective BIAS possible, because of recruiting via 31 projects in Holland (whereof 24 have information of informal care giving)
	convenience sample, but with quotas acc. to microcensus
	 

	5. Was the data collected in a way that addressed the research issue?
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	6. (if quali) Has the relationship between researcher and participants been adequately considered? / (if quanti) Has bias been adequately addressed?
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	Comments
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	yes, p. 10, 11
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	confounders, selection bias, ...
	 
	self-selection
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	online survey
	 

	Section B: What are the results?
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	8. Was the data analysis sufficiently rigorous?
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	transparent definition, operationalization, measurement, good limitations
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	address endogeneity, ...
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	9. Is there a clear statement of findings?
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	Mistake? p. 2958: family member's gender NOT sign. associated with received support (re. Mitte), but p. 2960: gender of family member as predictor for support (li. Mitte) - since gender of family member is not included in regression analysis, I think the second statement is a mistake
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Final Comment (In/out? Good/bad? why? ...)
	 
	good: well operationalized, useful findings
	 
	good! it tells us that support, that is equally granted on paper, differs for female and male caregivers (in a heterosexual marriage) bc. of gender role expectations -> good for argumenting for differentiated policy measures to support informal female/male carers -> category 4: social experiences and norms
	 
	good! shows wage differences in carers and non carers, also by gender, and connects it to policy issue
	 
	good: labour market participation decreases with caring responsibilities for elderly parents (country differences)
	 
	good: they estimate direct and indirect costs of informal caregiving, women bear the bigger part (Czech Rep)
	 
	good: estimates opportunity costs of informal eldercare in terms of forgone labor opportunities
	 
	good: high job strain and inf caregiving each make it more likely to have sickness ansence for women (not men). The combination also increases probability for women, but not more than expected from each -> combination per se does not increase prob of sickness absence more than each factor alone.
	 
	good: A time-based conflict between informal eldercare and paid work was significantly and positively related to the intended job change of female workers but not of their male counterparts. Flexible work arrangements were found to facilitate the attachment offemale workers to their jobs and the labor market. Intentions to exit the labor market of male workers appeared to be triggered by a physical care burden rather than time demands.
	Quite interesting for the question, when people leave labour market
	good, but contradictory to other findings: the caring family member's gender was not significantly associated with different received support
	 
	good: While men are more likely to drop out of the labor force, especially in response to continuous caregiving, women, on average, also reduce their paid working hours.
	 
	good: caregiver burden increased over time for both men and women. For female caregivers, the impact of poor spousal health on burden increased and the impact of fulfillment decreased over time. Among male caregivers, the impact of predictors did not change over time.
	 
	good: there are differences in public stigma along gender and amployment status of inf caregivers (Male and non-working informal caregivers were shown more public stigma than female and working informal caregivers. Thus, interventions to reduce public stigma, in particular towards male and non-working caregivers, are recommended) -> might be relevant for policy implications 
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