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Abstract

The significance of formal and informal supports and barriers on the company level for combining
employment and informal care fonan)aged relative has rarely been investigated. This is one of
the main findings of a systematicliterature review SLR. This SLR elucidates what can be learned
from research on practicés.that have been developed to maintain a sustainable work-care bal-
ance. Research indieates that firms have rarely actively addressed the topic, and many seem
unaware of the challenges employees are facing and the support they need. If firms offer support,
they oftegfavour individual, case-based solutions, whereas systematic approaches seem less
likely*to’be put in place. In general, the findings show, that better support for companies and for
carers would seem important, even urgent, but the knowledge base for offering this support is not

well developed.

Keywords: employment, informal care, aged care, work-care balance, workplace



1. Introduction

Caring for dependent elderly can be a very time and energy consuming task. Yet it currently
increasingly also affects people of working age. As Plaisier et al. note: “Population ageing and
rising costs of long-term care mean that organizations will be confronted in the future with a grow-
ing number of employees who combine paid work with providing informal care to a relative or non-
kin” (Plaisier et al., 2015, p. 267). International studies indicate that employees are incregasingly
involved in providing informal care, and that tensions between the demands of work-and caregiv-
ing are growing, especially when the care required is intensive (Geyer and Schulz, 2014,
Nowossadeck, 2016, Oldenkamp et al., 2018, Campéon and Le Bihan-Yeuinou, 2013). In 2006,
combining employment and informal care for the aged was not congidered very relevant to com-
panies and institutions, though it was acknowledged that the problem would be increasingly im-
portant in the future (Schneider et al., 2006). The situation has‘since changed. In 2019, for exam-
ple, in Switzerland one fifth of companies with more than five employees reported to have em-
ployees who had cared for aged relatives within the“previous three years (Rudin et al., 2019).

Until the late 1990s, the question of how t0 combine employment and informal care for the
aged was also neither a significant pdlitical nor a research topic (Beck, 1997, Reichert, 1999),
whereas combining employment.and childcare was an issue on both stages. However, in the last
two decades, demographic-Change, pension reforms, lower marriage and higher divorce rates,
inter alia, have led to efforts to increase womens’ employment and to prolong the working lives of
both women and-tmen (Broese Van Groenou and De Boer, 2016, Nowossadeck, 2016, Auth et
al., 2016). This-has led to more attention being paid to the situation of informal caregivers in aged
care, usually in the later stages of their working lives, who try to maintain their employment
(Bouget, 2016, Sardadvar and Mairhuber, 2018). Recent research indicates that combining em-
ployment and care often involves heavy burdens and self-restriction, and that its feasibility
strongly depends on the availability of supportive networks of private and professional carers
(Nagl-Cupal et al., 2018, Berthod et al., 2017).

Research also shows, that maintaining employment can bring many benefits (income, social

rights, social status, independence, recognition, etc.), which can facilitate or partially compensate



for the burdens of informal caregiving (Arksey, 2002). Thus research indicates that support is
needed to reduce potential negative consequences such as health problems for the carers (Milne
et al., 2013), and due to increased employee attrition a loss of social security contributions and
hence to later social benefits (Nagl-Cupal et al., 2018, Geyer, 2016, Schneider et al., 2013). Re-
search papers indicate that special attention should be paid to middle-aged caregivers whose
fear of losing their job and perhaps ending up with a lower pension is a strong motive for staying
at work (Franke, 2012, Kimmerling and Backer, 2012).

Attention is needed as research shows in detail, because many aspects that make’combining
working and caring roles challenging. Schmidt and Schneekloth (2011) foufidsthat in Germany,
34% of as the “principal caregivers” had to reduce their working hours, ‘and a further 15% gave
up their job entirely when they started informal caring. Geyer (2016) indicates a correlation be-
tween increased need for informal care and a reduction of werking hours and an increased likeli-
hood of having to leave the job completely (Milne et al., 2013, Schneider et al., 2013). Nagl-Cupal
et al. (2018) note that in Austria, from a sample of informal caregivers, 18% reported having given
up their job, about half of them reported having\reduced their working hours to less than 50% (11
and 20 hours per week). Another importantfinding is that pressures to reduce or to leave work
are vary between qualification groups/)Carmichael et al. (2008) show that highly qualified employ-
ees are more likely to continue{working while providing informal care.

Studies of family/hougghold negotiations identify factors such as family culture, social policies
and workplace culture’as essential to understanding practices used in combining work and caring
for the elderly (Pftegerl, 2012, Mairhuber and Sardadvar, 2017). These studies especially empha-
sise the gCarcity of good quality professional services as a limiting factor. This includes dimen-
sions\ike service capacities, cost, responsiveness to crisis and changing demand, and quality of
co-ordination. Good professional services seem to make a particularly important contribution to
buffering the impact of caregiving on employment (see also Carmichael et al., 2008, Milne et al.,
2013).

So far, research in the field has focused principally on caregivers. Studies exploring perspec-

tives of both caregivers and their employers are scarce (Franke, 2012, Radvanszky et al., 2016,



Berthod et al., 2017). In particular, the literature argues the more research is needed for a better
understanding of company strategies, structures, and practices in this area. The SLR is part of a
research project’ which aims to improve this knowledge base. As a first step in the research, this
systematic literature review (SLR) was conducted to describe the current state of research in this
area. This paper starts with an outline of methodology and methods used in this review, before
presenting the specific objectives and aims of the SLR, and then reporting selected«results, es-
pecially about formal and informal practices undertaken by management and by employees them-

selves. We conclude with a discussion of the findings and concluding reflections.

2. Methodology and Methods
A systematic literature review “aims to comprehensively identify all relevant studies in order to
answer a particular research question, and assesses the‘validity (or soundness) of each study,
taking this into account when reaching conclusiong™(Petticrew and Roberts, 2012). Between April
7 and May 31, 2021 this SLR was carried ott<following the 12-step review process outlined by
Petticrew and Roberts (2012). The results' were documented in a data extraction Excel file and
qualitative assessment of the identified literature was conducted. Our focus here is on the findings
about the practices on the lgvel”of organizations, in companies and institutions, relating to the
combining of formal employment and informal care of the aged (see Figure 1). Inclusion criteria
refer to (a) case studies of companies that examine the perspectives of both management and
employees «(b)ystudies exploring the perspective of either management or employees on the is-
sue, anek(e) research into ways in which companies support employees to fulfil their informal care
duties.

The review includes literature published in English and German. The studies were identi-
fied primarily by using electronic data bases (see Box 1) and they comprise literature published

between January 2000 and April 2021 as public debate on the issue intensified. The relevance of

1 The international research project “Combining employment with informal care for the aged. An analysis of the interplay
among individual and organizational practices in companies in Switzerland and Austria (COMBECA)” is conducted by
Thomas Geisen and Sibylle Niderdst, University of Applied Sciences and Arts Northwestern Switzerland, and Karl
Krajic, Working Life Research Centre FORBA, Vienna, financially supported by the two most prominent research funds
in Switzerland and Austria (SNF and FWF,Project ID 1-4840-G).



the literature was established via a step-by-step approach, including a search for key terms in
titles and abstracts. These data records with their abstracts were transferred to Endnote Web so
that the entire review team could access them online. First, duplicate records were removed,;
second, all records were removed that were not directly related to the question of combining paid
employment with informal elder care; and third, pairs of reviewers assessed the abstracts of those
publications that had met the inclusion criteria thus far. The selected publications were analysed
by newly composed pairs of reviewers on the basis of a data extraction plan. Any disefepancies
regarding process and analysis of the SLR coming up between the pairs of reviewers during the
review and data extraction process were discussed by the whole research t€am.

With reference to the research questions, a qualitative synthesis categgrised the studies by coun-
try or region, sample size (number of companies, number of employees), type of company (sec-
tor), definition of care, characteristics of the caregiving situatieny paid hours worked by the care-
giver, age, gender, ethnicity, employee skill levels, information on use of support services, the
specific problems faced by employers and employees.and responses to them, information about
what facilitates the combining of care and paid-work, the effects of specific interventions and
measures, instruments used to monitor such effects, and the need for further support.

The qualitative assessment of theyselected literature was conducted by a generic appraisal tool
developed using the CONSORT 2010 checklist (Schulz et al., 2011) and the Cochrane Collabo-
ration Qualitative Method$\Group guidelines (Chandler and Hopewell, 2013). This appraisal tool
evaluates studies bdsed on their objectives, sample sizes, methods of data collection and analy-
sis, and descriptign and interpretation of results. Each criterion was evaluated by assigning it
points from0 to 5 or 0 to 2; the maximum number of points obtainable was 40. The points were
transformed into a grade (A to F) using a linear mathematical model. As in the process for data
extraction, disagreements about the appraisal of the studies were discussed among the whole

research team.

2 Results

2.1 Description and characteristics of the research sample



The systematic literature search resulted in 7,734 identified records, including 27 study reports
from institutional repositories and 44 papers already identified for the COMBECA research pro-
posal. Nearly 56% (4,325 of 7,734) were removed as duplicates. The remaining 3,409 records
were reviewed based on title and abstract, and 14% (477) were identified as relevant to the main
research question of our review. The full texts of these 477 publications were assessed for eligi-
bility and from that sample 208 were allocated to the three thematic sub-samples referring primary
to the practises (a) of employees, (b) of companies, and (c) of state regulations. Aftér andther
assessment stage, sub-sample (b) was reduced from 46 to 17 publications, focusing.on company
practises to address the problem of combining employment with care of the_ efdérly. In addition,
three publications that had been identified via other methods were added.to sub-sample (in total
20 publications). Only publications that used empirical research werésincluded. They include stud-
ies from Austria (4), Germany (6), Switzerland (2), UK (4), USA%3), and one comparing Canada,
the US, the UK and Australia (1). Seven of the studies were published between 2000 and 2010,
and 13 between 2010 and 2020, which points to the.growing importance of the topic. This article
refers primarily to the final sub-sample B (14 publications) which was received based on the qual-
itative assessment of the 20 publicationg” I’ the qualitative assessment of the initial 20 publica-
tions, fourteen studies received grades-A to D, and these were included, six publications received
a grade of E or F, and these (were then excluded from the SLR. Table 1 provides a detailed
overview of the characteristics of the fourteen studies included in the final SLR sub-sample B (14)

(see Table 1 [Appendix: separate download link]).

In the following section, we describe the topics and questions treated by the studies, and their
descfiptions and analyses of management and employee perspectives on the workplace prac-

tices and organisational measures intended to support combining employment and informal care.

2.2 Research topics and questions

Existing research on combining employment with informal elder care follows no clear pattern or
systematic approach, thus also the empirical studies that we identified are only loosely related to

each other. For example, the authors do not refer to each other nor take up research questions



not yet tackled in earlier studies. Moreover, they often take a very broad perspective on the situ-
ation in companies. For discussing the research topics and questions the studies are grouped
according to the following criteria: evaluation, general research design, network, and target group.

Jimenez et al. (2019) focus on the implementation and evaluation of a pilot project that
was conceived for employees who were also caregivers for relatives. The aim was to examine
the feasibility, acceptability, and potential efficacy of a psychosocial, technologically based_ifter-
vention for caregivers. This was a classical intervention study of companies, the only“one/of its
kind in our SLR.

Bernard and Phillips (2007) use a more general research design in their, Study identifying
strategies used by employers and employees to combine work and care_tasks. They surveyed
both care-giving employees and care-giving managers and investigated what workplace condi-
tions and measures were considered helpful to the task. In=edntrast, Kimmerling and Backer
(2012) conduct a survey of experts and employers butsdid not include employees. Their study
investigated the extent to which companies are aware of the new question of combining elderly
care and employment, and the older one of combining employment and caring for children, and
how the companies as such are affected by tensions related to these questions. This survey
examines differences in combining Werk and caregiving and seeks to determine differences in
this connection in respect to companies and branches. Employers are also the focus of a study
by Rudin et al. (2019) and’Ramesh et al. (2017), while Schneider et al. (2006), Dawid et al. (2008)
and Dérfler et al. (2020) try to look at the perspectives of both employers and employees. Auth et
al. (2015) focus onlexperts and employees, and Arksey (2002) focuses solely on employees. Only
the study(by*Dawid et al. (2008) investigates the internal ways of communication between em-
ployerstand employees who are also caregivers. Focussing on time spent on work and caregiving,
Bryan (2012) examines employee access to flexibility in the workplace. And Gaugler at al. (2018)
looked at the relation of caregiving-work conflict and caregiver burden.

Further studies focus on the company as an element in an extended network of support.
Thus, an enquiry by Yeandle et al. (2002) examines how support can be provided by employers,

municipal and private service providers to caregivers, along with consultation and supervision in



their work-life balance. Ruppert et al. (2019) focus on small and medium enterprises (SME) in a
peri-urban centre. The focus of the study by Swanberg et al. (2006) is on the outcome of measures
taken by companies to support employees trying to balance informal elder care with their work.
Target-group-specific aspects of combining care and paid employment are also examined
in several studies. Thus Kramer et al. (2019) investigate how the management see “distance
caregiving”, asking what problems they identify and what action companies and workers should
be taking. Auth et al. (2015) focus exclusively on men engaged in both paid work and<caring for
elders, while Dorfler et al. (2020) also focus on men, examining how male participation in the
provision of caregiving might be increased.
This description of the research topics and questions shows that emapitical work on combining
employment and informal aged care so far is markedly focused oh the needs of employees and
employers and the measures they have taken to facilitate the~€cembination. In the following sec-

tion, we present the findings of these studies in more detail.
2.3 Workplace practices of the management and’the employees

The management perspective

The very small number of companies thi@t.participated in the studies reviewed here all seem willing
to explicitly deal with their employeées’ problems in combining work and caregiving. They have
developed measures, mostprominently, flexible or reduced working hours, when needed. Yet, in
most of the studies the4sSue is described as remaining challenging. Gaugler et al. (2018), for
example, describe;a.multitude of internal organisational structures designed to support combining
work with caré-that have already been implemented. Nonetheless, the situation remains difficult
for both employees and line management, responsible for organizing everyday work. How to deal
withyproblems related to the issue often seems to be insufficiently clear to management and em-
ployees alike, and further measures are often requested, e.g. establishment of the role of a ne-
gotiator, or initiatives for “community building” within the company, management training courses,
and measures to safeguard the implementation of existing programs in all spheres and for all

workers (Gaugler et al., 2018).



Already earlier, Bernard and Phillips (2007) had shown a rather similar picture: Managers are
aware of the problem — “carers are overloaded” — but complain that it is becoming ever harder for
them “simply to keep up-to-date with the latest policies and guidance on family-friendly issues”
(ibid.). And even earlier, Yeandle et al. (2002) described problems at the management level, in-
cluding inadequate information and “lack of training, guidance, consultation and communication
concerning the implementation of the policies within the organizations”. The implementation,of
company policy that is family-friendly and care-friendly can be significantly influenced by “mana-
gerial discretion, service provision and delivery, concerns about the potential for abuse, training
and guidance, and consultation and communication” (ibid.).

Other studies underline the importance of broader social change forraising awareness of
the growing numbers of people who must combine employment and caregiving. In particular,
awareness for demographic change — the ageing of the population — is seen as highly relevant to
employers (Schneider et al., 2006, Kimmerling and Backer, 2012). Demographic change means
not only an increasing demand for care but also an‘ageing of the workforce, especially felt as
intensified competition for skilled workers. Scareity of skilled workers is also considered one of
the drivers of management efforts to make~the workplace attractive to women (Kimmerling and
Backer, 2012) which also draws attention to informal caregiving. In addition, there are pressures
on companies to improve suppert for older employees from legal and social policy reforms, e.g.
the 2008 care reform in Germany (Kimmerling and Backer, 2012). The kinds of organisational
changes due to statedprovisions in order to facilitate the combining of employment and care
pointed out in thesstudy by Arksey (2002) include “leave policies, carer-friendly working arrange-
ments, workplace facilities”.

Some studies draw attention to management perceptions of changing employee expecta-
tions of flexible work arrangements in general, their new awareness of the issues involved in
combining work roles with other tasks in life, and their demands for a mix of formal and informal
arrangements (see, for example, Ruppert et al., 2019). In another recent study, by Dorfler et al.
(2020), management articulates company needs for better “information about family-friendly of-

fers”, “rendering time and place of work more flexible”, being able to offer a “reduction in working



hours”, and better “information about changed life situation and circumstances” among employ-
ees. However, developing support structures that can meet the needs of both the company and
the employees turns out to be highly complex, as the study with a specific focus on “distance
caregiving” shows (Kramer et al., 2019). Above all, the development of formal measures to im-
prove the combining of work and care is difficult first because the very topic of who is caring for
relatives appears to be taboo within enterprises (Kramer et al., 2019, Reuy et al., 2012). Fhere
seems to be little knowledge on numbers and intensity and circumstances, despite it§ obvious
centrality for addressing the combining of employment and caregiving. Without sueh_basic infor-
mation it is hardly possible to make rational decisions about supports needed.

Kramer et al. (2019) and earlier, Arksey (2002), address tensigns.between different per-
spectives within management. According to Kramer et al., such_tensions principally surface for
company executives, who must combine attention for staff needs.with responsibility for organizing
the central operations and procedures. Some studies underline the relevance of the personal
attitudes of the top executives towards the issue.{Arksey, 2002). Top executives’ perceptions
and willingness to act become decisive factofsin how employees are supported in combining
care and work, and especially if management informs employees about the family-friendly options
on offer and facilitates access to suchoffers.

A specific and perhaps unexpected obstacle to explicit management support is that such
support can be seen by dthyer staff as unfair or special treatment and thus as a violation of the
norm of equal treatment (Dorfler et al., 2020). This is even more likely when practices of combin-
ing care and work<have a negative impact on performance at the workplace. Already in the study
by Dawid et al. (2008), it was noted that workers who must care for elderly relatives are often
seen‘hy management as easily distracted, inattentive, sloppy and unpunctual, incapable of com-
pleting tasks on time, having difficulties in structuring their work, no longer interacting well with
clients, colleagues and fellow workers, and showing increased rates of absenteeism (Dawid et

al., 2008).

The employee perspective
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Research on the perspective of employees combining work and caregiving is included in
most company studies. The issue becomes visible primarily as a problem for employees, when
their new or changing needs related to providing care disrupts established work-life pattern. In a
recent study, Jimenez et al. (2019) point to these practical problems, reporting that “all of the
participants indicated that it was difficult to juggle work and caregiving responsibilities” (Jimenez
et al., 2019). Lehner et al. (2012) emphasise mental/emotional and physical burdens and pres-
sures (ibid.), and earlier research by Yeandle et al. (2002) also reported the difficulties ‘p€ople
have in combining care and work, pointing to the variety of problems that arise from\different care
arrangements. Along with difficulties in achieving a balance between the defpands of caregiving
and company work, new challenges arise at work. Jimenez et al. (2019) stress that working care-
givers often have difficulties to focus on their tasks at the workplace\(see also Dawid 2008).

The literature analysed also identifies some specific needs for support of employees/care-
givers. These needs comprise factors related to the waork context but also to the family context.
Non-work factors identified include dealing with difficult family dynamics (Gaugler et al., 2018,
Bernard and Phillips, 2007), coping with lack of‘appreciation from family members and a lack of
understanding for the caregiver’s interestto-Continue employment (Gaugler et al., 2018).

Various structural problems,of'the workplace are referred to as obstacles to combining the
two roles. This obviously includesa general lack of personnel and frequent work overload; also
several aspects of organisational culture are mentioned, including unsupportive colleagues and
supervisors or — moré general — a company culture that is on the whole tense and ridden by
conflict (Bernard and Phillips, 2007).

Another issue is that time and energy involved in caregiving limits opportunities to partici-
pate in‘internal promotion at the workplace — e.g., by creating reluctance in applying for promo-
tions etc. (Gaugler et al., 2018). Finally, research also addresses the consequences of two strong
and competing main roles on other spheres of private life, including lack of time to meet friends
or to pursue hobbies (Gaugler et al., 2018). Reuyf et al. (2012) also mention problems in and

with the personal environment, such as the negative effects of the double burden on relationships
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with partners and families, lack of time for themselves, with the overall quality of life of caregivers
being reduced over extended periods of time as a result.

Thus, combining employment with caregiving is understood in the research above all as
a double burden and a difficulty (Auth et al., 2015). Specifically, the reasons include the ongoing
necessity to negotiate and adapt agreements, and the extra time and energy entailed. And the
need for permanently negotiating/ adapting agreements occurs not only at the level of the . com-
pany but in the “care system” as well (with other formal and informal carers) (Schneidenét al.,
2006).

On the other hand, Bernard and Phillips (2007) highlight that employment itseff, which means
the membership in a company or institution as well as the participation‘in.the society, is an im-
portant resource for caregivers, despite all the associated challenges, The general picture drawn
by most studies underline the various difficulties for employees.who are trying to balance work
with caring, in indicate that these situations tends to deteriorate over time. As a consequence,
impacts on “health and wellbeing” (Arksey, 2002), on.the carers’ mental or physical health or both
are described (Schneider et al., 2006). At least-in part, negative dynamics in the situation are
blamed on a “lack of recognition, financial ehallenges and bureaucratic obstacles” (Schneider et
al., 2006).

If work environments turn.‘@ut™oo rigid and overall conditions too complex, it is likely that
caregivers who need or want to continue employment, might search new, more flexible jobs. A
strategy that often sé€ms more promising than to attempt to render existing jobs more flexible in

order to meet theix needs (Bryan, 2012).

2.4 Support measures

The studies covered by this systematic literature review rather stress the differences between
combining employment with childcare and the situation in combining it with care for the elderly.
This seems to be due to the increasing need for attention over time - in the initial stages of com-
bining aged care and employment, management saw no essential difference between the two

(Schneider et al., 2006), despite the significant dissimilarities between them (Dawid et al., 2008).
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Current studies argue that combining work and care for the elderly should be regarded as a dis-
tinct problem (Kramer et al., 2019, Rudin et al., 2019, Dorfler et al., 2020, Kimmerling and Backer,
2012).

Several studies underline the need to change perception of the issue - “eliminating any taboos”
and “destigmatizing” at the workplace are recommended as important prerequisites for improving
chances (Bernard and Phillips, 2007, Ramesh et al., 2017, Kramer et al., 2019). This seenis\to
be difficult - Dorfler et al. (2020) describe the provision of care for older relatives as beingiregarded
as an “embarrassing topic” and recommend that hands-on supervisors and human resource man-
agement have to play a crucial role in developing acceptance and recognitien*ef'the issue (Auth
et al., 2015). Already in an early study, Yeandle et al. (2002) had argued\for the creation of more
awareness for the difficulties to balance elder-care and work at_all\company levels. In line with
these findings, more recent studies recommend that an overall-eare-sensitive and family-friendly
company culture is required (Kramer et al., 2019, Dérfleret al., 2020, Ramesh et al., 2017).
These studies also draw attention to the importance.of the attitudes of work colleagues and their
willingness (or lack of willingness) to show solidarity. Yeandle et al. (2002) had shown that em-
ployees seem generally prepared to support fellow workers in their efforts to combine work and
care, also stress the possible negative effects, arguing that companies should not take undue
advantage of colleagues’ readifiess to support care providers in the workplace and relay on infor-
mal support among members of the team. Research also indicates that managers consider nec-
essary some sort of‘balancing attention or compensation also for those employees that are not
involved in caregiving (Dorfler et al., 2020).

Improved communication about and information on the issue within companies is also
seen‘as an important precondition (Yeandle et al., 2002, Kramer et al., 2019, Arksey, 2002, Auth
et al., 2015, Dorfler et al., 2020). Studies indicate that information collected and distributed at
company level should not include only the support currently offered by the company; but also
include knowledge about welfare state regulations (Gaugler et al., 2018) and the local social ser-
vices available (Yeandle et al., 2002). Thus, companies could provide support in a more compre-

hensive and inclusive way.
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Yeandle et al. (2002) recommended already earlier a process in which local service pro-
viders and employers communicate and even collaborate in order to ensure the best possible
support for employees. Training courses and seminars for management and employees were
recommended as important tools for the creation of a care-sensitive company culture and for
better communication, which will lead to a better use of existing measures (Kramer et al., 2019,
Ramesh et al., 2017, Yeandle et al., 2002, Gaugler et al., 2018).

Concrete organisational measures often include increasing flexibility of working/otrs and
the workplace (Gaugler et al., 2018, Dérfler et al., 2020, Reuyf3 et al., 2012). However,/depending
on the company, options for flexible work can also be severely limited, e g/when the work is
organised in shifts (Ramesh et al., 2017). Alongside options for morg’flexible working hours, a
reorganisation of work is also mentioned, e.g., reduced contact with.clients, and relief from shift
work and duties that involve travel (Auth et al., 2015, ReuyR et-ak, 2012). In addition, studies refer
to other forms of assistance, including self-help groups fer.employees involved in caring, perhaps
with a focus on its especially difficult forms, like distance care. Studies also mention options for
measures such as protected spaces for private ‘phone calls, acceptance of internet browsing, e-
mail, or other utilities for organising care~during working hours (Kramer et al., 2019, Gaugler et
al., 2018, Jimenez et al., 2019, Kimmerling and Backer, 2012).

In SMEs, there seems 0ybe a particular need for more information on how to combine
work and elderly care. Résearchers argue that a lack of models that can be easily adapted for
SMEs can be considered an important obstacle to introducing measures that facilitate a good

work—care balance. So far, SMEs also often show insufficient interest in grappling with the topic

times rather simple measures are applied, including short-term absences for caregivers, paid care
leave provided by the company, and reductions in workloads. However, the last option is fre-

quently associated with negative consequences for career advancement, salaries and pension

tween employers and employees offer better solutions than a set of entitlements for employees
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become relevant in recruitment processes; support for combining work with care of the elderly
may soon become a criterion for choosing a job, as combining work with childcare already is

(Bryan, 2012)isi.

3 Discussion

The findings of this SLR indicate that organisational practices at the workplace in relationt6 the
work—elder care balance have been inadequately studied to date. Only a small number of sys-
tematical empirical studies were identified, and these span two decades, are geegfaphically wide-
spread and not integrated in any kind of cohesive research program o scientific discourse. Sec-
tor-specific studies are missing, as are studies based on comprehensive research designs that
allow analysis of the complexity of the interplay between infarmal and formal practices within
organisations; studies explicitly targeting country-specific characteristics (culture, welfare state
characteristics) and their influence on the issue are-missing as well.
The studies analysed identify and discuss in detail challenges, needs and expectations of em-
ployers and employees in work and elderéeare balance. Further, they describe in some detail
measures that managements have, putin place to support employees in doing so, and they iden-
tify employee strategies for combining their paid work with their everyday care duties . And finally,
they make recommendatiens for management on the basis of their findings. Interestingly, the
available studies indieate that challenges for management and employees doing care, associated
with the work-elder care balance, are not necessarily opposed. Rather, at least in the recommen-
dations studies assume that management needs can be reconciled with workers’ needs, at least
where, the latter are seen and then addressed (Rudin et al., 2019). Of course, the empirical basis
of these conclusions and all the other findings is rather narrow, especially concerning sector/
specific type of work, size of the company and impact of different characteristics of the social
environment.

Less explicitly considered in the studies we examined is the importance of the “team” and

colleagues as important actors within a company. As members of the organisation and significant
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contributors to the structure and culture of the workplace, and as participants in the lived reality
of the workplace setting (Kotthoff and Reindl, 1990), they constitute an important resource for
combining care and work duties. Non-cooperative behaviour can be a major obstacle to the im-
plementation of measures aimed at supporting a good balance and to the development of carer-
friendly organisational culture, solidarity is a major asset for all practices of combining work and
care.

The studies included in this review demonstrate that all organizations have .developed
some strategies and some even a wide variety. This indicates that under favourable conditions,
the topic can be tackled at the workplace level. However, there is no systefnati¢ knowledge on
how often this happens, what the drivers are for the introduction of such.measures what is the
acceptance by different stakeholders or which impact they have dn“organizations, on the carers
and on the team.

In this context, social expectation structures (Begke, 2008) of workforces are also chang-
ing in regard to support measures offered by the wetkplace, and support for combining paid work
with elder care has started to become a topic ‘Of-discussion in connection with staff recruitment,
at least in some sectors/ companies (Bryan;2012).

Nevertheless, despite the structural factors that will increase the importance of this issue,
and some indications of slowly(paising awareness about it at the company level, there is still very
little systematic understanding and even less generalisable knowledge. This refers especially to
systematic studies of-the interplay between the different actors in companies, the communication
processes and thelinteraction between company and external actors, e.g., ambulant care provid-
ers.

Another area where there is very little research so far is the impact of changing care needs,
especially crises on combination practices. Only few studies have identified differential typical
phase progressions and have tried to analyse impacts. Studies on the effect of combining work
and care on employees’ health are also missing. And, until now, there is a lack of systematic
approaches/ instruments for evaluating company measures to support the work-elder care bal-

ance.
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4 Conclusion

To date we lack differentiated knowledge about the connections between expectations,
ongoing processes, processes of negotiation and the establishment of formal and informal struc-
tures within companies. The studies examined here identify the need for research on job-oriented
and welfare-state related problems of the work-elder care balance, such as the changes that
occur to the caregiving demands and the measures taken in response, workplace-related,support
measures, behaviour at work, and the caregiving activities, the economic consequences for the

individual and society, and the consequences of employees’ care responsibiliti€s’for companies.

The SLR findings show that employees and management mustfinda way between claim,
necessity, and feasibility to manage jointly the difficulties inherent’in,combining employment du-
ties with care duties. Unlike other issues that the enterprise manages, including health protection,
prevention, and some aspects of support for disease mapagement of their workforce, which com-
panies have accepted over time, the issue of combjning work and elder care is regarded by com-
panies and institutions as an area where they are’uncertain about their proper roles and respon-
sibilities.

In conclusion, we can summarize that — although there is very little research on company-
level practices of combining employment and care so far — not only the carers, also management
will increasingly become confronted with various challenges. For management, this often means
to have to deal with_¢entradictory demands, which then have to be negotiated, resolved, perhaps
also postponed orrendered invisible in the day-to-day running of the company. Employees trying
to combineytheir employment with caregiving also face major, often unexpected, and often con-
flicting demands. In this situation, they need to develop new capacities and competences in order
to balance or negotiate these demands, organize support and thus stabilize their work—care-life
balances.

For these difficult tasks, better support for companies, also for carers would seem important, even
urgent, but the knowledge base for offering this support is not well developed, several areas that

would profit from further investment were pointed out in the discussion chapter above.
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Appendix (to be published with the article)

Box 1: Electronic Data Bases and Regions/Countries included in the SLR

Electronic Data Bases: PsyAtrticles, APA PsycArticles, APA Psychinfo, PSYNDEX-
plus, ABI/INFORM Global, Ebook Central, EconLit, International Bibliography of the So-
cial Sciences (IBSS), MEDLINE, ProQuest Dissertations & Theses, Publicly Available
Content Database, Sociological Abstracts, Web of Science Core Collection, KCI-Kérean
Journal Database, Russian Science Citation Index, SciELO Citation Index, Business
Source Premier, CINAHL Complete, CAIRN, Elsevier (SCOPUS), PubMed, Taylor &
Francis Ebooks, Taylor & Francis Journals and Articles, WISO, Cambridge University
Press, De Gruyter Online Journals, Oxford University Press, Springer Journals,
Swisscovery, Schweizerisches Sozialarchiv, Osterreichiseher Bibliotheksverbund.
Electronic repositories of institutions: SOFI,Arbeiterkammer Bibliothek Wien,
Wirtschaftsuniversitat Wien, OIF, OECD, wefe,'searched for study reports as was a
“state of the art” review by the authors of this article conducted in 2017 and updated in
2019.

Regions or countries included: Europe, Israel, USA, Canada, Australia, New Zea-

land, Japan, South Korea,daiwan, Hongkong and Singapore.
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Figure 1: SLR Flow-Chart
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Table 1: Overview of the SLR publications
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