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Shared Site Intergenerational Care Programs with Older 
Adults and Young Children: A Scoping Review
Olivia Rawlings-Way PhD a, Deborah Parker PhD a, David Brown PhD a, 
Nicole Sutton PhD a, and Gillian McAllister PhD b

aUniversity of Technology Sydney, New South Wales, Australia; bUniversity of New South Wales, New 
South Wales, Australia

ABSTRACT
Shared site intergenerational care programs (SSICPs) integrate 
care services for old and young generations in co-located con
texts. A common form combines residential aged care and 
childcare services within a single site that is home to older 
adults and contains a childcare center. At present, SSICPs are 
under-researched and under-developed. Consequently, the aim 
of this scoping review is to review evidence on this type of 
SSICP, informing their future development. Nine articles met 
the inclusion criteria, and were analyzed with narrative synthesis 
and tabulation. Findings reveal benefits plus practices and prin
ciples underlying the establishment of SSICPs. While more 
research is needed to confirm outcomes and best practice, 
and examine possibilities beyond developed countries, this 
review demonstrates the potential of SSICPs as a viable model 
of care for older people and young children, and provides 
guidelines toward their development and implementation.
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Introduction

Intergenerational programming has emerged in response to contemporary 
generational isolation and segregation, the aging population, negative attitudes 
about aging and older people, and the challenge of providing quality care to 
both old and young people. Among their objectives, intergenerational pro
grams (IPs) aim to bring generations together to engage in mutually beneficial 
activities (Cartmel et al., 2018) and to promote knowledge exchange, lifelong 
learning, respect, and understanding (Airey & Smart, 2015; Cartmel et al.,  
2018; Golenko et al., 2020), thereby targeting societal ageism and building 
more inclusive communities (Airey & Smart, 2015; Golenko et al., 2020).1 

Originating in the United States (US) in the 1960s (Ruggiano, 2010),2 IPs are 
today conducted with varying populations and in different contexts. IPs may 
involve school children (Cohen-Mansfield & Jensen, 2017), people with 
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dementia (PWD) (Gigliotti et al., 2005), or university students (Hernandez & 
Gonzalez, 2008), with focuses ranging from education (Cartmel et al., 2019) to 
the arts (Rubin et al., 2015), and can take place in community halls (Kenning 
et al., 2021) and senior centers (Dreibelbis & George, 2017).

There are different IP models that delineate the location and nature of pro
gramming and activities. The visitation model involves separately located childcare 
centers, schools, or universities, and aged care facilities or adult day care centers, 
and the transportation of participants from one location to another (Hamilton 
et al., 1999). Another variation is the immersion model, which involves intensive 
intergenerational connection and exchange within a specific time period, and the 
immersion of one population into the other (Carson et al., 2011).

In contrast, the shared site model involves programs conducted in co- 
located and designated intergenerational shared spaces (Goyer & Zuses,  
1998; Hatton-Yeo & Melville, 2013; Radford et al., 2018). Shared site IPs 
have been defined as “programs in which multiple generations receive ongoing 
services and/or programming at the same site, and generally interact through 
planned and/or informal intergenerational activities” (Goyer & Zuses,  
1998, p. v).

A common form of shared site IP provides care services, defined as “a 
specific type of program that involves the caring of older and younger people 
in a shared setting under the supervision of a formally trained caregiver” 
(Radford et al., 2018, p. 303). This shared site intergenerational care program 
(SSICP) model originated in the US, with a 1998 national survey identifying 
281 programs and 72 distinct program models, the most common being the 
nursing home/childcare center model, followed by the adult day care center/ 
childcare center model (Goyer & Zuses, 1998). A recent survey replication 
found the most common SSICP involves children under the age of five, 
through childcare or preschool services, paired with adult day care services, 
followed by assisted living, nursing homes, independent senior housing, short- 
term rehabilitation, and senior centers (Jarrott, 2019, p. 5). While SSICPs are 
most visible in the US, the integration of care services for young and old 
generations within designated and purpose-built intergenerational shared 
spaces is relatively new elsewhere, such as Australia (Radford et al., 2016) 
and the United Kingdom (Melville & Bernard, 2011). However, this “common 
sense” (Generations United & The Eisner Foundation, 2018, p. 1) model of 
care has multiple benefits (Radford et al., 2018) and is responsive to “changing 
economic, demographic, and social pressures [which] have increased the need 
for alternative funding and program approaches in both aged care and child
care” (Cartmel et al., 2018, p. 65).

Since the 1990s, there has been a call for increased research on IPs 
(Bernard, 2006, Cohen-Mansfield & Jensen, 2017; Ward, 1997). In 
a foundational review of shared site IP research, Kuehne and Kaplan 
(2001) described the existing literature as vague and fragmented, and 
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the dearth of planning guidance material has also been noted (Goyer,  
2001; Hayes, 2003). More recently, Weeks et al. (2020) have noted there 
is scant robust research on the SSICP model, and in her discussion 
about “the expansion of intergenerational shared sites,” Melville (2014) 
notes that “the nature and implications of the settings in which inter
generational activities may take place remains relatively neglected” 
(p. 295).

The objective of this scoping review is to examine the landscape of research 
on the specific type of SSICP that integrates childcare and residential aged care 
(RAC) services in co-located shared site contexts. These SSICPs occur in 
residential or long-term aged care facilities, that are home to the older gen
eration and where they live permanently, and which contain a co-located 
purpose-built childcare center on the same site (McKee & Scheffel, 2019). 
Within this shared space context, both generations participate in ongoing 
services and programming, and interact during scheduled intergenerational 
activities and informal encounters (Goyer, 2001). The aim of the review is to 
map the literature about this shared site RAC/childcare center model of 
intergenerational care, so as to contribute to the evidence base on this model 
and its outcomes, and inform its future development and implementation.

A preliminary search of databases (PROSPERO, MEDLINE, Cochrane 
Database of Systematic Reviews, JBI Evidence Synthesis) was conducted in 
August 2021 and no current or in-progress scoping reviews or systematic 
reviews examining RAC/childcare center SSICPs published in English (due 
to the authors’ language restrictions) were identified. Apart from Kuehne and 
Kaplan’s (2001) non-peer-reviewed review conducted over 20 years ago, and 
a systematic review by Radford et al. (2018), which does examine some shared 
site studies but none within the parameters of this scoping review, no existing 
reviews focus on SSICPs conducted with older people living in RAC and 
young children receiving childcare. This scoping review addresses this 
research gap.

Method

This scoping review was conducted in accordance with an a priori protocol3 

and guided by the Arksey and O’Malley (2005) framework, as developed by the 
JBI methodology (Peters et al., 2020), and the Preferred Reporting Items for 
Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses Extension for Scoping Reviews 
(PRISMA-ScR) (Tricco et al., 2018). Following the formation of the research 
questions, the PCC (Participants, Concept, Context) framework was used to 
construct the inclusion criteria, and four methodological steps were followed: 
(1) identifying relevant studies, (2) selecting studies, (3) extracting and tabu
lating data, and (4) narratively describing and summarizing data.
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Identifying the research questions

With the objective to examine the research landscape concerning SSICPs, the 
research questions of this review are:

(1) What research has been conducted on intergenerational care programs 
implemented within shared site contexts where RAC facilities and 
services are co-located with childcare centers and services?

(2) What does this research reveal about the outcomes of these programs 
for participants, specifically older people (aged 65+) receiving RAC 
services and young children (aged 6 and below) receiving childcare 
services?

(3) What does this research reveal about what is required in developing and 
implementing this type of SSICP?

Inclusion criteria

Participants
Studies of older people aged 65 and over living in RAC facilities and young 
children aged six and under4 receiving childcare services5 were considered. 
Research on older cohorts of children, including school-aged (6+), tertiary 
students (18+), or young adults, was excluded.

Concept
The concept of interest is intergenerational programs of care that integrate 
RAC and childcare services in co-located shared site contexts, as defined above 
as shared site intergenerational care programs (SSICPs), where both genera
tions connect, interact, and engage in mutually beneficial planned and/or 
informal activities and exchange, and receive care services, under the super
vision of formally trained caregivers.

Regarding the “polysemic” (Newman & Sánchez, 2007, p. 36) concept of 
generation, this paper adheres to its demographic definition as a group of 
people born during a certain historical location (Alwin & McCammon,  
2007), as an age group (Newman & Sánchez, 2007) or a “chronologically 
defined cohort in a population structure” (Purhonen, 2016, p. 168). This is 
in contrast to other definitions of generation, including genealogical, refer
ring to family relations, parentage and kinship (e.g. Bengtson, 2001); socio- 
historical, regarding people with shared experiences that construct social, 
cultural or political identities (e.g. Mannheim, 1952); economic, concerning 
people of the same age and style of consumption (e.g. Scabini & Marta,  
2006); or pedagogical, referring to intergenerational learning (e.g. Schmidt- 
Hertha, 2014).
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Context
Studies examining intergenerational care programs that integrate RAC facil
ities and services with childcare centers and services, as defined above as 
SSICPs, were considered. SSICP studies involving any context where older 
people do not live permanently (i.e. adult day care or respite care centers) were 
excluded, as was literature concerning other IP models (i.e. visitation or 
immersion models).

Types of sources
Considering the aim of this review to map the academic literature about 
a specific type of SSICP, to establish the current evidence base, and outline 
the best approach to development and implementation, the search focused on 
peer-reviewed research study papers of any kind for consideration. 
Consequently, non-peer-reviewed grey literature was excluded, as were opi
nion pieces and review protocols.

Identifying the relevant studies

An initial limited search of CINAHL and SCOPUS was undertaken in 
September 2021. The text words in titles, abstracts, and index terms of relevant 
papers were used to develop a full search strategy. The search strategy, 
including all identified keywords and index terms, was adapted for each of 
the eight databases used (MEDLINE, Embase, CINAHL, ERIC, PsycINFO, 
SCOPUS, ProQuest Health & Medicine, PubMed) and a second search was 
undertaken in November 2021. Studies published in English (due to the 
authors’ language restrictions) from 1997 onwards were included, accounting 
for Kuehne and Kaplan’s (2001) review, which covers research prior to 2001. 
The reference lists of papers selected for review were screened for additional 
papers. Full search strategies for each database are provided in Appendix 
I (Supplementary Material).

Study selection

All records identified from database searches were uploaded into EndNote 20 
and duplicates removed. Titles and abstracts were screened by two indepen
dent reviewers for assessment against the inclusion criteria. Full texts of 
potentially eligible studies were retrieved and assessed against the inclusion 
criteria by the two reviewers. Full-text studies that did not meet the inclusion 
criteria were excluded. Any disagreements between the reviewers were 
resolved through discussion. See Appendix II (Supplemental Material) for 
a full list of the 110 articles excluded during the search, with reasons for 
exclusion.
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Extracting, tabulating, and summarizing the data

Data were extracted by two independent reviewers using a data extraction tool 
based on the JBI methodology for scoping reviews (Peters et al., 2020) and 
developed specifically for this review, as suggested by Arksey and O’Malley 
(2005) (see Appendix III, Supplementary Material). Any disagreements 
between the reviewers were resolved through discussion. The extracted data 
are presented in tabular form (see Table 1) with narrative summary.

Results

From database searches, 304 potential papers emerged, reducing to 118 after 
134 duplicates and 52 ineligible studies (wrong study type) were removed. 
Following title and abstract screening of the 118 papers, 90 were excluded as 
ineligible (child participants were aged 6+, studies were not conducted in 
shared site contexts). Following full-text review of the remaining 28 papers, 
20 were deemed ineligible (shared site contexts combined childcare services 
with non-RAC settings). The reference lists of the remaining papers were 
screened and one paper was added, resulting in nine papers for inclusion in 
the review. Figure 1 presents the PRISMA-ScR diagram of search results, 
article selection, and inclusion process.

Characteristics of included studies

Table 1 provides details of data extracted from the nine papers reviewed. These 
details provide an answer to this review’s first research question on the scope 
of research that has been conducted on intergenerational care programs 
implemented within shared site contexts where RAC facilities and services 
are co-located with childcare centers and services.

Published between 1997 and 2020, most studies took place in the US (Camp 
et al., 1997; Doll & Bolender, 2010; Heydon, 2005, 2007; Holmes, 2009; Janke 
et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2007), with one from Canada (Weeks et al., 2020) and 
another from Australia (Low et al., 2015). Fields of research include three 
studies from intergenerational studies (Doll & Bolender, 2010; Low et al., 2015; 
Weeks et al., 2020), three from early childhood learning and pedagogy 
(Heydon, 2005, 2007; Holmes, 2009), two from aging studies and gerontology 
(Camp et al., 1997; Lee et al., 2007), and one from therapeutic recreation 
studies (Janke et al., 2019). This disciplinary range reflects the disparity in 
sample focus. Two studies examine outcomes for both adults and children 
(Holmes, 2009; Low et al., 2015), while five examine benefits for adults only 
(Camp et al., 1997; Doll & Bolender, 2010; Janke et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2007; 
Weeks et al., 2020), and two examine benefits for children only (Heydon, 2005,  
2007).
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The objective of almost all studies is to investigate outcomes of SSICP 
participation. Most focus on benefits for older people (Doll & Bolender,  
2010), particularly PWD (Camp et al., 1997; Janke et al., 2019; Lee et al.,  
2007; Low et al., 2015; Weeks et al., 2020), with some examining behavioral 
outcomes, such as reduction in apathy (Camp et al., 1997), or specific impacts, 
such as increased quality of life (Janke et al., 2019). Others focus on outcomes 
for children, including pedagogical opportunities (Heydon, 2005, 2007) and 
improved attitudes toward older people (Holmes, 2009). Intergenerational 
pedagogy within the context of early childhood learning is a focus of several 
studies (Camp et al., 1997; Heydon, 2005, 2007; Lee et al., 2007), with two 
exploring the specific method of Montessori teaching and learning (Camp 
et al., 1997; Lee et al., 2007). Investigation into the development and 

Identification of studies via databases

dedulcnI
gnineercS

noitacifitnedI

Articles identified from databases 
(n=304)

Articles removed before 
screening:

Duplicate records removed 
(n=134)
Records marked as ineligible 
(n=52)

Articles for title and abstract 
review (n=118) Articles excluded (n=90)

Articles for full text review (n=28) Articles excluded (n=20)

Articles manually included (n=1)

Studies included in review 
(n=9)

Figure 1. PRISMA-ScR flowchart of search results, article selection, and inclusion process. Source: 
Adapted from Tricco et al. (2018)
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implementation of SSICPs is the principal objective of one paper (Weeks et al.,  
2020) but a secondary objective of others (Heydon, 2005, 2007; Holmes, 2009).

The studies include four quantitative (Camp et al., 1997; Janke et al., 2019; 
Lee et al., 2007; Low et al., 2015), three qualitative (Heydon, 2005, 2007; Weeks 
et al., 2020), and two mixed-methods studies (Doll & Bolender, 2010; Holmes,  
2009). Almost all employ an observational approach (Camp et al., 1997; Doll & 
Bolender, 2010; Heydon, 2005, 2007; Janke et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2007; Low 
et al., 2015), combined with quasi-experimental interventions (Doll & 
Bolender, 2010; Lee et al., 2007), naturalistic field studies (Heydon, 2005,  
2007), randomized controlled trials (Camp et al., 1997; Lee et al., 2007; Low 
et al., 2015), non-randomized trials (Doll & Bolender, 2010), and behavioral 
case studies (Janke et al., 2019). Other methods include cross-over interven
tions (Lee et al., 2007) and pre-post studies (Holmes, 2009; Low et al., 2015).

Most studies have theoretical frameworks, including early childhood learn
ing (Heydon, 2005, 2007) and Montessori pedagogy (Camp et al., 1997; Lee 
et al., 2007); recreational, physical, and occupational therapy and theories of 
developmental and cognitive psychology (Camp et al., 1997; Janke et al., 2019); 
emancipatory knowledge theory (Doll & Bolender, 2010); postmodern critical 
theory, post-capitalist economic theory, and deconstructivism (Heydon,  
2005); language, literacy, and communication theory, and social semiotics 
(Heydon, 2007); and community capacity frameworks and situated learning 
theory (Weeks et al., 2020).

Review findings

SSICP outcomes
Findings of the review assist in answering the second research question about 
the outcomes of participating in this type of SSICP. Most studies report 
positively on the overall value of SSICPs. Low et al. (2015) consider SSICPs 
to be a cost-effective way of providing meaningful activity for aged care 
residents. Doll and Bolender (2010) suggest the value of SSICPs for organiza
tions wanting to attract staff and residents, and for rural or isolated commu
nities where children may need to travel for care. Heydon (2007) discusses 
how SSICPs are responsive to demographic, social, and economic challenges 
within many OECD countries. From a postmodern, post-capitalist, and de- 
constructivist perspective, she also discusses how the intergenerational 
dynamic within SSICPs “de-pathologizes” childhood and aging by reposition
ing children and older people as normative rather than socially marginalized 
(Heydon, 2005). Only one study mentions concerns among older people, 
including role ambiguity and level of commitment required for residents, 
and behavior and safety issues regarding the children (Weeks et al., 2020). 
This study also addresses the potential difficulty of establishing co-located 
centers in industrialized countries due to regulations, plus the need for 
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regulatory bodies to develop new intergenerational-friendly standards, public 
funding to accommodate developments, and designated shared spaces to be 
made available.

Outcomes for PWD are reported in several studies. Weeks et al. 
(2020) and Camp et al. (1997) contend that their positive results con
tribute to shifting perceptions about PWD. Weeks et al. (2020) propose 
their findings affirm that PWD have a strong preference and capacity to 
maintain societal roles, especially in contributing to the education of 
children, and that SSICPs, in supporting this, undermine negative 
stereotypes of PWD and create a powerful antidote to agism (p. 444). 
Similarly, Camp et al. (1997) suggest that within the context of present
ing Montessori lessons to children, older people with early- to middle- 
stage dementia can be highly competent, contributing toward 
a perception of PWD as “normal adults who happen also to have 
memory and executive function disabilities” (p. 691). The value of 
Montessori activities is also confirmed by Lee et al. (2007), whose 
findings show the successful development of SSICPs using these activ
ities as the interface between older person-child dyads, even for older 
adults with more advanced cognitive deficits (p. 481). Further benefits 
for PWD are found in behavioral outcomes. Four studies (Camp et al.,  
1997; Janke et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2007; Low et al., 2015) found 
increased constructive engagement, passive engagement, positive affect 
and enjoyment, plus a decrease in self- or negative-engagement during 
SSICP participation, compared to normal activities where high levels of 
apathy and disengagement were evident.

Benefits for older people more generally, plus children and staff, are 
reported. Similar to Weeks et al. (2020) and Camp et al. (1997), Doll and 
Bolender (2010) discuss the importance of roles for older people; they found 
that the role of “grandparent” in this particular SSICP had positive outcomes, 
including mood enhancement, health improvements, increased activity levels, 
and increased sense of worthiness and value. SSICP participation in Heydon’s 
(2005) study empowered children and older adults by giving them agency 
through intergenerational learning, artistic expression, and sharing individual 
strengths; this process of intergenerational exchange erased vulnerability and 
fostered community. Heydon (2007) focuses on outcomes for children, exam
ining how children use sign systems to communicate meaning; the interge
nerational interaction facilitated by the SSICP enhanced semiotic 
opportunities, and language and literacy learning. In Holmes’ (2009) study 
of outcomes for children, SSICP participation provided socialization, intellec
tual development, sensory stimulation, and fulfilled basic human needs, 
including acceptance and self-esteem through individual attention. Camp 
et al. (1997) also found that children appreciated individual attention from 
adults. In Holmes (2009), a significant outcome was improvement in 
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children’s positive perceptions of older people, increasing from 50% to 100% 
by the end of the program. Holmes further notes benefits for childcare staff, 
whose perceptions of older people improved by seeing them in human roles; 
staff became educated about aging, morale was boosted through receiving 
support from older people, and they had the opportunity to be involved in 
innovative programming.

SSICP development and implementation
Some studies address requirements for the development and implementation 
of SSICPs, which assists in answering this review’s third research question. 
Holmes’ (2009) paper is significant as it is intended to provide a guideline and 
resource for developing SSICPs. This paper proposes structuring programs 
according to Kaplan and Larkin’s (2004) approach, which combines an explicit 
model, that introduces specific structured intergenerational activities, with an 
emergent model, where the curriculum is driven by participants’ interests and 
the relationships that evolve. Holmes (2009) outlines three steps in the pro
gram design process: (1) meetings of directors and staff to identify program 
criteria; (2) meetings between childcare center and nursing home staff to 
develop the SSICP team and decide upon elements such as standards of 
practice, orientation, and work processes; and (3) meetings of the SSICP 
team to identify potential problems and solutions, address attitudes and 
stereotyping about children and older people, and get input from families. 
Regarding program preparation, the need for consent within the recruitment 
and orientation processes is emphasized. Orientation of older people includes 
program information provision and training, screening, and interviews, plus 
getting input about activities and ways of interacting. Orientation of children 
utilizes activities and resources to present older people and illness/disability in 
non-stereotypical ways and explore what it is like to be old, followed by the 
gradual introduction of older people and shared activities.

Other studies discuss factors involved in SSICP development and imple
mentation, including the importance of using specific models, methods, or 
theory in program design. Camp et al. (1997) and Lee et al. (2007) utilize 
a Montessori-based learning method and confirm its value in providing 
meaningful activities that can be specifically structured for PWD. Program 
design in Doll and Bolender (2010) is grounded in emancipatory knowledge 
theory, which they suggest can empower both generations, facilitate self- 
determination, and ensure participant input into the program rather than it 
being imposed. Empowerment is also a feature of Heydon’s (2005) study, in 
which both generations were “de-pathologized” by giving them agency, rather 
than being depicted as vulnerable.

Collaboration during SSICP design is also discussed. Weeks et al. (2020) 
stress the importance of gathering residents’ perceptions and expectations as 
a means of improving their quality of life through inclusion, and they suggest 
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doing so with children’s families as a means of building community. In Doll 
and Bolender’s (2010) study, collaboration included brainstorming between 
the childcare center and RAC organization; dialogue with the school district; 
touring a similar program; consultation with relevant agencies; plus meetings 
to discuss student and teacher selection processes, and designing the program, 
shared physical space, and areas for interaction or observation. Low et al. 
(2015) detail collaboration between preschool and nursing home staff, and the 
research team. They emphasize the importance of collaboration in meeting the 
RAC facility programming needs and addressing the early childhood policy 
framework. They also emphasize ongoing collaboration, explaining that while 
aged care and preschool staff were involved in designing program content, 
they had different role expectations for participants and themselves during 
implementation, which required research staff to facilitate continual commu
nication between the organizations.

The importance of preparation and orientation is discussed in almost all 
studies. Camp et al. (1997) outline three steps for preparing participants: (1) 
the capacity of older people to participate has to be ensured – they suggest 
using models of learning and memory to assess cognitive deficits and deter
mine capacity, and developmental sequencing of cognitive ability to develop 
programming for PWD; (2) participants must be chosen carefully – older 
adults were excluded if they did not speak English, were blind, or had recently 
exhibited socially inappropriate behavior; and (3) participants must be prop
erly prepared – staff worked individually with participants and in rotation to 
familiarize them with activities, procedures, and different partners, with clar
ification that it was not necessary for older people to remember whom they 
had worked with, as the procedural memory necessary for teaching is spared in 
early to middle stages of dementia. Similarly, Lee et al. (2007) recommend the 
use of a screening tool (Myers Menorah Park/Montessori Assessment System 
(MMP/MAS)) to ensure PWD are able to participate and to determine the 
most appropriate activities. Another study of PWD (Janke et al., 2019) asserts 
the importance of all participants, including staff, signing informed consent 
forms; in the case of the children and PWD, informed consent was provided by 
legal guardians.

Other elements of program preparation and orientation include emphasis 
on developing a sense of safety and overcoming fear (Heydon, 2005), particu
larly in relation to normalizing older people’s equipment (e.g. wheelchairs, 
oxygen), teaching children to accommodate age-related disabilities (e.g. hear
ing, memory loss, unpredictable behaviors), and preparing staff if they have 
not previously worked with older/younger people. In Heydon’s (2005) study, 
this was done through purposeful and planned processes, including sing- 
alongs and neighborhood strolls, with the aim of encouraging interaction 
and community building. Low et al. (2015) and Weeks et al. (2020) stress 
the need to target older people who want to interact with children, and to 
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explain their roles and responsibilities, recognizing that some older people 
may not want to participate. In Low et al. (2015), several older participants 
dropped out and some refused to participate. Weeks et al. (2020) observe that 
many older people felt responsible for the children, which caused stress and 
anxiety, and they emphasize the need to remind older people with cognitive 
issues about their roles in the program and the purpose of activities to alleviate 
concerns. They also discern gender differences regarding older participants; in 
this study, all male participants expressed concerns about interacting with 
children because, due to divisions of labor in the home and workforce, these 
men had no experience in the direct care of children and were uncomfortable. 
This indicates a potential need for additional preparation for male partici
pants, plus the need for staff to support both men and women to participate if 
they choose to.

Finally, some studies discuss specific factors that can ensure the success of 
SSICPs. Heydon (2005, 2007) discusses the value of alternating young-old 
seating arrangements to encourage interaction, flexibility regarding participa
tion, running the program in different areas of the facility to reduce barriers to 
participation, accommodating all physical needs and having necessary institu
tional supportive equipment (e.g. grab bars, accessible bathrooms, easy-to- 
clean furniture), and creating a pleasurable environment with nature, art, 
music, birds, and small animals. Regarding older people with cognitive issues, 
Heydon (2007) recommends the “ritual” of everyone reintroducing them
selves. Regarding staff, Heydon (2005) suggests they should lead by example 
and model cooperative behavior, ensuring they overcome any biases and pay 
equal attention to both generations.

Discussion

In alignment with guidance on conducting scoping reviews (Arksey & 
O’Malley, 2005; Peters et al., 2020), this review aims to map the landscape of 
research literature about IPs conducted in shared site contexts where RAC 
facilities and childcare services are combined and co-located, and examine the 
outcomes of these programs and how they can best be developed and 
implemented.

In mapping the literature landscape, the review reveals some evidence on 
outcomes for children. While several extant reviews examine IP research on 
intergenerational pedagogy and programs of learning for children (Cartmel 
et al., 2018; Gendron et al., 2018), Heydon (2007, p. 37) recognizes that there is 
“a dearth of research that specifically targets the development and implemen
tation of co-located IG learning curricula” and “virtually no literature that 
considers the ways in which co-located IG learning curricula may be related to 
the development of academic skills, most notably language and literacy devel
opment, in young children.” This present review also finds scant focus on 
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intergenerational pedagogy and learning in the SSICP research, which is 
a limitation of the review. Apart from Holmes’ (2009) and Camp et al.’s 
(1997) discussion of intellectual development and learning opportunities, 
only Heydon’s (2005, 2007) two studies examine intergenerational learning 
within an SSICP context in any detail. Specifically, Heydon (2007) examines 
intergenerational language and literacy-learning opportunities, investigating 
communication and collaboration from the perspective of social semiotics and 
multi-modal expression. This study proposes that SSICPs offer a unique 
means of developing academic skills within the context of intergenerational 
care programming, particularly language and literacy, through dialogic colla
borative exchange with older generations, an approach that relies on commu
nity capacity but also builds community.

Regarding outcomes for older people, five studies focus on specific benefits 
for PWD (Camp et al., 1997; Janke et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2007; Low et al., 2015; 
Weeks et al., 2020). This could indicate that SSICPs are largely targeted at 
PWD, are especially effective for this cohort, or that most research on this type 
of SSICP has focused on their implementation with PWD. There are several 
extant literature reviews on IPs for PWD, which note benefits including 
improved mood, enjoyment, and engagement levels; stimulation of memory 
and mind; and decreased depression, social isolation, and disengagement 
behavior (e.g. Galbraith et al., 2015; Gerritzen et al., 2020; Lu et al., 2021). 
The findings of this scoping review confirm these benefits within SSICP 
contexts.

However, some divergent findings regarding longer-term benefits for PWD 
emerged in this review. In Weeks et al. (2020), most participants considered 
that interaction with children would increase their quality of life, a finding 
confirmed by Janke et al. (2019). Nevertheless, Janke et al. (2019) found that 
higher frequency of participation was significantly predictive of poorer quality 
of life and fewer demonstrations of pleasure. Similarly, while Low et al. (2015) 
found increased passive engagement and enjoyment and reduced self- 
engagement during SSICP sessions, they found that participation did not 
improve longer-term outcomes, including quality of life, and benefits did 
not extend beyond sessions. These findings reflect previous reviews’ proble
matic findings on quality of life, depression, engagement, and self-esteem 
(Gualano et al., 2018; Lu et al., 2021).

These findings can be explained in relation to methodological issues, such 
as evaluation methods, sample sizes, the limited time of sessions, young age of 
children, and levels of dementia (see Low et al., 2015; Lu et al., 2021). Further, 
as Janke et al. (2019) recognize, these findings indicate that measurement of 
type of engagement rather than participation rate is more important for asses
sing the effectiveness of SSICPs in promoting positive outcomes for PWD. 
Less frequent or intense participation may be more suitable for PWD, and it 
may be that in-the-moment benefits of participation provide sufficient 
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justification for programs (Low et al., 2015). These finding also suggest the 
importance of running longer-term but less intensive programs, such as was 
conducted in Camp et al. (1997), which found that the number of successfully 
taught Montessori lessons increased over the course of the study as adults and 
children became familiar with the teaching format and each other.

Other outcomes that emerged in the review findings include organizational, 
economic, logistical, and social benefits of integrating these two forms of care 
services. Organizational benefits include the capacity to attract staff and 
residents (Doll & Bolender, 2010) and benefits for childcare staff who have 
not previously worked with older people (Holmes, 2009). Economic benefits 
include capacity to provide meaningful but cost-effective engagement and 
activities for older people (Low et al., 2015) and logistical cost-benefits for 
families (Doll & Bolender, 2010). Heydon’s studies (2005, 2007) emphasize the 
social value of SSICPs in building community through intergenerational 
exchange and collaboration. Heydon (2007, p. 36) explains that SSICPs 
respond to “problems of isolation and depression among elders, . . . 
a prevalence of out-of-home care for children, . . . [and] weakened interge
nerational contact” and are “designed to solve several demographic and social 
challenges.”

Previous reviews have examined elements required for IP development and 
implementation. Cartmel et al. (2018) identifies key principles and practices 
that should underlie any intergenerational learning program and ensure its 
efficacy. These principles are: secure, respectful, and reciprocal relationships; 
partnerships; high expectations and equity; respect for diversity; and ongoing 
learning and reflective practices. The practices are: holistic approaches; 
responsiveness; learning through play; intentionality; environments; cultural 
competence; continuity for learning; and assessment for learning. Similarly, 
Jarrott et al. (2021) identify 15 evidence-based intergenerational practices that 
can be implemented across any IP. These practices relate to: program con
siderations, such as making environmental modifications; program prepara
tion, such as training for staff and preparing participants; program content, 
such as using technology; and quality of interactions during the program, such 
as incorporating mechanisms of friendship. Utilizing Jarrott et al.’s (2021) 
framework, Table 2 presents results from this scoping review on SSICP con
siderations, preparation, content, and interactions that should underlie and 
inform their development and implementation.

While the intention of scoping reviews is not to evaluate research but 
provide an overview of the landscape of a particular topic, something can be 
said of the dimensions of future research on SSICPs, despite the limitation of 
the small number of studies in this review. The studies vary according to 
methodological design and measures, which makes conclusions regarding 
outcomes and best practices problematic. This methodological issue has 
been noted in previous IP reviews (see Galbraith et al., 2015; Knight et al.,  
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2014). While SSICPs can provide a viable option as a model of care that is 
responsive to demographic, economic, and social challenges, previous reviews 
have asserted that they must be developed and implemented according to an 
“evidence-based model of practice framework” (see Cartmel et al., 2018; 
Radford et al., 2018). Therefore, future research should aim to be more 
methodologically rigorous, with the use of consistent outcomes measures, to 
establish a stronger evidence-base that can reliably inform policy and practice 
development regarding SSICPs. Future research should also examine beyond 
developed countries to capture diversity in demographic contexts, and differ
ent policy and practice settings.

Conclusions

This scoping review examines intergenerational care programs conducted in 
shared site contexts that combine RAC and childcare services, with a specific 
focus on the outcomes of participating in SSICPs, and the essential elements 
required for SSICP design and implementation.

Regarding outcomes, benefits of SSICP participation for children include 
the provision of socialization, individual attention, and learning opportunities; 
enhancement of academic, language, and literacy skills; increased sense of self- 
worth; and improved perception and understanding of older people. Benefits 
for older adults include mood enhancement and increased sense of worthiness 
and value; health improvements and increased activity levels; plus the provi
sion of continuing societal roles, which can enhance sense of self and purpose 
in older age. Some studies report specific benefits for PWD, including 
increased enjoyment, helping behavior, wellbeing, and engagement. Other 
studies reveal economic, organizational, and social benefits of SSICPs, includ
ing their cost-effectiveness, capacity to attract staff, specific benefits for staff, 
logistical solutions for families, facilitation of community building, and the 
empowerment of both young and old generations.

The review reveals a range of principles, guidelines, and practices that 
should underlie SSICP development and implementation, including consid
erations about program environment, preparation, and content, and how to 
structure positive interactions during program sessions.

The scant number of articles reviewed is indicative of the need for further 
research on this type of SSICP. Further, the lack of consistency in relation to 
outcome measures and methodological approaches is indicative of the need 
for more rigorous research in the field. However, the range of benefits revealed 
in the studies reviewed suggests the potential value of this type of SSICP, both 
in relation to childcare and aged care. Moreover, the guidance provided by the 
studies reviewed on how to develop and implement SSICPs reveals the practi
cality of these IPs and their potential as an integral element of aged care and 
childcare policy and practice.
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Contribution to the Field

This scoping review provides an overview of research on shared site intergenerational care 
programs (SSICPs) that integrate residential aged care and childcare services, and provide 
intergenerational programming in co-located single sites that are home to older adults and 
contain a childcare center.
The review highlights the benefits of SSICPs for older people and children, particularly older 
people with dementia, plus organizational, economic, and social benefits.
The review provides insight and guidance regarding essential practices and principles under
lying the development and implementation of SSICPs.
Overall, the review demonstrates the potential of SSICPs as a viable model of care that is 
responsive to current demographic, economic, and social challenges in caring for young 
children and older people.

Notes

1. Within the context of IPs, the concept of generation is mostly understood demographi
cally, as a cohort of people born during a certain historical time, but also sometimes 
genealogically, in relation to positions in family lineages (Alwin & McCammon, 2007; 
Newman & Sánchez, 2007). See the Concept subsection in the Methods section of the 
paper for more discussion on the concept of generation.

2. An initial example from 1965 is the Foster Grandparents program. See Goyer and Zuses 
(1998) and Jarrott (2019).

3. The protocol is available on request from the corresponding author.
4. As confirmed by OECD data, the customary age limit of 65+ for older people (see 

https://data.oecd.org/pop/elderly-population.htm) and the age limit of <6 for young 
children receiving childcare is established across developed countries (see https://www. 
oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/0a156279-en/index.html?itemId=/content/component/ 
0a156279-en).

5. In recognition of international and intercultural variation regarding the nature of child
care, where some childcare centers provide integrated preschool services that include 
early childhood learning, and others focus more on care provision and may be called day 
care centers or playgroups, this review did not limit its search to childcare only, but 
included the terms preschool, day care and playgroup, in order to capture this diversity 
of care provided to children aged 6 and below.
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