
Journal of Social Work Education Vol. 42, No. 1 (Winter 2006). © Copyright 2006
Council on Social Work Education, Inc. All rights reserved. 25

SPECIAL SECTION: INNOVATIONS IN 
GERONTOLOGICAL SOCIAL WORK EDUCATION
MULTIGENERATIONAL PRACTICE: AN INNOVATIVE INFUSION APPROACH

Karen I. Fredriksen-Goldsen Nancy R. Hooyman
University of Washington University of Washington

Robin P. Bonifas
University of Washington

This article examines the impact of a curricular infusion strategy to integrate 
multigenerational practice issues into social work education. Based on a survey 
of MSW students (N=83), fi ndings illustrate that student interest, knowledge, and 
skills in aging and multigenerational practice increased signifi cantly following 
the implementation of a 3-tiered infusion approach. While the majority of 
students endorsed aging and multigenerational issues as important to social 
work in general, many did not understand the relevance to their own careers. 
In general, students were more interested in multigenerational rather than 
gerontological practice, both in relation to acquiring additional knowledge and 
skills and in pursuing further coursework. Next steps are outlined for integrating 
a multigenerational practice perspective into social work education.

DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS WORLDWIDE signify an ongo-

ing increase in the size and diversity of the older 

population. In the United States alone, there has 

been a 12-fold increase in the population age 65 

or older since 1900. There are currently 35 million 

Americans in this age group and their number 

is expected to double to 70 million by 2030 (U.S. 

Administration on Aging, 2003). Elders of color 

represent 16% of the older population; U.S. 

Census projections estimate that this proportion 

will increase to 36% by 2050. Aging trends are 

even more pronounced in developing countries, 

where older adults are projected to double at 

more than twice the rate of elderly populations 

in industrialized nations (Wisensale, 2003).

These demographic changes are creating a 

heightened demand for social workers prepared 

to work with older adults from diverse back-

grounds as well as their families. According to 

Strengthening Aging and Gerontology Educa-

tion for Social Work (SAGE-SW), by 2020 as many 

as 70,000 gerontological social workers will be 

necessary to meet the needs of the diverse older 

population. This number represents a 10-fold 

increase in the number of gerontological social 

workers currently available. One factor in social 

work’s limited preparation for aging-related 

practice is the lack of gerontological content in 

the curricula offered by schools of social work. 

As of 1997, aging content was completely absent 

in 25% of MSW programs, while 78% of MSW 

programs included no more than two elective 

courses in aging (Damron-Rodriguez & Lubben, 

1997). Furthermore, as of 2001, only 16% of MSW 
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programs offered a specialization in aging, rep-

resenting a decline from 39% in 1997 (Berkman, 

Silverstone, Simmons, Volland, & Howe, 2001). 

Opportunities to specialize in aging are even 

more limited at the baccalaureate level, with 

only 9% of BSW programs offering an aging-re-

lated specialization (Damron-Rodriguez, Villa, 

Tseng, & Lubben, 1997). Indeed, “the primary 

source of specialty training in aging is continu-

ing education, not social work courses” (Rosen 

& Zlotnick, 2001, p. 89). Curricular development 

that integrates gerontological content through-

out all levels of social work education is viewed 

as critical to address the “disconnect” between 

social work education and the service needs 

of the burgeoning older population (Rosen & 

Zlotnik, 2001; Scharlach, Damron-Rodriguez, 

Robinson, & Feldman, 2000; Damron-Rodriguez 

& Lubben, 1997).

Several barriers to training social workers 

to work effectively with older adults have been 

noted, including: (1) the lack of faculty knowl-

edge about gerontology (Hodges, 1996; Rosen 

& Zlotnick, 2001); (2) limited opportunities for 

faculty development in gerontology (Meredith & 

Watt, 1994); (3) the perception that curricula are 

already too full (Lubben, Damron-Rodriguez, 

& Beck, 1992; Watt & Meredith, 1995; Olson, 

2002); and (4) diffi culties attracting students to 

gerontological practice (Damron-Rodriguez & 

Lubben, 1997; Olson, 2002). Social work students 

tend to be resistant to aging studies, reporting 

greater interest in pursuing coursework in 

mental health, child welfare, health, and family 

services, although gerontological social work 

intersects all of these practice areas (Scharlach 

et al., 2000). If we are to effectively reach social 

work students and educators, it is evident that we 

must develop new approaches to infusing related 

content into social work education, practice, and 

research. One such approach is the integration 

of a multigenerational practice framework.

A Multigenerational Approach

Multigenerational practice promotes 

health, development, and equality across 

multiple generations through interdisciplinary 

practice, education, research, and community-

based partnerships (Fredriksen-Goldsen, 2005). 

The framework addresses not only an increase 

in older adults worldwide, but also the dramatic 

increase in the number of generations within 

a family. Demographic changes associated 

with longer life spans and the burgeoning el-

der population are creating a greater number 

of concurrent generations such that families 

spanning four or even fi ve generations are 

increasingly common (Bengston, 2001). While 

children born in 1900 had an 18% chance of 

being orphaned by age 18; children born in 

2000 have a 68% chance of having two living 

parents and four living grandparents by age 18 

(Uhlenberg, 1996). Now, unlike any other time 

in history, it is more likely that an individual 

over 65 will also have an adult child over 65 

(Hooyman & Kiyak, 2002). 

The changes in the age composition of the 

population are altering the structure of the fam-

ily as well. Rather than the historical pyramid 

shape comprised of many children at the base 

and very few elders at the pinnacle, family 

structures appear to be elongating, resembling 

“beanpoles…with more family generations 

alive but with fewer members in each genera-

tion” (Bengston, 2001, p. 5). This phenomenon 

is spawning concerns about the effi cient use of 

scarce resources among the generations and the 

potential intergenerational confl ict spurred by 



 INFUSING MULTIGENERATIONAL PRACTICE CONTENT 27

inequity (Kingson & Williamson, 1993; Wisen-

sale, 2003). Yet, the changing multigenerational 

nature of our society also provides rich oppor-

tunities for multigenerational reciprocity and 

collaboration and may provide the impetus for 

important new educational frameworks.

Although the term intergenerational is 

most frequently used by practitioners and 

researchers and generally refers to relations 

between two generations (often the very 

young and very old [Kuehne, 1999; Rosebrook 

& Larkin, 2003]), a multigenerational perspec-

tive broadens this concept by recognizing the 

importance of all generational linkages across 

the life span, including the important role of 

the middle generations and other cross-gen-

erational relationships. 

Multigenerational practice is defi ned here 

as assisting individuals, families, and commu-

nities within the context of cross-generational 

relations and larger social systems to promote 

change which strengthens the inherent capaci-

ties of the family system and supports the best 

possible relationship between individuals and 

families and their environment (Fredriksen-

Goldsen, 2005). Central tenets of a multigen-

erational practice framework include: 

• Knowledge base and values recognizing the 

importance of life course development;

• Awareness of the growing inequities (es-

pecially by race, ethnicity, gender, and so-

cioeconomic status) across the lifespan;

• Recognition of how physical, psychosocial, 

and emotional health as well as other 

strengths and challenges may be transmit-

ted across generations;

• Awareness of the impact of specifi c genera-

tional, historical, and cohort infl uences on 

physical, psychological, and social well-being 

and other life and communal experiences;

• Understanding the complexity and reciproc-

ity of multigenerational dynamics across 

different communities and cultures; and,

• Identifi cation of strategies to address age-

based service and policy fragmentation 

and to support interventions aimed at 

strengthening families and reciprocity 

across generations

While the primary components of a 

multigenerational approach have been dis-

cussed elsewhere (see Fredriksen-Goldsen, 

2005; Fredriksen-Goldsen & Bonifas, in press; 

Fredriksen-Goldsen & Hooyman, 2005), the 

primary focus of this paper is to examine stu-

dents’ interests and perceived needs in relation 

to aging and multigenerational practice. This ar-

ticle will also include a discussion of next steps 

toward integrating a multigenerational practice 

perspective into social work education.

Method

The University of Washington School of 

Social Work is a top-ranked school in a major 

university located in an urban area, employing 

a large number of faculty with diverse interests 

and responsibilities. To insure infusion of aging 

and multigenerational content throughout the 

MSW program (with specifi c attention to the 

foundation year), a three-tiered curriculum 

infusion strategy was developed, using the 

following methods: (1) targeting all 1st-year 

MSW courses and providing at least one or two 

related multigenerational and gerontological 

readings, or both; (2) targeting three courses 

per quarter and providing at least three or four 

related readings and making contact with key 
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faculty teaching the courses; and, (3) targeting a 

required 1st-year MSW course for concentrated 

infusion of aging and multigenerational content 

cutting across substantive areas. 

Using a multigenerational framework, the 

process engaged faculty with interests in diverse 

substantive areas and populations to infuse con-

tent on multigenerational practice throughout all 

sections of a required practice course. Courses 

included: Multigenerational Relations and Social 

Justice; Social Work With Diverse Families; Inter-

national Social Work and Community Practice: 

Global Issues and Local Change Strategies; 

Empowerment Practice Within Lesbian, Gay, 

Bisexual, and Transgender Communities; Em-

powerment Practice With Children With Mental 

Health Issues and Their Families; and Caring for 

Persons With Life Limiting Illnesses: A Lifespan 

Approach. All 1st-year MSW students selected 

one of the above required courses as part of their 

1st-year program of study.

While planning their courses, the in-

structors met on a regular basis to develop 

a common course framework and objectives. 

The following framework was developed: 

“A multigenerational empowerment practice 

approach provides the framework for all 

of the [1st-year advanced practice] courses. 

Concepts fundamental to this approach are 

diversity, resiliency, and a multigenerational 

family- and community-focused perspective. 

This framework is consistent with the social 

change and social justice mission of the MSW 

curriculum.” Congruent with this framework, 

common learning objectives across all courses 

were that students would: 

1. Understand the complexity and reciprocity 

of multicultural, multigenerational dynam-

ics across different populations, substan-

tive areas, and families and communities 

2. Develop the ability to bring a multigen-

erational, multicultural lens to their as-

sessment of the strengths of individuals, 

families, and communities

3. Recognize how both strengths and 

challenges—physically, socially, and 

emotionally—may be transmitted across 

generations

A survey instrument was designed by the 

authors to assess 1st-year MSW students’ per-

ceptions regarding their levels of interest and 

knowledge in multigenerational and geronto-

logical practice issues. In addition, the survey 

identifi ed students’ related educational needs. 

To capture the impact of infusion efforts over 

time, the results of the survey at base line (begin-

ning of the 1st year in the MSW program) were 

compared with those following implementation 

of the infusion strategy (end of the 1st year of 

the MSW program) using t tests.

The initial survey was distributed at the 

beginning of fall quarter 2002 during a course 

session required for all incoming MSW stu-

dents; 83 students completed the initial survey 

representing a 93% response rate of all 1st-year 

MSW students. The sample was 83% female 

and 17% male. Student ages ranged from 22 

to 48 years with an average age of 28 years. In 

terms of ethnicity, 66% of students were White, 

19% Asian or Pacifi c Islander, 9% Latino, 2% 

African American, and 5% other ethnicities. 

Gay, lesbian, and bisexual students comprised 

12% of the sample. Sixty percent of the students 

were single, 34% were married or partnered, 5% 

divorced or separated, and 1% widowed. The 

survey was re-administered at the end of the 
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year following a joint class session required for 

all 1st-year MSW students (time 2/end of year 

1). An 83% response rate was achieved for this 

post-infusion survey.

Results

Mean responses for each survey question 

were calculated along with the percentage of 

students selecting each response category on a 

four-point Likert scale. Depending on question 

content, “1” corresponds to responses such as 

“very interested” or “very important,” while 

“4” corresponds to “not interested” or “not im-

portant.” As such, smaller mean values indicate 

more positive student responses. Results were 

compared across time points and across areas of 

practice. Table 1 compares students’ responses 

from time 1 to time 2, depicting gerontological 

and multigenerational practice separately. Table 

2 depicts students’ responses by gerontological 

and multigenerational practice, highlighting 

the differences between the two areas.

Importance of Gerontological Content: 
Beginning of Year 1

At the beginning of the 1st year, approxi-

mately 93% of current 1st-year MSW students 

felt that including content on older adults and 

ageism was “important” or “very important” 

in social work education. This is refl ected in 

a relatively low mean score for this question 

(1.5890) as noted on Table 1. In addition, 92% of 

students felt that basic skills in working with 

older adults were “important” or “very impor-

tant” in social work practice, however, only 62% 

felt that such skills were “important” or “very 

important” in their own social work careers. 

Approximately 82% of students reported that 

their current skills and knowledge regarding 

social work practice with older adults were “not 

TABLE 1. Student Responses Regarding Importance of Aging and Multigenerational 
Practice Separately at Beginning and End of Year 1

 Aging Multigenerational

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2

Question M SD M SD p M SD M SD p

Importance of  1.5890 .6199 1.3108 .4660 .005 1.3919 .5186 1.3108 .4945 .334
educational content

Current  3.2568 .7596 2.9595 .7841 .013 3.3108 .6605 2.9189 .8068 .001
practice knowledge

Current  3.2432 .7551 2.9865 .6722 .016 3.2703 .6682 2.9595 .6682 .004
practice skills

Importance of  1.7162 .6307 1.5405 .6451 .080 1.5405 .5537 1.3784 .4883 .064
skills to social work
in general

Importance of  2.2703 .8325 1.8378 .7943 .001 1.9730 .8104 1.5946 .7387 .006
skills to own career

Interest in 2.6486 .9131 2.3514 .8980 .051 2.3151 .8144 2.1370 .8386 .189
additional coursework
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strong” or only “somewhat strong,” with mean 

scores of 3.2568 for practice knowledge and 

3.2432 for practice skills. At the same time, only 

one quarter of students expressed interest (be-

ing interested to very interested) in additional 

gerontological coursework. 

Importance of Multigenerational 
Content: Beginning of Year 1 

In relation to multigenerational content, 

96% of students felt including content on 

people of different ages was “very important” 

or “important” to their education, represented 

by a mean score of 1.3919 for this question. 

Furthermore, 98% of students believed skills in 

working across generations were “important” 

or “very important” in social work, with 72% 

viewing such skills as “very important” or 

“important” in their own social work careers. 

Nearly 90% of the students felt that their 

current knowledge and skills in multigenera-

tional practice was only “somewhat strong” 

to” not strong,” with mean scores of 3.3108 

and 3.2703, respectively. Approximately 60% 

of students expressed being “interested” or 

“very interested” in further multigenerational 

coursework, with an additional 35% express-

ing being “somewhat interested” in such 

coursework.

Comparison of Importance of 
Gerontological Content: Beginning and 
End of Year 1

The survey also provided a means to 

identify changes in the students’ perceptions 

following the curricular infusion efforts over 

the course of the academic year. For example, 

from pretest to posttest signifi cantly more 

students perceived gerontological skills and 

knowledge as essential to social work practice. 

This is illustrated in Table 1 via a change in 

mean scores from 1.5890 to 1.3108 over time. 

Students also viewed gerontological skills as 

signifi cantly more important to their own ca-

reers; mean scores in this area improved from 

2.2703 to 1.8378. Furthermore, at pretest, 62% 

of students felt such skills were important to 

their own careers, while 78% felt so at posttest. 

In addition, students reported developing more 

skills and knowledge in working with older 

adults, and those very interested in pursing 

further coursework in gerontology increased 

signifi cantly from 16% to 20%.

Comparison of Importance of 
Multigenerational Content: Beginning 
and End of Year 1

Table 1 also illustrates the differences 

in students’ multigenerational interests and 

educational needs following infusion efforts. 

For example, from pretest to posttest, more 

students perceived learning about diverse age 

groups and working across generations as very 

important to social work practice. In addition, 

students’ impressions changed regarding the 

value of multigenerational practice skills to 

their own careers, as evidenced by a signifi cant 

change in mean scores in this area from 1.9730 

to 1.5946. Furthermore, at pretest, 72% of the 

students believed such skills were important 

to their own careers, whereas 88% felt so at 

posttest. Students also reported gaining more 

skills regarding multigenerational practice 

and more awareness of the gaps in their 

knowledge. For example, student confi dence 

in their practice skills increased from 3.27 at 

pretest to 2.96 at posttest. Students with high 

levels of interest in further multigenerational 

coursework also increased signifi cantly from 

17% to 23%. 
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Comparison of Gerontological and 
Multigenerational Content: Beginning 
of Year 1

In order to compare the differences in 

students’ perceptions regarding gerontological 

and multigenerational practice, t tests were run 

and mean scores were compared between the 

two areas. As illustrated in Table 2, beginning 

MSW students agree that content on multigen-

erational and gerontological issues are both 

important to their education; however, they 

perceive multigenerational content and skills 

to be signifi cantly more important than geron-

tological content and skills. While both sets of 

skills are less important to their own social 

work careers than to social work practice in 

general, they perceive multigenerational skills 

as more important than gerontology skills. Ac-

cordingly, they are signifi cantly more interested 

in pursuing further multigenerational rather 

than gerontological coursework. There was 

no statistical difference between their existing 

knowledge and skills in multigenerational or 

gerontological practice. 

Comparison of Importance of 
Gerontological and Multigenerational 
Content: End of Year 1

As displayed in Table 2, the pattern of stu-

dents’ interests in aging and multigenerational 

practice at the end of Year 1 remains similar to 

the pattern at the beginning: students continue 

to report stronger interests in multigenerational 

practice than in gerontological practice. Al-

though they perceived both multigenerational 

content and gerontological content to be equally 

important to their education, they perceived 

multigenerational practice skills to be more 

important than gerontological practice skills, as 

illustrated by a signifi cant difference in mean 

TABLE 2. Comparison of Student Responses Regarding Importance of Aging and 
Multigenerational Practice at Beginning and End of Year 1 

 Time 1 Time 2

Aging Multigenerational Aging Multigenerational

Question M SD M SD p M SD M SD p

Importance of  1.5890 .6199 1.3919 .5186 .001 1.3108 .4660 1.3108 .4945 1.00
educational content

Current  3.2568 .7596 3.3108 .6605 .540 2.9595 .7841 2.9189 .8068 .593
practice knowledge

Current  3.2432 .7551 3.2703 .6682 .863 2.9865 .6722 2.9595 .6682 .673
practice skills

Importance of 1.7162 .6307 1.5405 .5537 .015 1.5405 .6451 1.3784 .4883 .013
skills to social work
in general 

Importance of 2.2703 .8325 1.9730 .8104 .000 1.8378 .7943 1.5946 .7387 .001
skills to own career

Interest in  2.6486 .9131 2.3151 .8144 .000 2.3514 .8980 2.1370 .8386 .005
additional coursework
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scores. The students reported signifi cant dif-

ferences regarding their interest in pursuing 

multigenerational coursework compared to 

gerontological coursework.

Discussion

The fi ndings from this research illustrate 

that student interest, knowledge, and skills in 

aging and multigenerational practice increased 

signifi cantly following the implementation 

of the curricular infusion efforts. While the 

vast majority of students endorsed aging and 

multigenerational issues as important to social 

work in general, many had diffi culty under-

standing the relevance to their own careers. 

In general, students were more interested in 

multigenerational rather than gerontological 

practice, both in relation to acquiring additional 

knowledge and skills as well as pursuing fur-

ther coursework.

The fi ndings from this research illustrate that 

the curricular infusion efforts were signifi cantly 

associated with increased student interest in mul-

tigenerational issues and aging. A three-tiered 

infusion strategy allowed for aging and 

multigenerational content to be embedded 

throughout the 1st-year curriculum and 

provided students with different levels of 

exposure to related content throughout the 1st 

year. Such an approach insured the effi cient 

use of resources. By cutting across diverse 

substantive areas in the various courses, there 

was the infusion of multigenerational content 

in areas that have historically been resistant 

to integrating aging materials. Furthermore, 

the infusion strategy provided an opportunity 

for faculty to educate one another about 

multigenerational issues as they were linked 

to their own substantive areas. Thus, rather 

than the gerontologists being the curricular 

change “specialists,” all faculty were “experts” 

in relation to multigenerational content as it 

related to their substantive areas of interest.

While students endorsed aging and multi-

generational issues as important to social work in 

general, they had more diffi culty understanding the 

relevance to their own careers. In the past, it has 

been recognized that one important factor that 

may limit student enrollment in gerontology 

courses and their interest in working with older 

adults is that they are often not aware of the need 

for aging knowledge and skills until they begin 

working in the fi eld (Rosen & Zlotnik, 2001). 

Hence, a primary strategy has been to increase 

student interest in aging content by educating 

them regarding the signifi cant aging-related 

demographic changes and the relative impor-

tance of gerontological skills and knowledge 

regardless of practice specialization. 

The fi ndings from this curricular change 

process suggest that the students that partici-

pated in this research are indeed already aware 

of the importance of both aging and multigen-

erational issues to social work education and 

practice in general, but they have more diffi culty 

understanding the link between these areas and 

their own careers. This suggests an important 

but different type of intervention. While in the 

past we may have needed to educate students 

regarding the general need for such content, 

today we must demonstrate the linkage be-

tween these practice areas and students’ other 

substantive areas of interest.

In general, students are more interested in mul-

tigenerational practice than gerontological issues, 

both in relation to acquiring additional knowledge 

and skills as well as pursuing further coursework. 

A multigenerational practice approach may 
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provide a much needed bridge between aging 

and other substantive areas of interest. Students 

as well as educators resistant to aging studies 

are likely more receptive to a multigenerational 

perspective because it highlights the cross-

generational nature of social problems and 

opportunities, and they are better able to link 

their own substantive areas of interest with 

multigenerational issues. However, one note 

of caution is in order. It is becoming increas-

ingly common for professionals to use the 

terms “intergenerational” and “aging” inter-

changeably. Yet, if we are to truly commit to 

integrating a multigenerational perspective, 

we must do so and refrain from privileging 

any generation over another. To move toward a 

multigenerational perspective we must change 

our current approach and embrace and honor 

the importance of all generations across the 

lifespan. Incorporating this perspective within 

educational programming will require helping 

students understand commonalities as well 

as differences across various stages of the life 

course and will necessitate additional education 

and preparation on our parts as educators. 

Although intergenerational issues have 

been of interest to practitioners, scholars, and 

policy analysts for many years, an intergenera-

tional fi eld of study is still in the early stages 

of development. In the United States, the inter-

generational fi eld is currently synonymous with 

intergenerational programming (Newman, 

2003), which pairs older and younger people in 

various activities and contexts supporting either 

group interaction, such as with school-based 

curricula, or individual development, such as 

with senior mentoring opportunities (Kuehne, 

2003a, 2003b). The most common dependent 

variable in intergenerational programming 

research is children’s attitudes toward the 

elderly, with most studies fi nding children 

develop more positive attitudes toward older 

adults after involvement in intergenerational 

programs (Bales, Eklund, & Siffi n, 2000; Barton, 

1999; Chowdhary et al., 2000; Kassab & Vance, 

1999; Newman, Faux, & Larimer, 1997). Some 

scholars attest that intergenerational program-

ming has led the fi eld at the expense of more 

pressing multigenerational social issues. A 

limitation resulting from the prevalence of 

intergenerational programming is that the 

fi eld has been minimally guided by theoreti-

cal knowledge (Kuehne, 2003a; Bostrum, Hat-

ton-Yeo, Ohsako, & Sawano, 2000; VanderVen, 

1999) and has not adequately integrated the 

experiences of middle generations and other 

cross-generational arrangements (Fredriksen-

Goldsen, 2005). 

To further advance multigenerational 

practice and education in the fi eld of social 

work, several steps are necessary: Develop and 

support educational innovations that foster 

curricular transformation to ensure that multi-

generational content is embedded across micro 

and macro practice and across classroom and 

experiential learning opportunities; stimulate 

research collaborations among faculty and 

graduate students with interests across varying 

age group and public sector divisions; support 

a life-course perspective with longitudinal 

designs across the lifespan; and forge commu-

nity-based partnerships to foster innovations 

in community-based services and policies to 

improve health outcomes and community-

based practice methods across the life course. 

Torres-Gil (2003) suggests several strategies 

to promote cross-generational collaborations, 

including: (1) shifting from age-based social 
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service eligibility criteria toward criteria based 

on functional capacity, (2) promoting the use 

of multidisciplinary teams for service delivery, 

(3) developing coalitions among persons with 

disabilities and older adults, and (4) develop-

ing services and implementing policies to 

enhance generational interdependence rather 

than independence.

Although a multigenerational practice ap-

proach and the infusion strategy used in this 

curricular change process suggest some impor-

tant areas for further consideration, the fi ndings 

are not generalizable beyond the study. More 

research is clearly needed to further differenti-

ate the impact of the various types of infusion 

strategies implemented as well as to evaluate 

the effectiveness of a multigenerational practice 

framework. The fi ndings reported here are based 

on the differences between the variables at the 

pretests and posttests, and while they suggest 

that the infusion efforts were successful, the 

fi ndings are not conclusive, as other factors that 

were not measured in the study may be affecting 

the results. In addition, there was a decrease in 

the response rate between time 1 and time 2. 

Furthermore, we cannot fully evaluate the util-

ity of a multigenerational practice framework 

for social work education and practice until 

there is additional development of its specifi c 

components and their desired outcomes.

Conclusion

The changing multigenerational nature 

of our society provides rich opportunities for 

multigenerational reciprocity and collaboration 

and may provide the impetus for important new 

educational frameworks. A multigenerational 

practice approach promotes health, development, 

and equality across multiple generations through 

interdisciplinary practice, education, research, and 

community-based partnerships. The framework 

takes into account not only an increase in older 

adults worldwide, but also the dramatic increase 

in the number of generations within a family. 

Currently, social work professionals are 

losing an important opportunity to work 

across generations to strengthen the entire 

family; subsequently they may potentially 

provide misdirected interventions that in the 

short term benefi t only one individual family 

member without an understanding of long-term 

effects across generations. A multigenerational 

practice approach can help social work profes-

sionals’ work within specifi c generations as 

well as across generations.

A multigenerational approach is distinc-

tive by breaking down traditional academic 

disciplines and paradigms of age-based policy, 

education, and service. A multigenerational 

practice approach supports interdisciplinary 

education and research that taps into varied 

areas of expertise—from child welfare and 

developmental disabilities to HIV/AIDS, 

mental health, and geriatric social work. This 

allows for social work educators and students 

from multiple, diverse perspectives across the 

lifespan to work together to investigate and 

solve pressing societal problems. An innova-

tive multigenerational approach seeks to build 

and communicate critical knowledge as well as 

develop policy and practice skills to advance 

health and social justice across generations.
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