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Abstract: Given various hindrances in the macro context, how to efficiently develop age-friendly
community policies requires further research. Currently, such kinds of frameworks are lacking. This
paper aims to develop a policy framework to minimise cost and resolve conflict of interest between
different generations in age-friendly community development. The study adopted a scientometric
method to review the theoretical development of age-friendly community studies. Firstly, with a
search for the keywords “age-friendly” and “community” on Web of Science, 72 English academic
papers were found containing explicit theories. Most of the studies were conducted in the Global
North. Then, a mixed analytical method was used to find a suitable theory, “the production of space”,
to develop the policy framework. Lastly, a policy framework was developed to overcome barriers to
age-friendly community development strategically. Echoing previous studies, this paper proposes a
way to counter financial austerity in age-friendly initiative investment and balance the consideration
for older and younger populations in urban development. For practice, the policy framework can
provide a reference for more efficient age-friendly community policymaking in different regions. For
future research, the framework provides a model for more empirical studies considering the social
dynamics in age-friendly community development.

Keywords: age-friendly community; urban planning; the production of space; scientometric analysis;
theory review; policy study

1. Introduction

Population ageing has become significant all over the world. According to the World
Health Organization’s projection, in 2050, the population aged 60 and over will reach
2 billion [1]. By that time, one-sixth of the world population will be older adults [2]. Popu-
lation ageing can cause various challenging economic effects, including labour shortages,
shrinking gross domestic product (GDP), and social care burdens [3]. Thus, the global so-
cioeconomic situation will worsen without effective intervention due to an almost doubled
dependency ratio in 30 years.

With rapid urbanisation, cities will be the home of a large portion of the older popula-
tion in the future [4]. Well-planned cities and communities can provide necessary facilities
to improve older residents’ quality of life. Scholars have already proved that both built
environment and social infrastructures play an essential role to satisfy older residents’
daily demands [5]. Thus, creating a proper urban and community environment for older
dwellers is vital for cities’ liveability.

To guide the development of policies regarding older people, the World Health Or-
ganization coined the concept of active ageing [6]. In addition to health, the concept also
advocates older people’s participation and security. Then, the World Health Organi-
zation launched the concept of age-friendly by integrating active ageing in urban and

Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 2031. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19042031 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/ijerph

https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19042031
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19042031
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/ijerph
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8769-3860
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4841-6956
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0116-2509
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7508-9140
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2116-6953
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19042031
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/ijerph
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ijerph19042031?type=check_update&version=1


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 2031 2 of 23

community development [7]. According to the World Health Organization’s guidebook,
age-friendliness has eight domains: outdoor spaces and buildings, transportation, hous-
ing, social participation, respect and social inclusion, civic participation and employment,
communication and information, and community support and health services [7]. Thus,
age-friendliness is a cutting-cross concept that requires a systematised framework to ensure
the efficiency of policymaking.

Given older people’s mobility limitations, age-friendly development should focus on
the community environment [8]. However, age-friendly community policy development
often encounters various hindrances. Firstly, many other issues compete with age-friendly
community development in urban planning for being the policy priority. Policymakers
often prefer developing policies that lead to direct economic growth [9]. Secondly, as gen-
trification and privatisation become the main approaches of urban space development in
this neoliberal era, planning policies tend to consider the wealthy and working population
who can bring about capital accumulation [10]. The situation leads to institutional ageism,
which drives policymaking away from older people’s real needs [11]. Lastly, due to eco-
nomic austerity, age-friendly community development tends to lack sufficient government
funds [12].

In most countries, policies have a significant influence on community development.
Thus, an effective and efficient policy framework is essential to realise and evaluate com-
munities’ age-friendliness [13]. Various frameworks have been developed in age-friendly
community studies to indicate essential environmental factors and enhance project perfor-
mance. However, an efficient policy framework to minimise cost and resolve conflicts of
interest between different generations in age-friendly community development remains
needed. Therefore, this study defines a needed policy framework as having the following
three characteristics. (1) It should solve the conflicting expectations between different
generations; (2) it should attract investments into age-friendly community projects; and
(3) it should reflect the actual demands of older residents by considering their voices.

This study aims to develop a policy framework for age-friendly community devel-
opment. The policies designed under the guidance of the framework can minimise cost
and resolve conflicts of interest between different generations in age-friendly community
development. Three detailed research questions are raised to achieve the research aim.
(1) What theory is suitable to develop such an efficient policy framework? (2) What type
of policy framework can be constructed from the theory identified in the first research
question? (3) How can policymakers and designers use the policy framework developed in
the second research question to facilitate age-friendly community development? This study
adopted a scientometric literature review using a mixed analytical method incorporating
qualitative and quantitative analysis to answer the first research question. The literature
was retrieved from a keyword search for age-friendly AND community on Web of Science.
The systematic review mapped the theoretical development of age-friendly community
studies, revealing that Lefebvre’s theory of the production of space plays an important role
in age-friendly community studies [14]. To answer the second research question, a policy
framework was developed through the lens of the production of space, and the framework
indicates an efficient way to structuralise and develop age-friendly community policies.
To answer the third research question, some policy recommendations were raised by dis-
cussing the developed policy framework. This paper responds to advocates in previous
studies by proposing a way to counter financial austerity in age-friendly projects and
balance the consideration for the older and younger population in urban development.
For practice, the policy framework can inspire age-friendly community policymaking in
different regions. This paper will present the methodology, results, and discussions in the
following sections based on these intentions.
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Scientometrics Method

As a systematic literature review method, scientometrics has different definitions [15–17].
However, most definitions highlight quantitative as a central attribute of the scientometric
method, which is also an advantage over conventional literature review [18,19]. More-
over, with the recent development of scholarly databases (e.g., Web of Science, Scopus,
Google Scholar, PubMed), computer techniques, and analysis methods, scientometrics
helps this study seize development trends and hotspots of age-friendly community studies
by visualisation and computer-aid quantitative analysis [20–24].

This study uses scientometrics because it has three advantages in mapping disciplinary
development over the traditional literature review. (1) It can give an objective overview
of a research area to inspire further research development [25,26]; (2) it can quantitatively
evaluate scientific performance and influence [27]; and (3) it can systematically map a
research area’s changing knowledge structure and evolutionary development [28,29].

Scientometrics literature reviews remain rare in age-friendly community research. Until
this research, there have been 13 literature reviews in the research area. Ten of these literature
reviews are traditional qualitative studies [30–39], and there are only two emerging sciento-
metric studies on age-friendly communities. Xiang et al.’s systematic review illustrates the
evolutionary trend of age-friendly community studies [40]. De Oliveira et al. proposed some
suggestions for age-friendly community development in their scientometric research [41].
The current study pays attention to the theoretical aspect of age-friendly community studies
because innovative models can be developed by investigating problematic issues through a
theoretical lens. The next part will describe the details of the scientometric methods used in
this study.

2.2. Data Collection and Analysis

We searched Web of Science using the keywords age-friendly and community to find
the previous literature on age-friendly communities. This search strategy was used for
two reasons. First, this study regards age-friendly as a distinctive term developed from
active ageing containing a comprehensive factor checklist as shown in the World Health
Organization’s guidebook [7,42]. Thus, this search only includes the papers exactly quoting
the term “age-friendly”. Secondly, the strategy ensured that all the studies on community
age-friendliness were included in the search. Sometimes, age-friendly and community
separately appeared in the title, abstract, and keyword list, and detailed scrutiny helped
identify this type of paper.

A search in September 2019 returned 305 papers. Preferred Reporting Items for
Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) (Figure 1) was used to filter these
papers [43]. After scrutinising the title, abstract, and keywords, 182 academic papers on
age-friendly communities were left. Finally, after reading all these 182 papers, 72 papers
were found containing some explicit theories. Most of these 72 studies were conducted
in the Global North, including Canada, the United States, and European countries. Two
criteria for literature selection were adapted in the final stage. The first criterion was to
review those papers, introducing other new theories into age-friendly community studies.
All the 182 academic papers can be regarded as containing some theories because age-
friendliness is a theoretical concept itself. Another two theoretical concepts, active ageing
and age-in-place, also appear frequently in these 182 academic papers. However, many
innovative frameworks were developed by using other theories, rather than only age-
friendly, active ageing and age-in-place. Thus, age-friendly, active ageing, and age-in-place
were only regarded as the common terms to show the research topic rather than specific
theories in this study. The second selection criterion was that the papers should use the
theories in their discussion section.
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Figure 1. Paper selection through PRISMA’s procedure.

Using a mixed analytical method, this study mapped the theoretical development
of age-friendly community studies and revealed how the 72 identified papers influence
the knowledge structure of the research area. The mixed analytical method incorporated
qualitative and quantitative parts. The qualitative part summarised the use of each theory
with a conventional review method. The theories were further grouped into six categories.
The quantitative part evaluated the influence of the 72 papers on the knowledge structure
of the research area. A paper’s influence is usually revealed by its citation relationships [44].
Thus, in this paper, publication citations were quantitatively analysed. The citation relation-
ships were processed using two quantitative analysis methods: core publications analysis
and publication cluster [45,46]. The algorithms behind these two analysis methods can be
found in the related literature [45,46].

Two types of commonly used scientometric software, namely, VOSviewer (Centre
for Science and Technology Studies, Leiden University, Rapenburg, The Netherlands) and
CiteNetExplorer (Centre for Science and Technology Studies, Leiden University, Rapen-
burg, The Netherlands), were used in this study. Both types of software can construct
citation networks and visualise them. With the network, these two types of software can
realise more advanced quantitative analyses to map the science development of a research
area. The network produced by VOSviewer is undirected, while the network given by
CiteNetExplorer has a temporal direction. They also have different analysis functions.
Thus, they supplemented each other in this study.

3. Results
3.1. Theoretical Trend

The PRISMA identified 182 academic papers on age-friendly communities. How-
ever, only 72 papers contain explicit theories. A qualitative analysis of these 72 papers
indicates the theoretical trend of age-friendly community studies. This part will sum-
marise the theoretical trend from the perspective of three processes related to age-friendly
community development.

The three processes were summarised by reviewing the previous studies and refer-
ring to the governance dimension of Lui et al.’s model, which comprises top-down and
bottom-up processes [30]. In the top-down process, policymakers’ policies, the community
design profession’s masterplans, and community administrators’ regulations shape the
environment of communities. This process was named top-down age-friendly community
building in this study. The studies on top-down age-friendly community building usually
identify the environmental factors that can improve community age-friendliness. Some of
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these studies also explore how to develop the policies and conduct projects for age-friendly
communities. In the bottom-up process, older and younger residents use community facili-
ties to get their intended benefits. This process is named bottom-up age-friendly community
using in this study. The studies of the age-friendly community using mainly focus on the
various influences of the community environment on the residents, especially older people.
However, conflicts of interest usually exist between the older and younger residents in
community building and using. Thus, between the top-down process and the bottom-up
process, policymakers, the community design profession, and community administrators
need to mediate the conflicts. This process is named age-friendly community negotiating in
this study, representing the conversations between community planners and community
users. The negotiation results can finally influence policies, master plans, and regulations of
age-friendly community development. The studies on age-friendly community negotiating
usually advocate for involving older residents in community design.

Ecological theory is the most frequently used among all the theories. For top-down
age-friendly community building, one influential study used five basic assumptions of
ecological theory to conceptualise age-friendly communities [42]. The principle of person–
environment fit also inspired studies to explore top-down age-friendly community building
in different contexts for diverse older people [47–51]. Other studies identified the critical
factors in older people’s neighbouring environments to compensate for their vulnera-
bility [52–54]. For bottom-up age-friendly community using, another influential model,
named constructive ageing model, shows six developmental psychological benefits brought
by age-friendly communities [55,56]. In addition to psychological wellbeing, studies
showed that older residents could also receive better life satisfaction, health, mobility, and
participation in age-friendly communities [57–72].

The production of space is the second most used theory in age-friendly community
studies. For top-down age-friendly community building, the theory was mainly used to
identify the various barriers to age-friendly community development [10,11,73]. Some
solutions to the identified barriers were also proposed [9,11]. For age-friendly commu-
nity negotiating, older people’s participatory role in community design was emphasised
through the successful examples from the previous projects [74–76]. For bottom-up age-
friendly community using, the spatial use patterns of older residents were frequently
studied because daily life is a prominent aspect of the theory [77–79].

Other theories were significantly less used in the age-friendly community studies. How-
ever, according to the review, the rest of the theories were categorised into four theory groups
based on their shared characteristics. These four groups were named social-related theories,
place-related theories, governance-related theories, and individual-centred theories.

Some studies investigated age-friendly communities from their social aspect. For top-
down age-friendly community building, social connectivity was identified as an essential
factor to facilitate age-friendly community projects (social connectivity: [80]). Some theories
were also used to explore the ways to create a respectful community environment (social
capital [81] and research-based art [82]). However, caution was also raised that some
inappropriate measures may strengthen the negative images of ageing in age-friendly
communities (social constructivist: [83]). For age-friendly community negotiating, the
different perceptions of communities were found between developers and older residents
(social constructivist [84,85]). Thus, social resources and practices were both advocated
to facilitate older residents’ engagement in community design (social capital [86], social
connectivity [87], cultural capital [88], co-production [89], intergenerational practice [90],
and co-design: [91]). For bottom-up age-friendly community using, age-friendliness was
found to improve older residents’ wellbeing and mitigate some negative factors in the
community environment (health equality [92], studentification [93], broken window [94],
social exchange [95], social production function [96], and social integration [97]). Age-
friendly cities and communities can turn their older citizens into active contributors to
sustainable urban development (SUD). Han et al. suggest a strategy for policymakers,
especially at the municipal level, to incorporate the concept of age-friendly communities
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in SUD [98]. However, the ignorance of local context and individual heterogeneity may
exacerbate the deprived situation of some vulnerable residents in age-friendly communities
(spatial inequality: [99], postcolonial theory: [100]).

Another main theoretical development trend of age-friendly community studies is to
use place-related theories. For top-down age-friendly community building, community
characteristics were suggested to be carefully considered in community design, especially
to identify the communities with a higher probability to encounter natural disasters (hazard
of place [101] and place integration [102]). For bottom-up age-friendly community using,
age-friendly communities were found to retain older residents in their original living place
and enhance their mobility (image of the city [103] and place attachment [104]).

Governance is another essential issue in age-friendly community studies [30]. Thus,
governance-related theories are also frequently used. For top-down age-friendly commu-
nity building, this type of theory was used to investigate the effectiveness and efficiency of
specific policymaking and projects (community change [105], natural and neutral organisa-
tional characteristics [106], sustainability [107], local governance [108], power distance [109],
knowledge production [110], and agenda-setting [111]). Some studies also analysed the
influence of policy text on top-down age-friendly community building practice (post-
structural theory [112] and the logic of choice [113]).

Recently, a trend has emerged in which some individual-centred theories are used
in age-friendly community studies. For bottom-up age-friendly community using, the
research outcome suggested that age-friendly communities can enhance the social and
psychological development of older residents (identity theory [114] and Erikson psycho-
logical development model [115]). The emerging trend opens a new research perspective
questioning the traditional age-friendly community development mode. As active and
successful ageing is the underpinning concept of the age-friendly community, these studies
also urge the policymakers to rethink whether they should produce a place to provide
various conventional care services or a place to increase the active level of older residents
and make them capable of taking good care of themselves.

The qualitative analysis clusters 72 papers into six theory groups. The ecological theory is
the most used in previous age-friendly community studies. It was used to study top-down
age-friendly community building and using. The production of space is the second-most used
theory and was used to study all three processes. Social-related theories were also used to
study all three processes. Place-related theories were used to study age-community building
and using. Governance-related theories were used to study top-down age-friendly community
building. Lastly, individual-centred theories were used to study the bottom-up age-friendly
community using. The following parts of this section will focus on the quantitative analysis
of the influence of the six theory groups.

3.2. Longitudinal Analysis of the Theoretical Trend

The longitudinal trend of using each theory group in age-friendly community studies
is shown in Table 1. This trend has two significant characteristics. Firstly, the used theories
have become diverse. Until 2013, only one or two types of theories appeared in age-
friendly community studies each year. After 2014, the theories used to study age-friendly
communities were diverse each year, except in 2017. Secondly, the number of identified
papers was increasing continuously. After 2014, a significant increase was found in the
publications containing some explicit theories. In 2018 and 2019, the number of identified
papers exceeded 10 in each year. The longitudinal trend indicates the importance of
introducing new theories to develop the research area in recent years.
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Table 1. Publication trend of different theory groups in 2009–2019.

Theory
Publication Number

(Percentage within Each Year)

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Ecological 1
(11.11%) - 1

(50.00%) - 1
(20.00%)

3
(13.04%)

4
(19.05%)

6
(24.00%)

3
(12.50%)

5
(17.86%) 3 (7.50%)

Production of space - - - 1
(50.00%) - 1

(4.35%)
2

(9.52%)
2

(8.00%) - 1 (3.57%) 3 (7.50%)

Social-related theories - - - - 2
(40.00%)

2
(8.70%)

1
(4.76%)

1
(4.00%)

5
(20.83%)

6
(21.43%) 3 (7.50%)

Place-related theories - - - - - 1
(4.35%)

2
(9.52%) - - - 1 (2.50%)

Governance-related theories 1
(11.11%) - - - - 1

(4.35%)
1

(4.76%)
3

(12.00%) - 2 (7.14%) 1 (2.50%)

Individual-centred theories - - - - - - - - - - 2 (5.00%)

Total per year 2
(22.22%)

0
(0.00%)

1
(50.00%)

1
(50.00%)

3
(60.00%)

8
(34.78%)

10
(47.62%)

12
(48.00%)

8
(33.33%)

14
(50.00%)

13
(32.50%)

3.3. Scientometrics Analysis of Theoretical Trend

To explore the influence of the identified theories on the knowledge structure of age-
friendly community studies, all the 182 academic papers were analysed quantitatively to
determine if any of the 72 theoretical publications are core or central publications. Using
the core publication analysis of CitNetExplorer can help identify the core publications in
a citation network. According to the definition given by CitNetExplorer, core publications
are the papers that have more than a certain number of citation linkages with other core
publications in the citation network, and the specific number is a parameter usually set
by researchers according to their intention and experience. The counted citation linkages
have no directions in the analysis, meaning that a core publication is either citing or cited
by other core publications. Thus, the influence of core citations was defined as integrating
and disseminating knowledge in this study. This study also used the publication cluster
of VOSviewer to cluster the 182 papers into several groups according to their citation
relationships. The groups are formed based on the closeness between publications through
direct or indirect citation linkage. Citation linkages analysed in the publication cluster also
have no directions. Thus, the influence of publications is similarly defined as integrating
and disseminating knowledge. The clustering makes the knowledge structure of the
research area clearer, and influence impacts within a cluster are more potent than those
between different clusters. A central publication was identified in each cluster in this study.
The definition of a central publication is that the paper has the most citation linkage in the
whole citation network of each cluster. Thus, a central publication can be influential within
and outside its cluster.

Using the core publications analysis, the 182 papers were categorised into four groups:
most-core publications (Figure 2), more-core publications (Figure 3), less-core publications, and
non-core publications. Given that the parameter of core publication analysis is set by re-
searchers’ intention and experience, this study assigned different parameters to different
types of core publications. When setting k as 8, no core publications were identified. Thus,
when setting k as seven, the identified core publications were regarded as most-core publi-
cations. The most-core publication means those publications with seven citation linkages
with other most-core publications. When setting k as five and six, the additionally iden-
tified core publications were more-core publications. The more-core publication means
those publications with five or six citation linkages with other more-core or most-core
publications. When set k below five and above zero (excluding five and zero), the addi-
tionally identified core publications were less-core publications. The less-core publication
means those publications with less than five citation linkages with other core publications.
Non-core publications were those publications that cannot be identified by core publication
analysis. The non-core publication means those publications with no citation linkages with
other core publications. Table 2 shows the detailed result of the core publications analysis.
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Table 2. Number of publications in different core publication categories.

Category K Identified Publications Net Value

Non-Core Publications 0 (assumed) 182 29

Less-Core Publications

1 153 28
2 125 18
3 107 22
4 85 25

More-Core Publications
5 60 14
6 46 16

Most-Core Publications 7 30 30

A total of 63 out of the 72 theoretical studies were identified as core publications.
Table 3 is a cross table of the types of core publications and theory groups. Three the-
ory groups contain most-core publications: ecological theory, production of space, and
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social-related theories. Thus, these groups of theories can explain a wide range of issues
in age-friendly communities by either citing or being cited by other publications. Some
common research topics are also identified in these most influential publications, including
contextual and individual differences [51,92], social connectivity [42,80,81,87], participa-
tory design [74,87], and barriers and facilitators of age-friendly communities [9,10].

Table 3. Number of each type of core publication in each theoretical group.

Theory
Publication Number (Percentage within Each Core Category)

Most-Core More-Core Less-Core Non-Core

Ecological theory 2 (6.67%) 6 (20.00%) 16 (17.20%) 3 (10.34%)
Production of space 3 (10.00%) 0 (0.00%) 6 (6.45%) 1 (3.45%)

Social-related theories 4 (13.33%) 2 (6.67%) 12 (12.90%) 2 (6.90%)
Place-related theories 0 (0.00%) 1 (3.33%) 1 (1.08%) 2 (6.90%)

Governance-related theories 0 (0.00%) 3 (10.00%) 6 (6.45%) 0 (0.00%)
Individual-centred theories 0 (0.00%) 1 (3.33%) 0 (0.00%) 1 (3.45%)
Total of each core category 9 (30.00%) 13 (43.33%) 41 (44.09%) 9 (31.03%)

Using VOSviewer, the citation map gave more information about the theoretical
development trend of age-friendly community studies. As illustrated by the visualised
citation map (Figure 4), among the 182 papers, Lui et al.’s [30] literature review remains
the most influential. The second most influential publication is Buffel et al.’s [74] work
belonging to the production of a space group. The third most influential is Menec et al.’s [42]
paper with an ecological perspective. The citation map was clustered into 18 groups by
the publication cluster function of VOSviewer. However, some groups only contain a
minimal number of publications. Thus, this study focused on clusters with more than
10 papers, and seven larger clusters were identified and further analysed. According to
the aforementioned definition of the central publication, seven central publications were
identified from the analysed clusters. Table 4 shows the details of these seven publication
groups. Among these seven central publications, five of them are theoretical publications.
The social capital theory was used in the central publication of Cluster One, which is the
largest cluster. The central publications of Clusters Three and Five are from the ecological
theory group. The central publications of Clusters Four and Seven are from the production
of space group. Again, the citation map produced by VOSviewer shows that ecological
theory, the production of space, and social-related theories, which are the three types of
influential theories in age-friendly community studies.

Figure 4. Citation analysis of age-friendly community studies.
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Table 4. Seven largest publication clusters of age-friendly community studies.

Cluster Size Central Publication Theory Group of the
Central Publication

1 19 Scharlach and Lehning, 2013 Social-related
2 14 Rosenbloom, 2009 -
3 14 Keating, Eales and Phillips, 2013 Ecological
4 11 Buffel, Phillipson and Scharf, 2012 Production of Space
5 11 Novek and Menec, 2014 Ecological
6 10 Pynoos, Caraviello and Cicero, 2009 -
7 10 Buffel and Phillipson, 2016 Production of Space

4. Discussion
4.1. Theory Comparison and Selection for Framework Development

This part will explore the theoretical development of age-friendly community studies
from two aspects, theory capability and theory influence. Firstly, the theory capability will
be studied by referring to an age-friendly community life cycle. Then, the theory influence
will be evaluated by discussing the quantitative results of the scientometric analysis.

These three processes related to age-friendly community development can form an
age-friendly community life cycle. Although the World Health Organization has developed
a life cycle of age-friendly initiatives for Global Network for Age-friendly Cities and
Communities members [11], this official life cycle is mainly applied to project management,
and it lacks a deeper insight into the residents’ life experiences. Thus, the life cycle model
in this research fulfils the gap to serve the purpose of this study. The model is visualised in
Figure 5. It helps evaluate the capability of each group of theories by exploring (1) whether
the theory or theories can be used to analyse a particular stage of the life cycle and (2) the
strengths and drawbacks when using the theory or theories. Overall, the model has three
stages: top-down age-friendly community building, age-friendly community negotiating,
and bottom-up age-friendly community using. A detailed explanation of the three stages
can be retrieved from this paper’s related text.
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The ecological theory takes a person–environment fit perspective, in which the en-
vironment determines people’s behaviour and wellbeing. The theory was used to study
top-down age-friendly community building and using. However, taking an environmental-
ism perspective means that older people are regarded as passive users of their environment
in the theory. This characteristic of the theory may be why it is seldom used to study
age-friendly negotiating. The production of space studies the interaction between the form
of space and the social relations within it. Although the theory was used to study the whole
age-friendly community life cycle, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, it was seldom
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used to develop a framework to guide age-friendly community development. This gap
will be filled in the latter part of this paper. The social-related theories are more capable of
solving the issues in the community social environment. These theories were used to study
the whole age-friendly community life cycle. In comparison, place-related theories focus
more on the community physical environment. These theories were mainly used to study
top-down age-friendly community building and using. Given that age-friendly community
environments contain social and physical aspects, social-related theories and place-related
theories need to supplement each other to depict a full view of the age-friendly commu-
nity. Governance-related theories were mainly introduced from management science and
politics to study the specific policymaking and projects. The theories were used to analyse
top-down age-friendly community building from a top-down perspective. By contrast,
individual-centred theories are mainly introduced from psychology to study bottom-up
age-friendly community using from a community users’ perspective. Governance-related
and individual-centred theories also need to supplement each other to analyse age-friendly
community governance, which contains top-down and bottom-up processes.

Overall, three gaps were found in the previously used theories in age-friendly commu-
nity studies. (1) The ecological theory regards older people as passive users of community
space and neglects the active role of older residents in age-friendly community negoti-
ating. (2) Social-related and place-related theories lack physical and social perspectives,
respectively, in studying age-friendly community environments. (3) Governance-related
and individual-centred theories lack bottom-up and top-down perspectives respectively in
studying age-friendly community governance.

The production of space can address these three gaps. According to the theory,
residents are active actors in shaping a community by giving meaning to community
spaces. Regarding the second limitation, the theory can integrate the physical and social
aspects by investigating how social relations and spatial form interact. Lastly, the theory
also focuses on the interactions between spatial design policies and the spatial meaning
given by residents. A detailed explanation of the theory will be given in later. As mentioned,
to the best of the authors’ knowledge, the production of space has not been used to develop
any theoretical framework in age-friendly community studies. This study will attempt to
fill this gap by developing a policy framework using the theory.

The results of the scientometric analysis show the influence of each group of theories.
The diversity of the theories used in the age-friendly community study has been increasing
with time. The social-related theory group has had the most extensive expansion these
years, which indicates an emerging interest in the social environment of the age-friendly
community. According to core publication analysis and publication cluster, ecological
theory, and the production of space and social-related theories are the three influential
theory groups in the knowledge structure of the age-friendly community study. The anal-
ysis results reflect the research interests in person–environment interaction, community
building through social relations, and the social environment in age-friendly community
studies. The identified influential research topics indicate how research should help solve
the barriers currently faced by age-friendly communities. One main barrier is that com-
munities are mainly designed for the working population because local governors prefer
regional economic growth. Participatory community design is advocated to incorporate
individuals’ living experiences in community design. Social connectivity can play an im-
portant role in facilitating the evolvement of older residents in community design decisions.
As shown in previous studies, social connectivity means both the relationship between
older people and their neighbours and a broad collaboration between various stakeholders
of age-friendly communities.

The production of space has advantages in dealing with these influential research
topics. (1) The barriers to age-friendly communities are identified through a lens of the
production of space. Thus, giving the solutions using the same theory is suitable. (2) The
theory focuses on studying users’ daily experience in community spaces by exploring their
spatial using patterns and the meanings they give to community spaces. (3) The theory is
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centrally concerned with investigating conflicts and compromises between spatial design
policies and the meanings given by spatial users. This concern is also the nature of the
participatory design. (4) The basic principle of the theory is to reveal the relationship be-
tween social relations and spatial form. Thus, in the next part, the theory of the production
of space and its potential contribution to age-friendly community study will be used to
develop a policy framework for age-friendly community development.

4.2. Policy Framework Development Based on the Production of Space

The production of space is a theory about social space [14]. The core discourse is
the socio-spatial dialectic: Social relations shape the space, while space reinforces the social
relations [78]. The theory realises the analysis of social order from the perspective of
the spatial form [116]. It also provides a method to control the physical form of space
using social relations. Lefebvre used a spatial triad containing spatial practice, spatial
representations, and representational spaces to analyse the production of space [14,117,118].
In the production of space, every stakeholder is actively shaping the space. In the top-
down process, community design professions and governors shape the space using the
representation of space, which is the professional knowledge about the space. The spatial
practice of these hegemonic actors is either commodification to achieve exchange values
or bureaucratisation to enhance administration [10,119]. Through these practices, the
abstract space of bourgeoisie and capitalism is shaped into the lived space of public
users. In the bottom-up process, space has use-value for its residents. Residents live
in a representational space, which is the symbolic space of the meanings given by the
residents [73]. Representational spaces determine the user’s behaviour in the space, which
is the users’ spatial practice [79].

Different user groups may usually give the same space conflicting meanings [120]. In
commodification and bureaucratisation of space, hegemonic actors need to decide which
user group is their priority [9]. Thus, having its root in Marxism, the theory reveals that
urban space is built on the conflicts between social groups [75]. These intergroup conflicts
can lead to spatial practice conflicts between different user groups [77]. In the worst
situation, segregation and inequality may even be generated from spatial conflicts [10,77].
In the production of space, such segregation and inequality are a loss of the right to space,
which means the ability to shape and use the space [74,90]. Negotiation is essential to
mediate the conflicts between representational spaces and spatial representations [121].
In practice, the negotiation usually takes the form of participatory design. However,
deprived social groups may lose their access to the negotiation because of losing the right
to space [122]. There are also some examples found from the empirical studies. In Australia,
Jenkin et al. found that older people are treated as a less attractive customer segment
by some community organisations, as an important stakeholder of policymaking [123].
Rémillard-Boilard et al. also suggest policymakers should change their mindset to see
older people according to their study in 11 countries worldwide [124]. The low priority
of older people’s issues in policymaking is also found in empirical studies. In China,
Li and Woolrych found that older people’s issues tend to be excluded from smart city
development [125]. While in Poland, Podgórniak-Krzykacz et al. found that both smart
cities and age-friendly communities are of low policy priority [126]. In Canada, Joy finds
that the neoliberalism policy atmosphere has a significant impact on the policymaking for
older people [127]. In the UK, Murtagh et al. found that property economy may cause the
risk to deprive older people’s rights in policymaking [128]. Ignorance of the heterogeneity
within the older age group is also the main policymaking problem recorded in many
real cases. In the UK, Yazdanpanahi and Hussein found that policies for older people
usually take a generic and homogeneous lens and neglect the rights of some minority
ethnic groups [129].

At present, age-friendly community policies are still being developed slowly because
the hegemonic actors of community spaces are reluctant to put age-friendliness factors in
their spatial representations [130,131]. One of the main reasons for this reluctance can be
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attributed to institutional ageism in policymaking [132]. Using the production of space,
Buffel and Phillipson analysed the barriers confronted by age-friendly community policy
development [9]. The most fundamental barrier is the intergenerational inequality to
determine urban development. Affected by neoliberalism, urban development mainly
serves capital accumulation and economic development. Thus, community spaces mainly
serve the younger working population and the participants of urban economic activities.
However, the younger generation usually has conflicts with older residents over spatial
expectations and spatial practices [133]. This institutional ageism in policy development
reflects the wide societal ageism that discriminates older people because of the stereotype
of an economic burden [134].

Developers and administrators also tend to resist improving the age-friendliness of
the communities due to the high costs, low profits, and adverse effects on the communities’
revenue and economic development [130]. The universal design and specialised facilities
for older residents in communities are usually considered extra community development
costs [135]. Furthermore, ensuring a suitable environment for older people can increase
energy consumption mainly because of elevator dependency, lighting, temperature con-
trol, and some 24-h services [136]. Age-friendly community costs also include paying
for the workforce in the essential services for older residents. The work in age-friendly
communities usually requires more devotion and skills than ordinary service jobs. Thus, a
significant expenditure needs to be incurred on workers’ salaries and training and devel-
opment [137]. Moreover, qualified labour to serve older residents remains limited [138].
Lastly, age-friendliness is usually related to the welfare provision in communities. The fact
that that these facilities and services should be at a low price, considering older people’s
economic conditions, is taken for granted, leading to the low profits of age-friendly facilities
and services in the community [139]. Given the higher profits commercial services bring,
community spaces tend to be allocated to commercial utilities.

Under such circumstances, older residents tend to lose their right to community spaces.
Some countries regard older people’s right to community spaces as a human right and put
the right in law [140,141]. However, the enforcement of the laws is usually tricky due to the
low priority of older people’s rights in the national law system [142]. Thus, older residents
may lose their access to some community spaces for younger residents’ convenience. Like
many other social groups that lose their human rights, older residents may also lack the
opportunities to express their perception of community spaces to the hegemonic actors
in community building. As a result, the spatial segregation of older residents is prevalent
in the community. Older residents can only stay lonely at home or outdoors without any
active social or civic participation.

Thus, from the perspective of the production of space, a strategy dimension of the
policy framework is formed. This dimension can facilitate age-friendly community pol-
icy development in the following three ways. Firstly, the framework should commodify
age-friendly communities. It should boost the profits of age-friendly communities and
involve the various stakeholders who can produce the profit. Thus, age-friendly commu-
nities can become a method of capital accumulation of the city. Second, the framework
should institutionalise age-friendly communities. It should redistribute community spatial
resources to eliminate the inequality between different generations and reduce the ageism
in community administration. By bureaucratisation, the necessary community spaces for
older people to use can be ensured. The regulated use of space also means the protection
of older residents’ rights to community spaces. Lastly, the framework should increase the
opportunities for older residents to participate in the negotiation of community space build-
ing. By expanding their social connectivity, older residents can participate in age-friendly
community negotiating directly or indirectly through their social network in communities.

Some communities intentionally built for older people, such as continuing care retire-
ment communities, give an ideal model of age-friendly communities. In these communities,
the main purchasing power is older residents. Thus, the profits are derived from older
residents. The administration is also designed specifically for older residents’ daily life.
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The representations of space in these communities consider their older residents mainly
from three aspects: community services, human activities, and housing functions. Thus,
this paper develops such a policy framework (Figure 6), including three sets of poli-
cies: community-service-oriented, human-activity-oriented and housing-function-oriented.
These sets form the component dimension of the policy framework. However, it is difficult
to only consider the spatial expectations of older residents in ordinary urban communities
because of a more complex resident demographic structure. Thus, in the policy framework,
the strategy and component dimensions should interact with each other. The following part
will explore the policy implication of the framework in detail by discussing the interaction
between the framework’s component dimension and strategic dimension.
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4.3. Implications of the Framework in Policymaking

Community-service-oriented policies regulate essential services for older people in
communities. To commodify age-friendly communities, this type of policy can encourage
service providers to conduct business in communities. This measure can promote the
elderly service industry within communities and trigger regional economic activities. Thus,
older residents can be regarded as “real” customers and be considered more in community
building. By bureaucratising community services, service providers can have convenient
access to suitable venues for elderly services in communities. Although communities
usually tend to leave enough space for daily services, the physical conditions of these
venues may not satisfy the requirements of the services for older people [143]. With
bureaucratisation, service providers can coordinate with community designers to ensure
the spaces are comfortable for older residents to access and stay. Lastly, community
services can expand the social support network of older residents. Older residents can have
sufficient contact with service providers, and their spatial demands can also be expressed
with the help of the service providers.

Human-activity-oriented policies ensure that older residents have sufficient oppor-
tunities to participate in community activities. In commodification of the age-friendly
community, the policies can introduce commercial factors into community activities. These
commercial factors can be the value-added services of the activities. The bureaucratisation
of community activities officially ensures enough opportunities and community spaces for
carrying out activities. Such formalisation of older residents’ activities can also decrease
the conflicts of the spatial practice between older residents and their younger neighbours.
Lastly, the regulated activities expand older residents’ social network with their neighbours
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in the community, including the older neighbours, younger neighbours, and community
workers. These activities can encourage intergenerational interaction in the community
and increase the younger generation’s awareness of their neighbouring older residents.
Thus, older residents’ community spatial expectations can be expressed by their younger
neighbours and community workers.

Housing-function-oriented policies focus on housing in communities by incorporat-
ing multi-generational design principles. Housing is a topic of age-friendly communities
covering many issues from interior design to surrounding facilities [144]. At present, with
the preference for multi-generational housing, living with their parents to take care of
them becomes the main reason for the younger generation to live with or nearby older resi-
dents [145]. Thus, policies should concentrate on the common benefit of older and younger
generations in housing development. In commodifying age-friendly communities, policies
should encourage the supply and demand sides of multi-generational housing. Thus, the
facility and housing design should facilitate younger people to balance their jobs, daily life,
and caregiving to their parents. These facilities and housing can become the value-added
components to enhance the exchange value of communities. The bureaucratisation of
intergenerational infrastructures and multi-generational housing ensures spatial equality
between generations by using environmental arrangement strategies, regulations, and tech-
niques to redistribute community resources. Thus, the spatial resource in the community
should be optimised to ensure the efficiency demanded by the working population and the
accessibility when older residents demand the facilities. Lastly, older residents maintain
the closest social support relationships in their communities with their children living with
them. Thus, older residents’ spatial demands can be expressed by their children.

Overall, guided by the theory of the production of space, each set of policies can be
divided into three sections. (1) Guided by space is built for capital accumulation [146], commod-
ification should be the basic principle. It encourages the related commercial stakeholders
to participate in age-friendly community development. With proper commercialisation,
age-friendly communities can become a new capital exchanging market in cities, especially
with the rapidly expanding aged population. This transformation can help age-friendly
communities earn more support from policymakers because of its economic contribution.
(2) Guided by different groups’ right to space should be ensured [147], the bureaucratisation of
age-friendly communities redistributes community spatial resources and ensures older res-
idents can have the right to community spaces. It should regulate the management and use
of community spaces. Such formalisation of older residents’ spatial practice can also reduce
the intergenerational conflicts over community space using. (3) Guided by the socio-spatial
dialectic [78], the policy can realise older residents’ participatory planning in top-down age-
friendly community building by directly involving older people or indirect involvement
through their social relations. Through the commercialisation and bureaucratisation of
age-friendly communities, older people can establish solid relationships with their family,
neighbours, and other related stakeholders in their communities. These relationships can
enhance the negotiation power of older residents in the production of community spaces.
These policies’ details can be designed by localising the WHO’s checklist for age-friendly
cities and communities [7]. The detailed localisation methods need more future research on
this policy framework.

5. Conclusions
5.1. Research Conclusions

Owing to a lack of policy framework to facilitate efficient age-friendly community pol-
icy development in the face of various barriers brought by neoliberalism, this article makes
an effort to develop such a framework to minimise cost and resolve the conflicts of interest
between different generations in age-friendly community development. As a result of a
systematic literature review, the theory of the production of space was found to be influen-
tial in age-friendly community studies and capable of solving the problematic issues faced
by age-friendly community policymaking. However, the theory is seldom used to develop
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theoretical frameworks in the research area. Thus, this study’s significant contribution is
creating a policy framework based on the production of space for studying age-friendly
community development (Figure 6). The policy framework contains community-service-
oriented policies, human-activity-oriented policies, and housing-function-oriented policies.
In detail, each set of policies should have three parts. (1) It should enhance proper com-
mercialisation through inviting related commercial stakeholders to make age-friendly
communities profitable for urban economic development; (2) it should provide some ad-
ministrative regulations in age-friendly communities to ensure spatial equality between
older and younger residents; and (3) it should encourage older residents’ participatory
planning either directly or indirectly through their community social network.

5.2. Research Limitation and Further Study

However, this study is merely a theoretical development of the policy framework. The
theme of this research is still not specified enough for the practice in the real world. Thus,
the future development of this policy framework can be better realised through three-phase
empirical studies. In the first stage, the current age-friendly community policies should be
reviewed to evaluate how well they reflect this policy framework and find the evidence for
its effectiveness. Then, more empirical studies should be carried out to evaluate the effects
of this policy framework on different stakeholders. Lastly, researchers can bring the mature
theoretical framework to policymaking practice by developing more practical guides.

It is recommended that this kind of systematic review be continuously conducted as
more studies emerge in the research field. After September 2019, there were 156 new papers
in the research field, and 42 of them were theoretical studies. The new papers can still reflect
the theoretical trend found in the analysis of this study. It validated that scholars still use
the six groups of theories to study age-friendly community: (1) ecological theory [148–155],
(2) the production of space [156–161], (3) social-related theories [98,162–169], (4) place-
related theories [170–176], (5) governing-related theory [177–181], and (6) individual-
centred theories [182–188]. In addition, more researchers find the importance of studying
the social dynamic and individual experience in age-friendly community development.
However, after 2020, COVID-19 has had a relatively significant influence on the research
topic of age-friendly community studies. Thus, it is also necessary to study the literature
after 2020 separately to explore the most cutting-edge research trends in the pandemic and
post-pandemic era.

This study may also trigger some more interesting research thoughts for further explo-
ration. For example, some readers may be interested in the influence of cultural differences
on the political barriers to age-friendly development in various regions. The question could
be solved with an international comparative empirical policy study, as it needs to evaluate
the culture and characteristics of the political disputes systematically. As social-related and
individual-centred theory is becoming significant in the research field, it is also interesting to
see whether policymakers have the same concern in their practice in future studies.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, E.H.W.C. and J.H.; methodology, J.H.; software, J.H.;
validation, E.H.W.C. and J.H.; formal analysis, J.H.; data curation, J.H.; writing—original draft
preparation, Q.K.Q. and J.H.; writing—review and editing, E.H.K.Y. and P.T.I.L.; visualization, J.H.;
supervision, E.H.W.C.; project administration, E.H.W.C.; funding acquisition, J.H. All authors have
read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research study is partially supported through funding by the Sustainable City Labora-
tory under the auspice of the Department of Building and Real Estate, The Hong Kong Polytechnic
University, HKSAR China.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 2031 17 of 23

References
1. Ageing and Health. Available online: https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/ageing-and-health (accessed on

21 July 2021).
2. United Nations. Wolrd Population Prospects 2019; United Nations: Geneva, Switzerland, 2019.
3. Lee, R.; Mason, A. Cost of Aging. Financ. Dev. 2017, 54, 7–9.
4. Van Hoof, J.; Kazak, J.K.; Perek-Białas, J.M.; Peek, S.T.M. The Challenges of Urban Ageing: Making Cities Age-Friendly in Europe.

Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, 2473. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Yu, J.; Rosenberg, M.W. Aging and the changing urban environment: The relationship between older people and the living

environment in post-reform Beijing, China. Urban Geogr. 2020, 41, 162–181. [CrossRef]
6. World Health Organization. Active Ageing: A Policy Framework; World Health Organization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2002.
7. World Health Organization. Global Age-Friendly Cities: A Guide; World Health Organization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2007.
8. Angel, R.; Angel, J.L. Latinos in an Aging World: Social, Psychological, and Economic Perspectives; Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group:

New York, NY, USA, 2015.
9. Buffel, T.; Phillipson, C. A Manifesto for the Age-Friendly Movement: Developing a New Urban Agenda. J. Aging Soc. Policy

2018, 30, 173–192. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
10. Buffel, T.; Phillipson, C. Can global cities be ‘age-friendly cities’? Urban development and ageing populations. Cities 2016, 55,

94–100. [CrossRef]
11. Buffel, T.; McGarry, P.; Phillipson, C.; De Donder, L.; Dury, S.; De Witte, N.; Smetcoren, A.-S.; Verté, D. Developing Age-Friendly

Cities: Case Studies From Brussels and Manchester and Implications for Policy and Practice. J. Aging Soc. Policy 2014, 26, 52–72.
[CrossRef]

12. Chui, C.H.K.; Tang, J.Y.M.; Kwan, C.M.; Fung Chan, O.; Tse, M.; Chiu, R.L.H.; Lou, V.W.Q.; Chau, P.H.; Leung, A.Y.M.; Lum, T.Y.S.
Older Adults’ Perceptions of Age-friendliness in Hong Kong. Gerontologist 2018, 59, 549–558. [CrossRef]

13. Department for Communities and Local Government. National Planning Policy Framework Impact Assessment; Department for
Communities and Local Government: London, UK, 2012.

14. Lefebvre, H. The Production of Space; Blackwell: Oxford, UK, 1991.
15. Hood, W.W.; Wilson, C.S. The Literature of Bibliometrics, Scientometrics, and Informetrics. Scientometrics 2001, 52, 291. [CrossRef]
16. Tague-Sutcliffe, J. An introduction to informetrics. Inf. Process. Manag. 1992, 28, 1–3. [CrossRef]
17. Yang, S.; Yuan, Q.; Dong, J. Are Scientometrics, Informetrics, and Bibliometrics Different? Data Sci. Informetr. 2020, 1, 103597.

[CrossRef]
18. Shiffrin, R.M.; Börner, K. Mapping knowledge domains. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci USA 2004, 101 (Suppl. S1), 5183–5185. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]
19. Brindha, T.; Murugesapandian, N. Scientometrics Tools and Techniques: An Overview. Shanlax Int. J. Arts Sci. Humanit. 2016, 4,

90–92.
20. Chen, C.; Song, M. Visualizing a field of research: A methodology of systematic scientometric reviews. PLoS ONE 2019,

14, e0223994. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
21. Gusenbauer, M.; Haddaway, N.R. Which academic search systems are suitable for systematic reviews or meta-analyses? Evalu-

ating retrieval qualities of Google Scholar, PubMed, and 26 other resources. Res. Synth. Methods 2020, 11, 181–217. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

22. LaRowe, G.; Ambre, S.; Burgoon, J.; Ke, W.; Börner, K. The Scholarly Database and its utility for scientometrics research.
Scientometrics 2009, 79, 219–234. [CrossRef]

23. Jason, P.; Bradely, H.H. Scientometrics 2.0: New metrics of scholarly impact on the social Web. First Monday 2010, 15. [CrossRef]
24. Chen, C. Science Mapping: A Systematic Review of the Literature. J. Data Inf. Sci. 2017, 2, 1–40. [CrossRef]
25. Snyder, H. Literature review as a research methodology: An overview and guidelines. J. Bus. Res. 2019, 104, 333–339. [CrossRef]
26. Easterby-Smith, M.; Thorpe, R.; Jackson, P.R. Management Research, 3rd ed.; Sage Publications: London, UK, 2008.
27. Tijssen, R.J.W.; van Leeuwen, T.N.; van Raan, A.F.J. Mapping the Scientific Performance of German Medical Research: An International

Comparative Bibliometric Study; Schattauer: Stuttgart, Germany, 2002.
28. Organizing Your Social Sciences Research Paper Offers Detailed Guidance on How to Develop, Organize, and Write a College-

Level Research Paper in the Social and Behavioral Sciences. Available online: https://libguides.usc.edu/writingguide (accessed
on 22 July 2021).

29. Warner, J.H.; Huisman, F. Locating Medical History the Stories and Their Meanings; Johns Hopkins University Press: Baltimore, MD,
USA, 2004.

30. Lui, C.-W.; Everingham, J.-A.; Warburton, J.; Cuthill, M.; Bartlett, H. What makes a community age-friendly: A review of
international literature. Australas. J. Ageing 2009, 28, 116–121. [CrossRef]

31. Lehning, A.J.; Greenfield, E.A. Research on Age-Friendly Community Initiatives: Taking Stock and Moving Forward. J. Hous.
Elder. 2017, 31, 178–192. [CrossRef]

32. Neville, S.; Napier, S.; Adams, J.; Wham, C.; Jackson, D. An integrative review of the factors related to building age-friendly rural
communities. J. Clin. Nurs. 2016, 25, 2402–2412. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Neville, S.; Wright-St Clair, V.; Montayre, J.; Adams, J.; Larmer, P. Promoting Age-Friendly Communities: An Integrative Review
of Inclusion for Older Immigrants. J. Cross-Cult. Gerontol. 2018, 33, 427–440. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/ageing-and-health
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15112473
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30714577
http://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2019.1643172
http://doi.org/10.1080/08959420.2018.1430414
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29364777
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2016.03.016
http://doi.org/10.1080/08959420.2014.855043
http://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gny052
http://doi.org/10.1023/A:1017919924342
http://doi.org/10.1016/0306-4573(92)90087-G
http://doi.org/10.4236/dsi.2020.11003
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0307852100
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14742869
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0223994
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31671124
http://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.1378
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31614060
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-009-0414-2
http://doi.org/10.5210/fm.v15i7.2874
http://doi.org/10.1515/jdis-2017-0006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.07.039
https://libguides.usc.edu/writingguide
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6612.2009.00355.x
http://doi.org/10.1080/02763893.2017.1309937
http://doi.org/10.1111/jocn.13299
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27108894
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10823-018-9359-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30343459


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 2031 18 of 23

34. Radford, K.; Gould, R.; Vecchio, N.; Fitzgerald, A. Unpacking intergenerational (IG) programs for policy implications:
A systematic review of the literature. J. Intergener. Relatsh. 2018, 16, 302–329. [CrossRef]

35. Purtle, J.; Nelson, K.L.; Yang, Y.; Langellier, B.; Stankov, I.; Diez Roux, A.V. Urban–Rural Differences in Older Adult Depression:
A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis of Comparative Studies. Am. J. Prev. Med. 2019, 56, 603–613. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

36. Štaube, T.; Leemeijer, B.; Geipele, S.; Kauškale, L.; Geipele, I.; Jansen, J. Economic and financial rationale for age-friendly housing.
J. Financ. Manag. Prop. Constr. 2016, 21, 99–121. [CrossRef]

37. Syed, M.A.; McDonald, L.; Smirle, C.; Lau, K.; Mirza, R.M.; Hitzig, S.L. Social Isolation in Chinese Older Adults: Scoping Review
for Age-Friendly Community Planning. Can. J. Aging 2017, 36, 223–245. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

38. Steels, S. Key characteristics of age-friendly cities and communities: A review. Cities 2015, 47, 45–52. [CrossRef]
39. Frochen, S.; Pynoos, J. Housing for the Elderly: Addressing Gaps in Knowledge Through the Lens of Age-Friendly Communities.

J. Hous. Elder. 2017, 31, 160–177. [CrossRef]
40. Xiang, L.; Shen, G.Q.P.; Tan, Y.; Liu, X. Emerging evolution trends of studies on age-friendly cities and communities:

A scientometric review. Ageing Soc. 2021, 41, 2814–2844. [CrossRef]
41. De Oliveira, S.M.L.; Pessa, S.L.R.; Schenatto, F.J.; de Lourdes Bernartt, M. Cities and Population Aging: A Literature Review; Springer

International Publishing: Cham, Swizerland, 2019; pp. 1395–1404.
42. Menec, V.H.; Means, R.; Keating, N.; Parkhurst, G.; Eales, J. Conceptualizing Age-Friendly Communities. Can. J. Aging 2011, 30,

479–493. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
43. Moher, D.; Liberati, A.; Tetzlaff, J.; Altman, D.G.; The PRISMA Group. Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and

Meta-Analyses: The PRISMA Statement. PLoS Med. 2009, 6, e1000097. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
44. Zhou, Z.; Shi, C.; Hu, M.; Liu, Y. Visual ranking of academic influence via paper citation. J. Vis. Lang. Comput. 2018, 48, 134–143.

[CrossRef]
45. Van Eck, N.J.; Waltman, L. CitNetExplorer: A new software tool for analyzing and visualizing citation networks. J. Informetr.

2014, 8, 802–823. [CrossRef]
46. Van Eck, N.J.; Waltman, L. Visualizing Bibliometric Networks. In Measuring Scholarly Impact: Methods and Practice; Ding, Y.,

Rousseau, R., Wolfram, D., Eds.; Springer International Publishing: Cham, Swizerland, 2014; pp. 285–320.
47. Keating, N.; Eales, J.; Phillips, J.E. Age-Friendly Rural Communities: Conceptualizing ‘Best-Fit’. Can. J. Aging 2013, 32, 319–332.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
48. Van Dijk, H.M.; Cramm, J.M.; van Exel, J.O.B.; Nieboer, A.P. The ideal neighbourhood for ageing in place as perceived by frail

and non-frail community-dwelling older people. Ageing Soc. 2015, 35, 1771–1795. [CrossRef]
49. Cramm, J.M.; Van Dijk, H.M.; Nieboer, A.P. The creation of age-friendly environments is especially important to frail older people.

Ageing Soc. 2018, 38, 700–720. [CrossRef]
50. John, D.H.; Gunter, K. engAGE in Community:Using Mixed Methods to Mobilize Older People to Elucidate the Age-Friendly

Attributes of Urban and Rural Places. J. Appl. Gerontol. 2016, 35, 1095–1120. [CrossRef]
51. Novek, S.; Menec, V.H. Older adults’ perceptions of age-friendly communities in Canada: A photovoice study. Ageing Soc. 2014,

34, 1052–1072. [CrossRef]
52. Siew, R.Y.J. Assessing the readiness of sustainability reporting tools (SRTs) for an age-friendly built environment. J. Financ. Manag.

Prop. Constr. 2016, 21, 122–136. [CrossRef]
53. Krawchenko, T.; Keefe, J.; Manuel, P.; Rapaport, E. Coastal climate change, vulnerability and age friendly communities: Linking

planning for climate change to the age friendly communities agenda. J. Rural Stud. 2016, 44, 55–62. [CrossRef]
54. Winterton, R. Organizational Responsibility for Age-Friendly Social Participation: Views of Australian Rural Community

Stakeholders. J. Aging Soc. Policy 2016, 28, 261–276. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
55. Scharlach, A.E. Creating Aging-Friendly Communities Why America’s cities and towns must become better places to grow old.

Generations 2009, 33, 5–11.
56. Scharlach, A.E. Aging in Context: Individual and Environmental Pathways to Aging-Friendly Communities—The 2015 Matthew,

A. Pollack Award Lecture. Gerontologist 2017, 57, 606–618. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
57. Choi, N.G.; DiNitto, D.M. Depressive Symptoms Among Older Adults Who Do Not Drive: Association With Mobility Resources

and Perceived Transportation Barriers. Gerontologist 2016, 56, 432–443. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
58. Chong, K.H.; Yow, W.Q.; Loo, D.; Patrycia, F. Psychosocial Well-Being of the Elderly and Their Perception of Matured Estate in

Singapore. J. Hous. Elder. 2015, 29, 259–297. [CrossRef]
59. Menec, V.; Nowicki, S. Examining the relationship between communities’ ‘age-friendliness’ and life satisfaction and self-perceived

health in rural Manitoba, Canada. Rural Remote Health 2014, 14, 2594. [CrossRef]
60. Park, S.; Lee, S. Age-friendly environments and life satisfaction among South Korean elders: Person–environment fit perspective.

Aging Ment. Health 2017, 21, 693–702. [CrossRef]
61. Toohey, A.M.; Hewson, J.A.; Adams, C.L.; Rock, M.J. Pets, Social Participation, and Aging-in-Place: Findings from the Canadian

Longitudinal Study on Aging. Can. J. Aging 2018, 37, 200–217. [CrossRef]
62. Wang, Y.; Chen, Y.-C.; Shen, H.-W.; Morrow-Howell, N. Neighborhood and Depressive Symptoms: A Comparison of Rural and

Urban Chinese Older Adults. Gerontologist 2017, 58, 68–78. [CrossRef]
63. Xie, L. Age-Friendly Communities and Life Satisfaction Among the Elderly in Urban China. Res. Aging 2018, 40, 883–905.

[CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1080/15350770.2018.1477650
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2018.11.008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30777704
http://doi.org/10.1108/JFMPC-05-2015-0015
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0714980817000101
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28412982
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2015.02.004
http://doi.org/10.1080/02763893.2017.1309936
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X20000562
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0714980811000237
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21745427
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19621072
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvlc.2018.08.007
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2014.07.006
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0714980813000408
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24128863
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X14000622
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X16001240
http://doi.org/10.1177/0733464814566679
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X1200150X
http://doi.org/10.1108/JFMPC-03-2015-0011
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2015.12.013
http://doi.org/10.1080/08959420.2016.1145504
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26881483
http://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnx017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28460019
http://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnu116
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25601389
http://doi.org/10.1080/02763893.2015.1055025
http://doi.org/10.22605/RRH2594
http://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2016.1154011
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0714980818000107
http://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnx063
http://doi.org/10.1177/0164027518757760


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 2031 19 of 23

64. Yan, B.; Gao, X.; Lyon, M. Modeling satisfaction amongst the elderly in different Chinese urban neighborhoods. Soc. Sci. Med.
2014, 118, 127–134. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

65. Zheng, Z.; Chen, H.; Yang, L. Transfer of Promotion Effects on Elderly Health with Age: From Physical Environment to
Interpersonal Environment and Social Participation. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 2794. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

66. Zheng, Z.; Yang, L. Neighborhood Environment, Lifestyle, and Health of Older Adults: Comparison of Age Groups Based on
Ecological Model of Aging. Sustainability 2019, 11, 2077. [CrossRef]

67. Lewinson, T.; Maley, O.; Esnard, A.-M. Accessing Faith-Based Organizations Using Public Transportation: A Qualitative and GIS
Study. J. Appl. Gerontol. 2019, 38, 323–343. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

68. Menec, V.H.; Brown, C.L.; Newall, N.E.G.; Nowicki, S. How Important Is Having Amenities Within Walking Distance to Middle-
Aged and Older Adults, and Does the Perceived Importance Relate to Walking? J. Aging Health 2016, 28, 546–567. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

69. Winters, M.; Voss, C.; Ashe, M.C.; Gutteridge, K.; McKay, H.; Sims-Gould, J. Where do they go and how do they get there? Older
adults’ travel behaviour in a highly walkable environment. Soc. Sci. Med. 2015, 133, 304–312. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

70. Greenfield, E.A.; Fedor, J.P. Characterizing Older Adults’ Involvement in Naturally Occurring Retirement Community (NORC)
Supportive Service Programs. J. Gerontol. Soc. Work 2015, 58, 449–468. [CrossRef]

71. Greenfield, E.A.; Mauldin, R.L. Participation in community activities through Naturally Occurring Retirement Community
(NORC) Supportive Service Programs. Ageing Soc. 2017, 37, 1987–2011. [CrossRef]

72. Neville, S.; Adams, J.; Napier, S.; Shannon, K.; Jackson, D. “Engaging in my rural community”: Perceptions of people aged 85
years and over. Int. J. Qual. Stud. Health Well-Being 2018, 13, 1503908. [CrossRef]

73. Lindenberg, J.; Westendorp, R.G.J. Overcoming Old in Age-Friendliness. J. Soc. Work Pract. 2015, 29, 85–98. [CrossRef]
74. Buffel, T.; Phillipson, C.; Scharf, T. Ageing in urban environments: Developing ‘age-friendly’ cities. Crit. Soc. Policy 2012, 32,

597–617. [CrossRef]
75. Moulaert, T.; Wanka, A. Benches as Materialisations of (Active) Ageing in Public Space: First Steps towards a Praxeology of Space.

Urban Plan. 2019, 4, 17. [CrossRef]
76. Cho, M.; Kim, J. Coupling urban regeneration with age-friendliness: Neighborhood regeneration in Jangsu Village, Seoul. Cities

2016, 58, 107–114. [CrossRef]
77. Puhakka, R.; Poikolainen, J.; Karisto, A. Spatial Practises and Preferences of Older and Younger People: Findings from the Finnish

Studies. J. Soc. Work Pract. 2015, 29, 69–83. [CrossRef]
78. Alidoust, S.; Bosman, C.; Holden, G. Planning for healthy ageing: How the use of third places contributes to the social health of

older populations. Ageing Soc. 2019, 39, 1459–1484. [CrossRef]
79. Shirazi, M.R. Mapping neighbourhood outdoor activities: Space, time, gender and age. J. Urban Des. 2019, 24, 715–737. [CrossRef]
80. Menec, V.H. Conceptualizing Social Connectivity in the Context of Age-Friendly Communities. J. Hous. Elder. 2017, 31, 99–116.

[CrossRef]
81. Scharlach, A.E.; Lehning, A.J. Ageing-friendly communities and social inclusion in the United States of America. Ageing Soc.

2013, 33, 110–136. [CrossRef]
82. Black, K.; Lipscomb, V.B. The promise of documentary theatre to counter ageism in age-friendly communities. J. Aging Stud. 2017,

42, 32–37. [CrossRef]
83. Fields, N.L.; Adorno, G.; Felderhoff, B.; Rupal Parekh, M.; Vivian Miller, M.; Magruder, K.; Rogers, K. The Social Construction of

“Emerging Elders”: Implications for Age-Friendly Community Assessments. Gerontol. Geriatr. Med. 2018, 4, 2333721418784844.
[CrossRef]

84. Van Hees, S.; Horstman, K.; Jansen, M.; Ruwaard, D. Photovoicing the neighbourhood: Understanding the situated meaning of
intangible places for ageing-in-place. Health Place 2017, 48, 11–19. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

85. Van Hees, S.; Horstman, K.; Jansen, M.; Ruwaard, D. Meanings of ‘lifecycle robust neighbourhoods’: Constructing versus
attaching to places. Ageing Soc. 2018, 38, 1148–1173. [CrossRef]

86. Parekh, R.; Maleku, A.; Fields, N.; Adorno, G.; Schuman, D.; Felderhoff, B. Pathways to age-friendly communities in diverse
urban neighborhoods: Do social capital and social cohesion matter? J. Gerontol. Soc. Work 2018, 61, 492–512. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

87. Rémillard-Boilard, S.; Buffel, T.; Phillipson, C. Involving Older Residents in Age-Friendly Developments: From Information to
Coproduction Mechanisms. J. Hous. Elder. 2017, 31, 146–159. [CrossRef]

88. To, K.; Chong, K.H. The traditional shopping street in Tokyo as a culturally sustainable and ageing-friendly community. J. Urban
Des. 2017, 22, 637–657. [CrossRef]

89. Buffel, T. Social research and co-production with older people: Developing age-friendly communities. J. Aging Stud. 2018, 44,
52–60. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

90. Buffel, T.; de Backer, F.; Peeters, J.; Phillipson, C.; Reina, V.R.; Kindekens, A.; de Donder, L.; Lombaerts, K. Promoting Sustainable
Communities through Intergenerational Practice. Procedia Soc. Behav. Sci. 2014, 116, 1785–1791. [CrossRef]

91. Cinderby, S.; Cambridge, H.; Attuyer, K.; Bevan, M.; Croucher, K.; Gilroy, R.; Swallow, D. Co-designing Urban Living Solutions to
Improve Older People’s Mobility and Well-Being. J. Urban Health 2018, 95, 409–422. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

92. Levasseur, M.; Dubois, M.-F.; Généreux, M.; Menec, V.; Raina, P.; Roy, M.; Gabaude, C.; Couturier, Y.; St-Pierre, C. Capturing how
age-friendly communities foster positive health, social participation and health equity: A study protocol of key components and
processes that promote population health in aging Canadians. BMC Public Health 2017, 17, 502. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.08.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25112567
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16152794
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31387307
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11072077
http://doi.org/10.1177/0733464816687220
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28380714
http://doi.org/10.1177/0898264315597352
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26220882
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.07.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25017579
http://doi.org/10.1080/01634372.2015.1008168
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X16000702
http://doi.org/10.1080/17482631.2018.1503908
http://doi.org/10.1080/02650533.2014.993949
http://doi.org/10.1177/0261018311430457
http://doi.org/10.17645/up.v4i2.2012
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2016.05.019
http://doi.org/10.1080/02650533.2014.993948
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X18000065
http://doi.org/10.1080/13574809.2018.1458607
http://doi.org/10.1080/02763893.2017.1309926
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X12000578
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaging.2017.06.001
http://doi.org/10.1177/2333721418784844
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2017.08.007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28889043
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X16001483
http://doi.org/10.1080/01634372.2018.1454564
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29595371
http://doi.org/10.1080/02763893.2017.1309932
http://doi.org/10.1080/13574809.2017.1281734
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaging.2018.01.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29502790
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.01.472
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11524-018-0232-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29644534
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-017-4392-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28545415


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 2031 20 of 23

93. Lager, D.; van Hoven, B. Exploring the Experienced Impact of Studentification on Ageing-in-Place. Urban Plan. 2019, 4, 10.
[CrossRef]

94. De Donder, L.; Buffel, T.; Dury, S.; de Witte, N.; VertÉ, D. Perceptual quality of neighbourhood design and feelings of unsafety.
Ageing Soc. 2013, 33, 917–937. [CrossRef]

95. Bell, S.; Menec, V. “You Don’t Want to Ask for the Help” The Imperative of Independence:Is It Related to Social Exclusion? J. Appl.
Gerontol. 2015, 34, NP1–NP21. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

96. Nieboer, A.P.; Cramm, J.M. Age-Friendly Communities Matter for Older People’s Well-Being. J. Happiness Stud. 2018, 19,
2405–2420. [CrossRef]

97. Vitman, A.; Iecovich, E.; Alfasi, N. Ageism and Social Integration of Older Adults in Their Neighborhoods in Israel. Gerontologist
2013, 54, 177–189. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

98. Han, J.; Chan, E.H.W.; Qian, Q.K.; Yung, E.H.K. Achieving Sustainable Urban Development with an Ageing Population: An
“Age-Friendly City and Community” Approach. Sustainability 2021, 13, 8614. [CrossRef]

99. Greenfield, E.A. Age-Friendly Initiatives, Social Inequalities, and Spatial Justice. Hastings Cent. Rep. 2018, 48 (Suppl. S3), S41–S45.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

100. Brooks-Cleator, L.A.; Giles, A.R.; Flaherty, M. Community-level factors that contribute to First Nations and Inuit older adults
feeling supported to age well in a Canadian city. J. Aging Stud. 2019, 48, 50–59. [CrossRef]

101. Manuel, P.; Rapaport, E.; Keefe, J.; Krawchenko, T. Coastal climate change and aging communities in Atlantic Canada: A
methodological overview of community asset and social vulnerability mapping. Can. Geogr. 2015, 59, 433–446. [CrossRef]

102. Spina, J.; Menec, V.H. What Community Characteristics Help or Hinder Rural Communities in Becoming Age-Friendly?
Perspectives From a Canadian Prairie Province. J. Appl. Gerontol. 2015, 34, 444–464. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

103. Loukaitou-Sideris, A.; Wachs, M.; Pinski, M. Toward a Richer Picture of the Mobility Needs of Older Americans. J. Am. Plan.
Assoc. 2019, 85, 482–500. [CrossRef]

104. Buffel, T.; de Donder, L.; Phillipson, C.; de Witte, N.; Dury, S.; Verté, D. Place Attachment Among Older Adults Living in Four
Communities in Flanders, Belgium. Hous. Stud. 2014, 29, 800–822. [CrossRef]

105. Scharlach, A.E. Frameworks for Fostering Aging-Friendly Community Change. Recent local, regional, national, and transnational
initiatives. Generations 2009, 33, 71–73.

106. Greenfield, E.A.; Scharlach, A.E.; Davitt, J.K. Organizational Characteristics and Volunteering in Age-Friendly Supportive Service
Initiatives. Nonprofit Volunt. Sect. Q. 2016, 45, 931–948. [CrossRef]

107. Greenfield, E.A.; Frantz, M.E. Sustainability Processes among Naturally Occurring Retirement Community Supportive Service
Programs. J. Community Pract. 2016, 24, 38–55. [CrossRef]

108. Bárrios, M.J.; Fernandes, A.A.; Fonseca, A.M. Identifying Priorities for Aging Policies in Two Portuguese Communities. J. Aging
Soc. Policy 2018, 30, 458–477. [CrossRef]

109. Chao, T.S.; Huang, H. The East Asian age-friendly cities promotion—Taiwan’s experience and the need for an oriental paradigm.
Glob. Health Promot. 2016, 23 (Suppl. S1), 85–89. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

110. Moulaert, T.; Garon, S. Researchers Behind Policy Development: Comparing ‘Age-Friendly Cities’ Models in Quebec and Wallonia.
J. Soc. Work Pract. 2015, 29, 23–35. [CrossRef]

111. Neal, M.B.; DeLaTorre, A.K.; Carder, P.C. Age-Friendly Portland: A University-City-Community Partnership. J. Aging Soc. Policy
2014, 26, 88–101. [CrossRef]

112. Joy, M. Problematizing the age friendly cities and communities program in Toronto. J. Aging Stud. 2018, 47, 49–56. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

113. Dalmer, N.K. A logic of choice: Problematizing the documentary reality of Canadian aging in place policies. J. Aging Stud. 2019,
48, 40–49. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

114. Marston, H.R.; Samuels, J. A Review of Age Friendly Virtual Assistive Technologies and their Effect on Daily Living for Carers
and Dependent Adults. Healthcare 2019, 7, 49. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

115. Stanley, J.T.; Morrison, L.B.; Webster, B.A.; Turner, J.R.; Richards, C.J. An Age-Friendly University (AFU) assists with technology
learning and social engagement among older adults and individuals with developmental disabilities. Gerontol. Geriatr. Educ.
2019, 40, 261–275. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

116. Zieleniec, A. Lefebvre’s Politics of Space: Planning the Urban as Oeuvre. Urban Plan. 2018, 3, 11. [CrossRef]
117. Goonewardena, K. Space, Difference, Everyday Life Reading Henri Lefebvre; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2008.
118. McCann, E.J. Race, Protest, and Public Space: Contextualizing Lefebvre in the U.S. City. Antipode 1999, 31, 163–184. [CrossRef]
119. Barron, J. Community gardening: Cultivating subjectivities, space, and justice. Local Environ. 2017, 22, 1142–1158. [CrossRef]
120. Parliana, D.; Salura, P. The Spatial Conflicts in Public Spaces in Bandung, Indonesia. J. Appl. Environ. Biol. Sci. 2017, 7, 1–7.
121. O’Kelly, M. Urban negotiation, art and the production of public space. RISCO 2007, 113–127. [CrossRef]
122. Li, J.; Liu, X.; Liu, J.; Li, W. City profile: Taipei. Cities 2016, 55, 1–8. [CrossRef]
123. Jenkin, C.; van Uffelen, J.G.Z.; O’Sullivan, G.; Harvey, J.; Eime, R.M.; Westerbeek, H. Marketing Up the Wrong Tree? Organisational

Perspectives on Attracting and/or Retaining Older Adults in Sport. Front. Sports Act. Living 2021, 3, 322. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
124. Rémillard-Boilard, S.; Buffel, T.; Phillipson, C. Developing Age-Friendly Cities and Communities: Eleven Case Studies from

around the World. Int. J. Environ, Res, Public Health 2021, 18, 133. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.17645/up.v4i2.1947
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X12000207
http://doi.org/10.1177/0733464812469292
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24652862
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-017-9923-5
http://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnt008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23463803
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13158614
http://doi.org/10.1002/hast.912
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30311225
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaging.2019.01.001
http://doi.org/10.1111/cag.12203
http://doi.org/10.1177/0733464813496164
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24652896
http://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2019.1630295
http://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2014.898741
http://doi.org/10.1177/0899764015621620
http://doi.org/10.1080/10705422.2015.1126545
http://doi.org/10.1080/08959420.2018.1442112
http://doi.org/10.1177/1757975916641612
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27199021
http://doi.org/10.1080/02650533.2014.993946
http://doi.org/10.1080/08959420.2014.854651
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaging.2018.10.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30447869
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaging.2019.01.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30832929
http://doi.org/10.3390/healthcare7010049
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30901898
http://doi.org/10.1080/02701960.2019.1572009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30707650
http://doi.org/10.17645/up.v3i3.1343
http://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8330.00098
http://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2016.1169518
http://doi.org/10.11606/issn.1984-4506.v0i5p113-127
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2016.03.007
http://doi.org/10.3389/fspor.2021.772361
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34901849
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18010133


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 2031 21 of 23

125. Li, M.; Woolrych, R. Experiences of Older People and Social Inclusion in Relation to Smart “Age-Friendly” Cities: A Case Study
of Chongqing, China. Front. Public Health 2021, 9. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

126. Podgórniak-Krzykacz, A.; Przywojska, J.; Wiktorowicz, J. Smart and Age-Friendly Communities in Poland. An Analysis of
Institutional and Individual Conditions for a New Concept of Smart Development of Ageing Communities. Energies 2020, 13,
2268. [CrossRef]

127. Joy, M. Neoliberal rationality and the age friendly cities and communities program: Reflections on the Toronto case. Cities 2021,
108, 102982. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

128. Murtagh, B.; Cleland, C.; Ferguson, S.; Ellis, G.; Hunter, R.; Rodriguez Añez, C.R.; Becker, L.A.; Hino, A.A.F.; Reis, R.S.
Age-friendly cities, knowledge and urban restructuring. Int. Plan. Stud. 2022, 27, 62–76. [CrossRef]

129. Yazdanpanahi, M.; Hussein, S. Sustainable Ageing: Supporting Healthy Ageing and Independence Amongst Older Turkish
Migrants in the UK. Sustainability 2021, 13, 10387. [CrossRef]

130. Handler, S. A Research & Evaluation Framework for Age-friendly Cities; UK Urban Ageing Consortium: Manchester, UK, 2014.
131. Van Hoof, J.; Marston, H.R.; Kazak, J.K.; Buffel, T. Ten questions concerning age-friendly cities and communities and the built

environment. Build. Environ. 2021, 199, 107922. [CrossRef]
132. Davey, J.A. Age-Friendly Cities and Communities World Experience and Pointers for New Zealand; Ministry of Social Development:

Wellington, New Zealand, 2017.
133. Bouzarovski, S. Retrofitting the City: Residential Flexibility, Resilience and the Built Environment, 1st ed.; I.B. Tauris: London, UK;

New York, NY, USA, 2016; p. 270.
134. Ostafiński, W. Ageism in Europe. In Sixth Annual Conference of the University Network of the European Capitals of Culture; Komlosi,

L.I., Pozsgai, G., Eds.; UNECC: Maribor, Slovenia, 2012; pp. 110–120.
135. Planning Department. An Inclusive and Supportive City for All Ages; Planning Department: Hong Kong, China, 2016.
136. Estiri, H.; Zagheni, E. Age matters: Ageing and household energy demand in the United States. Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 2019, 55,

62–70. [CrossRef]
137. Gospel, H. Varieties of Qualifications, Training, and Skills in Long-Term Care: A German, Japanese, and UK Comparison. Hum.

Resour. Manag. 2015, 54, 833–850. [CrossRef]
138. A ‘Perfect Storm’: Staffing Crisis in Seniors Care. Available online: https://hospitalnews.com/a-perfect-storm-staffing-crisis-in-

seniors-care/ (accessed on 23 July 2021).
139. Opinion: 7 out of 10 Nursing Homes Say: ‘We Can’t Go On’. Available online: https://www.marketwatch.com/story/7-out-of-

10-nursing-homes-say-we-cant-go-on-2020-08-14 (accessed on 23 July 2021).
140. Declaration on Human Rights Day and the Right to the City. Available online: https://www.right2city.org/news/declaration-on-

human-rights-day-and-the-right-to-the-city/ (accessed on 23 July 2021).
141. Du, P.; Xie, L. The Use of Law to Protect and Promote Age-Friendly Environment. J. Soc. Work Pract. 2015, 29, 13–21. [CrossRef]
142. Dong, X. Elder Rights in China: Care for Your Parents or Suffer Public Shaming and Desecrate Your Credit Scores. JAMA Intern.

Med. 2016, 176, 1429–1430. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
143. Yung, E.H.K.; Conejos, S.; Chan, E.H.W. Social needs of the elderly and active aging in public open spaces in urban renewal. Cities

2016, 52, 114–122. [CrossRef]
144. Luciano, A.; Pascale, F.; Polverino, F.; Pooley, A. Measuring Age-Friendly Housing: A Framework. Sustainability 2020, 12, 848.

[CrossRef]
145. Multi-Generational Housing Is a Growing Trend That’s Back, with a New Twist. Available online: https://www.thestar.com/life/

homes/2020/06/17/multi-generational-housing-is-a-growing-trend-thats-back-with-a-new-twist.html (accessed on 23 July 2021).
146. Shen, J.; Wu, F. The Suburb as a Space of Capital Accumulation: The Development of New Towns in Shanghai, China. Antipode

2017, 49, 761–780. [CrossRef]
147. Purcell, M. Possible Worlds: Henri Lefebvre and the Right to the City. J. Urban Aff. 2014, 36, 141–154. [CrossRef]
148. Afacan, Y. Impacts of biophilic design on the development of gerotranscendence and the Profile of Mood States during the

COVID-19 pandemic. Ageing Soc. 2021, 1–25. [CrossRef]
149. Dabelko-Schoeny, H.; Maleku, A.; Cao, Q.; White, K.; Ozbilen, B. “We want to go, but there are no options”: Exploring barriers

and facilitators of transportation among diverse older adults. J. Transp. Health 2021, 20, 100994. [CrossRef]
150. Thissen, F.; Droogleever Fortuijn, J. ‘The village as a coat’; changes in the person-environment fit for older people in a rural area

in The Netherlands. J. Rural Stud. 2021, 87, 431–443. [CrossRef]
151. Marston, H.R.; Shore, L.; White, P.J. How does a (Smart) Age-Friendly Ecosystem Look in a Post-Pandemic Society? Int. J. Environ.

Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 8276. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
152. Weil, J. Developing the Person–Place Fit Measure for Older Adults: Broadening Place Domains. Gerontologist 2019, 60, e548–e558.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
153. Choi, Y.J. Age-Friendly Features in Home and Community and the Self-Reported Health and Functional Limitation of Older

Adults: The Role of Supportive Environments. J. Urban Health 2020, 97, 471–485. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
154. Naah, F.L.; Njong, A.M.; Kimengsi, J.N. Determinants of Active and Healthy Ageing in Sub-Saharan Africa: Evidence from

Cameroon. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 3038. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
155. Schehl, B.; Leukel, J. Associations between individual factors, environmental factors, and outdoor independence in older adults.

Eur. J. Ageing 2020, 17, 291–298. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2021.779913
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34988053
http://doi.org/10.3390/en13092268
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2020.102982
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33106719
http://doi.org/10.1080/13563475.2021.1920374
http://doi.org/10.3390/su131810387
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2021.107922
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2019.05.006
http://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21714
https://hospitalnews.com/a-perfect-storm-staffing-crisis-in-seniors-care/
https://hospitalnews.com/a-perfect-storm-staffing-crisis-in-seniors-care/
https://www.marketwatch.com/story/7-out-of-10-nursing-homes-say-we-cant-go-on-2020-08-14
https://www.marketwatch.com/story/7-out-of-10-nursing-homes-say-we-cant-go-on-2020-08-14
https://www.right2city.org/news/declaration-on-human-rights-day-and-the-right-to-the-city/
https://www.right2city.org/news/declaration-on-human-rights-day-and-the-right-to-the-city/
http://doi.org/10.1080/02650533.2014.993945
http://doi.org/10.1001/jamainternmed.2016.5011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27571539
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2015.11.022
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12030848
https://www.thestar.com/life/homes/2020/06/17/multi-generational-housing-is-a-growing-trend-thats-back-with-a-new-twist.html
https://www.thestar.com/life/homes/2020/06/17/multi-generational-housing-is-a-growing-trend-thats-back-with-a-new-twist.html
http://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12302
http://doi.org/10.1111/juaf.12034
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X21001860
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jth.2020.100994
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2020.07.001
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17218276
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33182413
http://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnz112
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31433829
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11524-020-00462-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32601773
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17093038
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32349334
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10433-020-00553-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32904714


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 2031 22 of 23

156. Menezes, D.; Woolrych, R.; Sixsmith, J.; Makita, M.; Smith, H.; Fisher, J.; Garcia-Ferrari, S.; Lawthom, R.; Henderson, J.; Murray,
M. ‘You really do become invisible’: Examining older adults’ right to the city in the United Kingdom. Ageing Soc. 2021, 1–20.
[CrossRef]

157. Fields, N.; Ravi, K.; Dabelko-Schoeny, H. Outdoor Spaces, Transportation, and Environmental Justice: A Qualitative Interpretive
Meta-Synthesis. Innov. Aging 2020, 4 (Suppl. S1), 701–702. [CrossRef]

158. Tan, T.H.; Lee, J.H. Residential environment, third places and well-being in Malaysian older adults. Soc. Indic. Res. 2022.
[CrossRef]

159. Loos, E.; Sourbati, M.; Behrendt, F. The Role of Mobility Digital Ecosystems for Age-Friendly Urban Public Transport: A Narrative
Literature Review. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 7465. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

160. Dabelko-Schoeny, H.; Fields, N.L.; White, K.; Sheldon, M.; Ravi, K.; Robinson, S.R.; Murphy, I.E.; Jennings, C. Using Community-
Based Participatory Research Strategies in Age-Friendly Communities to Solve Mobility Challenges. J. Gerontol. Soc. Work 2020,
63, 447–463. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

161. Fong, P.; Haslam, C.; Cruwys, T.; Haslam, S.A. “There’s a Bit of a Ripple-effect”: A Social Identity Perspective on the Role of
Third-Places and Aging in Place. Environ. Behav. 2021, 53, 540–568. [CrossRef]

162. Aung, M.N.; Koyanagi, Y.; Ueno, S.; Tiraphat, S.; Yuasa, M. A Contemporary Insight into an Age-Friendly Environment
Contributing to the Social Network, Active Ageing and Quality of Life of Community Resident Seniors in Japan. J. Aging Environ.
2021, 35, 145–160. [CrossRef]

163. De Boer, B.; Bozdemir, B.; Jansen, J.; Hermans, M.; Hamers, J.P.H.; Verbeek, H. The Homestead: Developing a Conceptual
Framework through Co-Creation for Innovating Long-Term Dementia Care Environments. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021,
18, 57. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

164. Herman, L.; Walker, R.; Rosenberg, M. Age-Friendly Communities and Cultural Pluralism: Examining Saskatoon’s Chinese-
Canadian Social Enclave. Can. J. Aging 2021, 40, 463–474. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

165. Hwang, E.; Brossoie, N.; Jeong, J.W.; Song, K. The Impacts of the Neighborhood Built Environment on Social Capital for
Middle-Aged and Elderly Koreans. Sustainability 2021, 13, 756. [CrossRef]

166. Golenko, X.; Radford, K.; Fitzgerald, J.A.; Vecchio, N.; Cartmel, J.; Harris, N. Uniting generations: A research protocol examining
the impacts of an intergenerational learning program on participants and organisations. Australas. J. Ageing 2020, 39, e425–e435.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

167. Hand, C. Older women’s engagement in community occupations: Considerations of lifespan and place. Scand. J. Occup. Ther.
2020, 27, 259–268. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

168. Liu, S.; Wang, Y.; Zhou, D.; Kang, Y. Two-Step Floating Catchment Area Model-Based Evaluation of Community Care Facilities’
Spatial Accessibility in Xi’an, China. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 5086. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

169. Goulding, A. In what ways can an age-friendly approach to co-production transfer power to participants? Translating ideology
into practice. Volunt. Sect. Rev. 2019, 10, 291–310. [CrossRef]

170. Aliakbarzadeh Arani, Z.; Zanjari, N.; Delbari, A.; Foroughan, M.; Ghaedamini Harouni, G. Place attachment and aging: A scoping
review. J. Hum. Behav. Soc. Environ. 2022, 32, 91–108. [CrossRef]

171. Aliakbarzadeh Arani, Z.; Zanjari, N.; Delbari, A.; Foroughan, M.; Ghaedamini Harouni, G. How do Iranian older adults define
place attachment? a qualitative study. Health Promot. Perspect 2021, 11, 186–193. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

172. Kwan, C.; Tam, H.C. Ageing in Place in Disaster Prone Rural Coastal Communities: A Case Study of Tai O Village in Hong Kong.
Sustainability 2021, 13, 4618. [CrossRef]

173. Tang, J.Y.M.; Chui, C.H.K.; Lou, V.W.Q.; Chiu, R.L.H.; Kwok, R.; Tse, M.; Leung, A.Y.M.; Chau, P.-H.; Lum, T.Y.S. The Contribution
of Sense of Community to the Association Between Age-Friendly Built Environment and Health in a High-Density City: A
Cross-Sectional Study of Middle-Aged and Older Adults in Hong Kong. J. Appl. Gerontol. 2021, 40, 1687–1696. [CrossRef]

174. Au, A.; Lai, D.W.L.; Yip, H.-m.; Chan, S.; Lai, S.; Chaudhury, H.; Scharlach, A.; Leeson, G. Sense of Community Mediating
Between Age-Friendly Characteristics and Life Satisfaction of Community-Dwelling Older Adults. Front. Psychol. 2020, 11.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

175. Kam, P.K. Strengthening the empowerment approach in social work practice: An EPS model. J. Soc. Work. 2021, 21, 329–352.
[CrossRef]

176. Woolrych, R.; Duvurru, J.; Portella, A.; Sixsmith, J.; Menezes, D.; Fisher, J.; Lawthom, R.; Reddy, S.; Datta, A.; Chakravarty, I.; et al.
Ageing in Urban Neighbourhoods: Exploring Place Insideness Amongst Older Adults in India, Brazil and the United Kingdom.
Psychol. Dev. Soc. 2020, 32, 201–223. [CrossRef]

177. Galucia, N.; Morrow-Howell, N.; Sun, P.; Meyer, T.; Li, Y. The Impact of COVID-19 on Villages: Results from a National Survey. J.
Gerontol. Soc. Work 2021, 1–20. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

178. Marston, H.R.; Niles-Yokum, K.; Silva, P.A. A Commentary on Blue Zones®: A Critical Review of Age-Friendly Environments in
the 21st Century and Beyond. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 837. [CrossRef]

179. McCrillis, E.; Skinner, M.W.; Colibaba, A. Developing rural insights for building age-friendly communities. J. Rural Stud. 2021, 81,
336–344. [CrossRef]

180. Colibaba, A.; McCrillis, E.; Skinner, M.W. Exploring rural older adult perspectives on the scope, reach and sustainability of
age-friendly programs. J. Aging Stud. 2020, 55, 100898. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X21001793
http://doi.org/10.1093/geroni/igaa057.2463
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-021-02856-8
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17207465
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33066528
http://doi.org/10.1080/01634372.2020.1769787
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32458771
http://doi.org/10.1177/0013916520947109
http://doi.org/10.1080/26892618.2020.1813232
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18010057
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33374761
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0714980820000148
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32616089
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13020756
http://doi.org/10.1111/ajag.12761
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31919942
http://doi.org/10.1080/11038128.2018.1550529
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30706745
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17145086
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32674524
http://doi.org/10.1332/204080519X15738068873573
http://doi.org/10.1080/10911359.2020.1860852
http://doi.org/10.34172/hpp.2021.23
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34195042
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13094618
http://doi.org/10.1177/0733464821991298
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00086
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32194465
http://doi.org/10.1177/1468017320911348
http://doi.org/10.1177/0971333620937106
http://doi.org/10.1080/01634372.2021.1968094
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34414861
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18020837
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2020.10.053
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaging.2020.100898


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 2031 23 of 23

181. Woo, J.-M.; Choi, M. Why and How Have Korean Cities Embraced the World Health Organization’s Age-Friendly Cities and
Communities Model? J. Aging Soc. Policy 2020, 55, 1–18. [CrossRef]

182. Briones, S.; Meijering, L. Using Everyday Technology Independently When Living with Forgetfulness: Experiences of Older
Adults in Barcelona. Gerontol. Geriatr. Med. 2021, 7, 2333721421993754. [CrossRef]

183. Klasa, K.; Galaitsi, S.; Wister, A.; Linkov, I. System models for resilience in gerontology: Application to the COVID-19 pandemic.
BMC Geriatr. 2021, 21, 51. [CrossRef]

184. Shi, J.; Hua, W.; Tang, D.; Xu, K.; Xu, Q. A Study on Supply–Demand Satisfaction of Community-Based Senior Care Combined
with the Psychological Perception of the Elderly. Healthcare 2021, 9, 643. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

185. Zhang, M.; Pan, Y. Design of Sustainable Senior-Friendly Community Transportation Services. Sustainability 2021, 13, 13078.
[CrossRef]

186. Duppen, D.; Lambotte, D.; Dury, S.; Smetcoren, A.-S.; Pan, H.; De Donder, L.; Consortium, D.-S. Social Participation in the Daily
Lives of Frail Older Adults: Types of Participation and Influencing Factors. J. Gerontol. Ser. B 2019, 75, 2062–2071. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

187. Reuter, A.; Liddle, J.; Scharf, T. Digitalising the Age-Friendly City: Insights from Participatory Action Research. Int. J. Environ.
Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 8281. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

188. White, S.; Foale, K. Making a place for technology in communities: PlaceCal and the capabilities approach. Inf. Commun. Soc.
2020, 1–20. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1080/08959420.2019.1707057
http://doi.org/10.1177/2333721421993754
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-020-01965-2
http://doi.org/10.3390/healthcare9060643
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34072401
http://doi.org/10.3390/su132313078
http://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbz045
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31001620
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17218281
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33182453
http://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2020.1767173

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Scientometrics Method 
	Data Collection and Analysis 

	Results 
	Theoretical Trend 
	Longitudinal Analysis of the Theoretical Trend 
	Scientometrics Analysis of Theoretical Trend 

	Discussion 
	Theory Comparison and Selection for Framework Development 
	Policy Framework Development Based on the Production of Space 
	Implications of the Framework in Policymaking 

	Conclusions 
	Research Conclusions 
	Research Limitation and Further Study 

	References

