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Abstract:

This research was prompted by the need to develop sounder, more consistent assessment
systems to effectively assess Service-Learning (SL hereinafter) interventions at higher education
institutions, with a view to training professionals committed to the transformation and well-
being of society. To address this need, the study presents a systematic review of the assessment
systems used to assess learning outcomes in SL interventions in university settings. A total
of 56 papers are analysed, selected from the WoS, Scopus and ERIC databases according to
the criteria set out in the PRISMA statement. Our findings provide insight for the educational
community as to how SL interventions are being assessed in a university context. They also serve
to orient future teaching actions by highlighting elements that refer to the learning outcomes,
criteria, techniques, actors and types of assessment used in such interventions. Different
learning outcomes are assessed through SL interventions and a variety of instruments are used
for that purpose. Some assessment systems are found to be incomplete and some contain
inconsistencies, so it is concluded that in spite of the efforts observed in most of the papers
reviewed, there is still considerable room for improvement in assessment SL systems.

Keywords: Service-Learning; evaluation; assessment; higher education; university; systematic
review.

Resumen:

Este trabajo de investigacién surge de la necesidad de desarrollar sistemas de evaluacion
mas solidos y coherentes, que faciliten una evaluacién efectiva de las experiencias de apren-
dizaje-servicio (ApS) en el ambito universitario, con el propdsito de fomentar la formacion

Date of receipt of the original: 2025-05-01.

Date of approval: 2025-06-01.

Please, cite this article as follows: Diaz-Iso, A. Ferreira-Lopez, L., Alaez, M. & Bezanilla, M. J. (2025). How, where, when and
by whom is Service-Learning assessed? A systematic review [;Quién, cdmo, donde y cuando se evalla el aprendizaje-
servicio? Una revision sistematica). Revista Espafiola de Pedagogia, 83(292), 571-589 https://doi.org/10.9781/rep.2025.378

Revista Espafiola de Pedagogia (2025), 83(292), 571-589 571



Ariane DIAZ-1SO, Luana FERREIRA-LOPES, Marian ALAEZ y Maria José BEZANILLA

de profesionales comprometidos con la transformacién y el bienestar de la sociedad. Para
colaborar a cubrir esa necesidad, este estudio presenta una revision sistematica de los sis-
temas de evaluacion utilizados para medir los resultados de aprendizaje en experiencias de
ApS en entornos universitarios. Se analizaron un total de 56 articulos seleccionados siguiendo
los criterios elaborados por la declaracién PRISMA y utilizando las bases de datos de WoS,
Scopus y Eric. Los resultados obtenidos en este trabajo arrojan luz a la comunidad educativa
sobre cémo se estan evaluando las experiencias de ApS en el contexto universitario. Asimis-
mo, permiten orientar la futura accién docente sefialando aquellos elementos referidos a los
resultados de aprendizaje, criterios, técnicas, agentes y tipos de evaluaciéon empleados en
estas experiencias. Se detectan algunos sistemas evaluativos incompletos y también algunas
incoherencias, por lo que se concluye que, a pesar de los esfuerzos observados en la mayoria
de los articulos revisados, existen importantes areas de mejora en los sistemas de evaluacion.

Palabras clave: aprendizaje-servicio; evaluacién; educacién superior; universidad; revision
sistematica.

1. Introduction

In recent decades, universities are called on to respond to social, environmental and
financial challenges and to technological advances, particularly in data science and artificial
intelligence (Al), in the context of their higher education mission. More specifically, universities
must take on the responsibility of preparing and educating future generations by giving
them the skills that they will need to act as active, responsible citizens (Marco-Gardoqui, et
al.,, 2020). In this context, Service-Learning (hereinafter called SL) has emerged as a suitable
methodology for tackling this challenge.

As a methodology, SL seeks to provide a practical learning experience that blends academic
learning and community service (Bringle & Hatcher, 1995). It thus stands out as an experience-
based learning method that addresses certain needs of the community by fostering a sense of civic
responsibility among students. At the same time, it enriches participants’ understanding of certain
subjects and matters by providing a holistic view of the relevant disciplines (Alaez et al., 2022).

SL interventions go beyond the confines of conventional classrooms and apply academic
content to real-life contexts with a view to responding to specific challenges facing the
community (Hart, 2015). As a result, more and more research (Diaz-Iso et al., 2023; Mota Ribeiro
et al., 2023) is highlighting this methodology as a learning strategy in which students can
develop practical skills along with knowledge and ethical values with a view to becoming
active citizens who help build fairer communities where people can live in greater harmony.
Butone ofthe main uncertainties faced by teaching staff whenthey implement SLinterventions
lies in how best to assess them (Gibson et al., 2011; Samino Garcia, 2023).

This is a worrying shortcoming, because assessment plays a crucial role in guiding learning
and in understanding and improving the processes and outcomes of SL interventions. The
right assessment not only confirms the effectiveness, functionality and impact of educational
interventions but also provides information for optimising them. So to ensure that an SL intervention
is effective it is essential first to define the precise goals of the intervention and the outcomes
expected, linking the service to be provided with the curriculum for the relevant subject. Students
thus give academic meaning to the service experience, which becomes the focal point of their
learning. Secondly, suitable assessment must be designed and planned. This means drawing up an
assessment methodology that fits in with the nature of the goals assessed and provides guidelines
for moving forward and consolidating the envisaged learning (Aramburuzabala et al., 2019).

Scientific literature includes a number of studies that address the assessment of SL
interventions. Some of them (Nickman, 1998) are based on envisaged learning outcomes,
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while others (Griffin et al., 2011) make no mention of such outcomes; some detail the type of
assessment used in the intervention (Casile et al.,, 2011), some consider the need for different
actors to be involved in assessing interventions (Nikolova & Andersen, 2017), and others
describe the various assessment tools used (Gomez & Bartoll, 2014). However, to date there has
been no exhaustive, systematic review of this matter. Therefore, there is a lack of knowledge on
this topic to support teachers’ assessment practices. Such a review would have many benefits,
such as showing teaching staff involved in SL interventions how others assess them and what
they themselves can learn from those assessments.

This study sets out to fill that gap, which is a necessary task given the systematic,
multifaceted nature of the assessment process. More specifically, the goal of this research
study is to deepen knowledge on the assessment systems used to measure the learning
outcomes envisaged in SL interventions at universities, through a systematic review of the
related literature. The aim is to identify what learning outcomes are assessed, what assessment
techniques and tools are used, what actors are involved and what type of assessment is used
(formative or summative; continuous or final).

2. Method

This systematic review was conducted in compliance with the criteria set in the PRISMA
statement (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) (Page et al.,
2021). The research question, the search strategy and the inclusion and exclusion criteria were
all designed according to the principles set out in that statement. The reference point taken in
compiling and interpreting the results of the studies included is the paper by Lockwood et al.
(2015), which provides methodological guidance for qualitative evidence synthesis. In particular,
we adopted their meta-aggregative approach, emphasizing the faithful representation of study
findings and avoiding reinterpretation, thus ensuring transparency and applicability to practice.

2.1. Research question

Following the PICO strategy (Population, Intervention, Comparison and Outcomes) (Santos
et al., 2007), the research question that served to guide this study is the following: How are
the learning outcomes (outcomes) of university students (participants) assessed in service-
learning (intervention)?

2.2. Search strategy

The search for papers related to the topic addressed here was conducted in November
2022 using the Scopus and ERIC databases and the main collection of the Web of Science
(WoS) as its sources. Books, book chapters, reports and minutes of scientific congresses were
excluded from the search. Papers were identified on the basis of a systematic search for
keywords in English designed according to the PICO strategy (See Table 1).

TaBLE 1. Key words formulated with the PICO strategy.

Participants [1] Intervention [2] Outcomes [3]

“higher education” OR “service learning” OR

; e * « : - Assess* OR evaluat*
universit* OR college service-learning

Keywords

In Scopus: TITLE/ABS/KEY [1] AND TITLE/ABS/KEY [2] AND TITLE/ABS/KEY [3]
Searches In WoS: TOPIC [1] AND TOPIC [2] AND TOPIC [3]
In ERIC: ABSTRACT [1] AND ABSTRACT [2] AND ABSTRACT [3]

Source: Own work
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2.3. Inclusion & exclusion criteria according to the content of the articles

This review focuses on research papers that provide information on the process of
assessing the learning outcomes of Service-Learning interventions. With that initial premise,
the inclusion and exclusion criteria were also designed taking into account the PICO strategy
(see Table 2).

TaBLE 2. Inclusion & exclusion criteria formulated with the PICO strategy.

Population Intervention Outcomes
Provision of
. information on the
. . . Curricular &
Inclusion Higher education . assessment system
oo extracurricular . .
criteria students . . for rating the learning
Service-Learning
outcomes of the
intervention.
Information on
SL interventions
but no mention of
the assessment of
learning outcomes
. - Provision of
Infant, primary, lower Volunteering; formation on
secondary, upper community tools for ratin
Exclusion secondary, vocational ~ experiences with no the perce tiogn of
criteria training and non- academic component P P

formal education
students.

Work experience and
other methods

the various actors
concerning the
intervention

Provision of
information on

the impact of the
intervention on the
community

Source: Own work

2.4. Selection process

The process of selecting studies comprised several steps, and was conducted by all four
researchers responsible for the study (Figure 1). In step one, 1726 studies were identified in the
Scopus, WoS and ERIC databases. The bibliographical references were exported to Excel, and
duplicate documents were eliminated (n=1110). This left a total of 616 studies to be reviewed. In
line with the inclusion and exclusion criteria set (see Table 2), the titles and abstracts of all 616
papers were reviewed at the screening stage and 468 of them were excluded on the grounds
that they did not meet the inclusion criteria. This left 148 papers, the full texts of which were
then analysed. Finally, 56 of those papers were selected for inclusion in this systematic review.
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Ficure 1. Flow diagram of the selection process of studies as per PRISMA.

Studies identified in databases (n=1726)
Scopus (n=738); WoS (n=672); ERIC (n=3186)

2 Duplicates removed (n=1110)
W eSS *

Studies included for title and
abstract reading (n=616)

"r" Duplicates removed (n=468)

Studies inciuded for full text
reading (n=148)

Y

Studies included for
review and analysis
(n=586)

Source: Own work.

2.5. Data extraction process

Relevant information from the studies selected was collected systematically via a
number of variables grouped under these headings: context variables (year and country of
publication), methodological variables (purpose and methodology), sample variables (sample
size), intervention variables (learning outcomes, actors, tools, criteria and types of assessment)
and extrinsic variables (publication of studies).

3. Results

3.1. Descriptive analysis of the publications studied

The research papers selected cover a number of areas. In all, 14 different areas were
identified:Natural science (15 papers), health (10),education (9),engineering (4), communication
(3), psychology (3), economics (3), management (2) and urban studies (2). Areas identified in
fewer cases were history (1 paper), fine arts (1), political science (1) and languages (1). A further 3
studies were classed as interdisciplinary.

The earliest publication identified as dealing with the assessment of learning outcomes
in SL interventions dates from 1998 (Figure 2). Some relevant papers on the topic were found
dating from then to 2007. But from 2007 onwards a trend is observed of at least one paper
per annum, marking continuous, systematic interest in the topic. It is also worth noting that
the year from which most publications were identified is 2013, and the years with the fewest
are 1998, 2001, 2006 and 2022. As a caveat, it must be noted that our search took place in
November 2022, which limits our ability to conclude whether the trend persisted or decreased
inthat year.
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Ficure 2. N° of publications per year.
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Source: Own work.

The studies selected came from several countries and continents: 40 were from the
Americas (32 from the USA, 7 from Canada and 1 from Columbia), 5 from Europe (3 from Spain,
1from Ireland and 1 from the UK), 3 from Africa (all 3 from South Africa), 2 from Asia (both from
China) and 1 from Oceania (Australia). 5 papers did not indicate where the research examined
was carried out.

3.2. Contentresults

3.2.1. Learning outcomes assessed in SL interventions.

Of the 56 papers studied that report on SL interventions in which students are awarded
grades in the relevant subject, 5 fail to mention what learning outcomes were worked on.
Of the remaining 51, 8 deal solely with specific competencies within the knowledge area
of the subject, 4 solely with general competencies and 39 with both specific and general
competencies.

The maingeneralcompetenciescoveredarethefollowing:asense of civic duty,community,
justice and cooperation (27 interventions); oral and/or written communication (16); critical
thinking (11); teamwork (11); social and interpersonal skills (7); problem solving (5); self-awareness
and personal growth (5). The following competencies were covered in 3 interventions or fewer:
learning orientation and life-long learning (3); research skills (3); presentation skills (3); quality
orientation (2); adaptability (2); use of ICT (2); diversity and interculturality (1); achievement
orientation (1); planning (1); assessment (1); analytical thinking (1); creativity (1); and finally
“professional skills” (2) and “practical skills” (1) without further specification.
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Ficure 3. N° of publications per generic competency.

Sense of civic duty
Comunication

Critical thinking
Teamwork

Social skills

Personal growth
Problem solving

Life long learning
Research skills
Presentation skills
Quality orientation
Adaptability

Use of ICT

Planing

Assessment

Analytical thinking
Diversity and interculturality
Creativity

Achievement orientation

Referencia

Source: Own work

3.2.2. Assessment tools and criteria used to assess learning outcomes.

The literature review carried out reveals that students on SL projects are assessed viaa wide
range of assessment tools and techniques. The graphic below (see Figure 4) shows the various

assessment techniques found in the literature, as named in each of the studies analysed.

Ficure 4. N° of publications per assessment instrument used.

Tareas / trabajos
Reportes descriptivos
Presentaciones

Pruebas / examenes

Articulos reflexivos /
ensayos/reportes

Redaccion de diarios

Propuestas y planes

guiadas /
estr

de pares y

Articulo académico / ensayos

Asistencia y participacion

Portafolio de la experiencia /
Portafolio reflexivo

Observacién del desempefio por
pane del docente

Reuniones y grupos focales
Reflexiones orales en grupo
Autoevaluacién

Entrevistas

Portafolios

Proyectos

Discusiones

Source: Own work.
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However, a detailed look reveals synergies between many of them so they can be grouped
into broader categories. Thus, 6 main categories of assessment tools can be identified, as
shown in Table 3:

TasLE 3. N° of publications per type of assessment activity.

Tgp.e.of Description Number of

activity papers
Activities and tasks in which the emphasis is on reflection.

. They include reflective papers, reflective essays and
Reflection - . . .
L reports, guided/structured reflection, journalling and 36

activities L o . " .
diaries, reflective journals, reflective writings in blogs,
portfolios, oral/group reflections, etc

Tasks/ Activities and tasks of all kinds, such as lesson planning,

writing letters, microteaching, analysis tasks, academic 31

assignments . ;
papers, preparing materials, etc

Service-learning projects and assignments that students
normally hand in at the end of the intervention and which
Projectreports  detail, analyse and assess the activities carried out. They

/ projects may include descriptive reports, project proposals and 3
plans, technical and research reports, service-learning
projects, etc
Presentations,
oral
presentations  Includes feedback & subsequent discussion 20
via slides,
posters, etc
,IZ;(?S and Open-form exams, multiple-choice tests, quizzes, etc. 16
Others Attendance & participation, observation, interviews and 19

focus groups, etc.

Source: Own work
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Reflection activities are the most commonly mentioned method for assessing learning
outcomes linked to SL interventions. 36 of the 56 papers reviewed include student assessment
activities of this type. The second most commonly mentioned method is that of specific tasks
and assignments, which is mentioned in 31 papers. Oral presentations (20 papers) and exams
(16) are also quite widely mentioned. Interviews, direct observation and other techniques
appear less frequently.

All 56 papers analysed specify in greater or lesser detail what assessment tools are used, but
only 26 set out the criteriaand/orindicators for assessment applied. The assessment criteria and/or
indicators refer to the learning outcomes set in each case but are frequently linked to assessment
tools, so the results found when taking both points into account are presented below.

13 of the 26 papers include criteria for assessing reflection activities. The most commonly
mentioned of these criteria are the following: evidence of learning achieved (specific,genericand
concerning SL) and of personal and occupational growth achieved (self-awareness) (12 papers);
in-depth analysis (reflection) (7); writing skills (5); level of detail in describing contributions, tasks
and activities carried out (and those deferred or not completed) (5); criticism or critical thinking
(5); evidence of having read the relevant theory, and knowledge of and connection with that
theory (5). Other criteria featured include commitment to the project and the team (2); adaptation
to the structure proposed (1) and to length (1), accuracy (1), importance (1), ability to summarise (1),
correct use of APA standards (1) and satisfaction with the results obtained (1).

6 of the 26 papers set out criteria for assessing projects. The criteria mentioned are
the following: learning achieved (2); soundness, significance and implementability of
recommendations and proposals forimprovement (2); use of content seen in class & links with
theory (2); effectiveness of teamwork (2); quality of the data collection and analysis process
(1); interpretation of data (1); structure and logical sequence (1); professional presentation (1);
ability to assess impact and limitations (1); task & time management (1); details of observations
on professional conduct and ethical aspects (1); standard of technical writing: analysis &
synthesis, defence of a position and clear communication (1); acquisition of basic concepts
(specifying the key concepts that must be analysed in the project) (1).

8 of the 26 papers that give assessment criteria mention criteria for assessing final oral
presentations (presentation skills). The main criteria mentioned are the following: content (quality
and accuracy of information presented, completeness of content and whether it responds to
requirements and includes quality references) (5); organisation (presentation of content in a
clear, logical fashion, ensuring that listeners can follow the message) (5); oral expression skills
and suitability for public events, i.e. whether the speaker speaks clearly and securely, captures
the attention of listeners and awakens their interest, speed of exposition, volume, rhythm, not
resorting to crotch-words, appropriate language and grammatical correctness, non-verbal
communication such as body language and eye contact (5); visual aids (quality of signs,
posters, presentations), technical level of the presentation, structure and organisation of the
sequence of slides, appearance (4); adjustment to the time available (2); participation (the level
of engagement elicited from listeners via questions, interactive activities, etc.), i.e. the degree to
which the presentation sparks participation and interaction in its audience (2); general impact
and effectiveness in conferring the importance and relevance of the SL. Students are expected
to evidence their passion, commitment and understanding of the needs (for health) of the
community (1); suitability of answers to questions (2); attitude towards criticism (1).

2 papers mention criteria for assessing exams. Specifically, they focus on understanding
of concepts (1) and the ability to define, analyse and link ideas concerning the content of the
subject (1).

3.2.3. Types of assessment used to assess learning outcomes.

In the 56 papers reviewed, differences can be seen in the ways in which students’ learning
outcomes in SL projects are assessed. 33 papers clearly indicate that SL projects are graded,
highlighting the importance attributed to quantitative assessment in the context of education.
8 papers state that participants are not graded, and 15 give no information as to whether they
are graded or not.
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Ficure 5. Percentage of studies for which SL interventions are graded and not graded.

No se especifica

26,8%
Si
N )
No 58,9%
14,3%

Source: Own work.

As for the nature of assessments, 13 of the papers reviewed mention entirely formative
assessment, in the form of formative continuous assessment of the progress of students
throughout the project. 12 papers refer to entirely summative assessment, carried out at
the end of the project and providing an overall assessment of students’ performance.
Interestingly, 23 papers mention hybrid approaches blending formative and summative
assessments to provide an integrated understanding of students’ performance. This
highlights the importance attributed to both the continuous development of skills and the
overallassessmentof progress achieved. Itisworth noting that 8 papers fail to specify the type
of assessment used in their SL projects, which suggests a lack of clarity in communicating
assessment practices.

Ficure 6. Percentage of studies in which the assessment used is exclusively formative,
exclusively summative and both.

No se especifica

14,3% Formativa
23,2%
Formativa y sumativa Sumativa
21,4%

41,1%

Source: Own work.

3.2.4. Actors involved in assessing interventions.

Only 3 of the 56 papers reviewed fail to specify who assesses Service-Learning projects.

In 34 papersteachers are the only assessors, while in 20 multiple assessors are identified. In
all buttwo of the papers that indicate multiple assessors, the teacher or instructor in charge of
the university project assesses students’ learning outcomes, but there are also clearindications
of other assessment actors being involved.
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In some studies, a colleague on the faculty with experience in community service is asked
to cooperate with the teacher of the relevant subject in carrying out the assessment (Shapiro,
2012). Several papers also indicate that teachers are supported by specialist instructors and
facilitators in the relevant matter to provide guidance in both the teaching of students and the
assessment process (Bheekie et al., 2007; Nickman 1998; Staton & Tomlinson, 2001).

14 papers indicate that community partners are charged with assessing students’
performance in the SL intervention, thus providing feedback on their progress. One study also
states that community partners also draw up written assessments of students’ work (Ebacher,
2013). Three papers indicate that the service recipients in the SL projects play an active part in
assessing students’ performance.

16 papers observe that students themselves play a significant role in the assessment
process, via self-assessment or peer assessment. In 8 of these papers, students carry out an
independent assessment of their own experience and performance, focusing mainly on their
strengths and on areas forimprovement (Kemper et al., 2004). A further 8 indicate that students’
performance in the SL intervention or in the assignments submitted is assessed by their peers.

Ficure 7. Percentage of studies as per the types of assessor involved.

No se especifica

3.4%
Ayte de profesores

Usuarios
3,4%

Peer review
9,0%

Autoevaluacion estudiantes
9,0%

Profesores

Socios comunitarios

15,7%

Source: Own work.

4. Discussion & conclusions

The goal of this study is to carry out a systematic review of the assessment systems used
to rate the learning outcomes envisaged in SL interventions at universities. Our findings, based
on a search by keywords, show that most of the papers detected assess the process of the
intervention via the perceived satisfaction levels of the stakeholders (students, teachers, the
community), rather than the learning outcomes of students. This is the main reason why the
1110 papers initially identified were reduced to 56 in the systematic review conducted.

Studying the assessment systems used has led us to identify the knowledge areas in which
SL has been assessed, the intended learning outcomes for each intervention, the assessment
techniques and tools used, the actors involved, the indicators or criteria used (and their
weighting) and the forms of assessment (formative, summative, continuous, final).

To begin with, itis important to note that most interventions analysed focus on the training
of health professionals, while the methodology remains less presentin teacher education—an
areawhere one would expectthe development of learning experiences aimed at strengthening
future educators’ social and community engagement.

A second point that stands out in an overall look at general learning outcomes (rather than
specific outcomes for a specific subject) addressed in interventions is how many there are.
102 general competencies were found to be addressed in a total of 51 papers that specified
this information. This gives the reasonable average of two competencies addressed in each
case. However, a more detailed analysis reveals 13 cases in which three or more generic
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competencies are mentioned, which makes it difficult to believe that systematic, explicit work
is carried out to achieve them, especially since 2 of the 13 cases mention 7 competencies:
Flannery & Pragman (2010) and Sewry & Paphitis (2028). 5 papers mention 5 competencies:
Drab et al. (2006), Gomez & Bartoll (2014), Kemper et al. (2004), Sharif et al. (2009) and Wiese et
al. (2011). Finally, 2 cases indicate 4 competencies: Hellwege (2019) and Ming et al. (2009).

[tisevidentthat Service-Learning fostersthe development of various general competencies,
going beyond the scope of responsible citizenship (what many would expect to be the main
focus of SL projects). This diversity of outcomes suggests that SL has significant potential to
enrich teaching and learning across disciplines, encouraging other educators to adopt the
methodology. However, it may also reflect challenges educators face in integrating global
citizenship as a clearly defined and targeted competency within their projects.

It is also noteworthy that 8 of the interventions presented address only specifics and do
not touch on any general competency for which SL may serve: Casile et al. (2011), Staton &
Tomlinson (2001), Littlefield et al. (2016), Bheekie et al. (2007), Dewoolkar et al (2009), Moulton
& Moulton (2013), Bheekie et al. (2011), Chrispeels et al. (2014); and 3 more interventions refer
to specific knowledge areas: chemistry in the case of Mcgowin & Teed (2019) and Najmr et
al. (2018), and pharmacy in the case of Drab et al. (2006), working to obtain general learning
outcomes and not focusing on any specific aspect of the knowledge area of the subject.

As expected, the general competency that is most often approached is a sense of civic
duty, which is consistent with the contribution of SL to forming responsible citizens (Alaez et
al., 2022; Diaz-Iso et al., 2023); along similar lines we find the development of critical thinking
(11 cases), the personal growth of students (5) and adaptability (1). As observed, in the papers
studied SL facilitates the development of many other general professional competencies
including teamwork (11), interpersonal skills (7) and problem solving (5). It is striking that in 21 of
the 51 interventions for which the intended learning outcomes are specified, those outcomes
are limited exclusively to competencies (specific and/or general) which are not directly aligned
with the formation of responsible citizens, which, as stated above, is seen as an intrinsic basic
goal of the Service-Learning methodology. This objective may also be implicit in many of the
interventions studied, e.g. in the case described by Brand, Brascia & Sass (2019), who do not
specifically set it out as a learning outcome but show teaching and learning strategies clearly
intended to achieve it. However, if it is not seen as an explicit goal then it is not assessed. This
decreases the potential of projects, reducing them to something similar to volunteering or
work experience rather than SL per se.

It is also striking that only 22 of the 30 cases in which learning outcomes aligned with the
civic development of students and the formation of critical thinking are established specify
the use of reflection by students as an assessment tool. The tools specified in the remaining 8
casesare notconsistent with the assessment ofthese points. These last casesinclude Hellwege
(2019), who rates achievement via forms, Hébert & Hauf (2015), who use multiple-choice exams,
and Nikolova & Andersen (2017), who use a project report and a final presentation.

14 ofthe16 casesthatmentioncommunicationinsomeform (oral orwritten)asacompetency
to be developed mention consistent tools for assessing it (oral presentations, written reports,
etc.). The 2 cases which do notare Kemper et al. (2004), who use forms as their only assessment
tool, and the case analysed by Sewry & Paphitis (2018), in which communication is addressed
inthe field of chemistry, interpersonal relationships and teamwork, using reflection as the only
assessment tool.

Most of the cases that seek to develop teamwork (11 papers) and/or interpersonal skills (7)
mention consistent assessment tools, mostly direct observation by instructors, community
partners or peers. However, four of them do not mention tools consistent with assessing
teamwork: Wiese & Sherman (2011) use individual written reports, class discussions and direct
observation at an event; Evans et al. (2010) use a reflection test; Sewry & Paphitis (2018) use a
reflective diary; and Ebacher (2013) uses oral and written reflections and translations. 3 cases
do not use tools consistent with assessing interpersonal skills: Braunsberger & Flamm (2013)
use a final research project report and a self-perception survey; Sewry & Paphitis (2018) use

582 Revista Espanola de Pedagogia (2025), 83(292), 571-589



How, where, when and by whom is Service-Learning assessed? A systematic review

a reflective diary; and Hébert & Hauf (2015) use multiple-choice tests. All these cases cast
doubt on whether they are actually addressing learning outcomes and on whether their
assessments are based on criteria set to achieve such outcomes. Developing teamwork and/
or interpersonal skills seems rather to be considered as a by-product of the intervention, so
that there is no planning for these points as goals.

The preparation of aresearch proposal is a consistent way of rating research skills (in Wiese
& Sherman, 2011 and in Ming et al., 2009). The case described by Kemper et al. (2004) stands
out in the opposite sense: it measures this competency using forms completed based on
direct observation by the teacher and self-assessment by students. Nor can these tools be
considered suitable for measuring planning and assessment skills as also sought in Kemper
et al. (2004).

The goal of developing analytical thinking pursued in Wiese & Sherman (2011) may be
correctly rated via the tools proposed (written reports, discussions & oral presentations,
among others). The same goes for assessing diversity and interculturality (Sewry & Paphitis,
2018) via reflective diaries and a rubric for the relevant criteria; for creativity (Ming et al., 2009 )
assessed via research proposals; for assessing presentation skills via a presentation based on
a rubric in the case reported by Mufioz-Medina et al. (2021); for the case reported by Gorman
(2010) via the preparation of a poster also based on a rubric; and for that of Sharifi et al. (2009)
using various presentation activities. Similarly, ICT use can be seen as assessed consistently
via presentations and written assignments (Flannery & Pragman, 2010) and via posters based
on a rubric in Gorman (2010). The same goes for assessing quality orientation (LaRiviere et al.,
2007 and Cadieux et al., 2016) via suitable planning of teaching units in the first case and via
the materials prepared by the teacher in the second. Finally, written essays, diaries and written
reports can be seen as a consistent form of assessing lifelong learning in the interventions
reported by Santanello & Wolff (2007) and Drab et al. (2006).

Although ApS is conceptually grounded in a participatory and reflective pedagogy —
implying the need for continuous and shared assessment processes— only 41.1% of the
interventions described use both continuous and final assessment. Furthermore, in 34
(64.2%) of the 53 papers that specify who the assessor is, the teacher is the sole assessor.
This indicates that the potential contributions of other actors—such as community partners,
service recipients, and peers—to the assessment of learning impacts are largely absent. All
these actors are mentioned in only one intervention: Flannery (2010).

The systematic review conducted provides a detailed vision of the academic literature on
the systems used to assess Service-Learning interventions. This analysis not only provides an
in-depth understanding of scientific publications in this area but also sheds light on some
pedagogical implications associated with it. It identifies crucial elements for future action by
teachers, highlighting actors, types of assessment, learning outcomes and the assessment
techniques and criteria used in assessing these interventions in recent decades.

Our findings provide the educational community with a view of how these interventions
are being assessed and invites the various actors involved in assessment to strengthen the
weak points identified and persevere with those points which are shown to be most effective.
They also make valuable contribution in terms of enriching the SL methodology by facilitating
interventions that enable students to become active citizens committed to their communities.

[t can be concluded that much of the effort in terms of academic assessment observed
in most of the papers analysed is incomplete, at least to judge from the cases reported here
that mention assessment but do not assess the learning outcomes to be measured, from the
inconsistencies detected between intended learning outcomes and the tools used, from over-
reliance on teachers as the only assessors and from insufficient use of formative, summative,
continuous and final assessment together in each intervention.

This study includes novel elements, but it has its limitations. To mention some, only papers
published in Spanish and English are considered. In future studies it would be helpful to
extend the review to include other languages. A further limitation comes from the use of only
three databases in searches. It would be of interest in the future to include further national
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and international databases. Finally, due to limited access to book chapters, this systematic
review does not include this type of publication. Future studies could address this limitation
by also examining valuable practices documented in books. Even so, we hope that this review
will serve to help teachers and institutions interested in the SL methodology to review and
strengthen their assessment systems, with a view to helping to form committed, responsible
citizens.
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