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Evaluating differences in
community-engaged learning and
service-learning via the context,
input, process, and product model

Jonathan J. Nguyen* and Danielle L. Jessen Condry

ETC Research Group, Department of Microbiological Sciences, North Dakota State University, Fargo,
ND, United States

Service-learning (SL) and community-engaged learning (CEL) are high-impact
practices whose ideological foundations are built upon ideas pioneered by
philosophers such as John Dewey and William James. Given that one methodology
(CEL) directly branched from the other (SL), these practices are expected to have
fundamental underpinnings that differentially influence how projects within these
practices are carried out. Stufflebeam and Shinkfield’s Context, Input, Process, and
Product (CIPP) model for evaluation was applied to assess these two high-impact
practices. This narrative review has two goals: (1) discuss the usage of the CIPP
model to evaluate established SL and CEL projects, and (2) assess any differences
in evaluation garnered from CIPP model usage that may have stemmed from
nuances in SL and CEL ideology. Literature covering either practice had shown,
in some cases, to be inconsistent with how the implementation and guiding
principles of such projects matched the terminology used by project organizers.
This discrepancy has implications for how these projects are carried out and
evaluated in the future.
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Introduction

Throughout the years, scholars and academics have demonstrated tenacity in pursuing new
ways to augment our classrooms. Some practices are built upon established ideologies and are
designed to enrich students’ learning experiences in specific ways. This narrative review will
focus on two established pedagogical techniques that seemed to follow this trend: service-
learning (SL) and community-engaged learning (CEL). These pedagogies are based on the
established ideologies of early philosophers such as John Dewey and William James (Yontz and
McCook, 2003; Toncar et al., 2006; Sotelino-Losada et al., 2021). Service-learning is a form of
experiential learning that draws upon course material and intertwines it with the act of
community service (Sotelino-Losada et al., 2021). Similarly, community-engaged learning,
which has its roots in service-learning, has a focus on collaboration and reciprocation between
community and academic stakeholders, which lends itself to a more inclusive approach to
experiential learning (Saltmarsh et al., 2009; Strasser et al., 2009; Woodley et al., 2019; Agans
etal., 2021). Referred to as SL and CEL for brevity, both are considered “high impact practices”
(Anderson et al., 2001; Cain, 2013; Malotky et al., 2020) and are similar in principle. SL and CEL
have distinct nuances between them that directly influence the manner in which each is
carried out.
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As with any pedagogical technique, there needs to be a means for
evaluating the effectiveness of implementation. How do instructors
know that what they did affected the results in the way they think it
did? SL and CEL are no exceptions to this rule. Given the inherent
differences between the ideologies of SL and CEL, discussed below, it
is proposed that the methods to evaluate them will reflect their
differences. We propose that the Stufflebeam and Shinkfield’s Context,
Input, Process, and Product (CIPP) model can be applied to evaluate
SL and CEL contexts (Meurer et al,, 2011; Zhang et al, 2011).
Although the CIPP model was not designed to evaluate SL and CEL
projects, the use of formative and summative assessment elements in
the CIPP model lends to continuous improvement and effective
implementation of SL and CEL projects.

To explore the nuances of evaluation of SL and CEL, a narrative
review was deemed appropriate because narrative reviews feature a
broader scope and may describe the state of literature in a more
general manner while seeking to reinterpret or highlight connections
or disconnections (Ferrari, 2015; Graulich et al., 2021). As such,
narrative reviews usually result in less rigorous topic coverage (Ferrari,
2015). Therefore, the scope of this paper will be non-exhaustive and
more exploratory by nature, lending itself to future research to expand
upon the ideas presented herein.

Foundational thinking of SL and CEL

John Dewey was an American philosopher, educator, and large
proponent of social reform, especially within academia (Williams,
2017). He was highly active around the early twentieth century,
producing such works as Dewey (1916) and How We Think (1910).
He believed that community-building, democracy-building, and
learning were not only interdependent upon each other but the same
in essence (Cummings, 2000). With this in mind, one of his biggest
influences was connecting experience and education in a way that
incorporated democratic values into society (Pacho, 2015).
He believed that every individual has a role to play in contributing
toward a democratic community (Dewey, 1916). Because of all these
beliefs, many consider him to have laid much of the foundation for SL
and CEL (Giles and Eyler, 1994). Similarly, William James was a
psychologist-philosopher whose ideology also helped shape SL and
CEL (Deutsch, 1995; Sotelino-Losada et al., 2021). In his piece, “The
moral equivalent of war;” James envisioned emphasizing nonmilitary
programs geared toward involving the country’s youth in service-
related programs (Deutsch, 1995; James, 1995). This would later
be reflected in the establishment of organizations such as the Peace
Corps and VISTA (Yontz and Mccook, 2003).

Dewey and James, among other influences, are regarded by David
A. Kolb as key contributors to the philosophical foundation behind
his Experiential Learning Theory (Kolb, 2014). Experiential learning,
as learning through lived experiences, is a foundational pillar on
which SL and CEL rest (Petkus, 2000; Makani and Rajan, 2016). As
the coming sections will demonstrate, SL and CEL both lean heavily
into the practice of working with the community to accomplish
academic and communal goals. The extent to which the community
is involved can vary depending on the implementation and type of
pedagogy, but in general, these two methodologies build off of what
Dewey and James pioneered (Giles and Eyler, 1994; Meurer et al.,
2011; Zhang et al., 2011; Pacho, 2015).
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Service-learning: community service with
pedagogical spice

SL is a pedagogical technique that has persisted in academia for
several decades (Driscoll et al., 1996). This is more evident in the
graph below (Figure 1) from the Web of Science. Also shown in the
graph is the noticeable traction this pedagogy has gained in recent
years. Due to the wide variation in how it is practiced, SL does not
have a universally recognized definition but rather a collection of
overlapping and intertwined meanings (Sotelino-Losada et al., 2021).
This review will draw upon the definition of SL that Sotelino-Losada
et al. describe. The decision to use the definition by Sotelino-Losada
et al. was influenced by their holistic approach to synthesizing the
definition. After analyzing several definitions used by different studies,
they arrived at a meaning that best encompassed what they discussed.
That is, “service-learning is a pedagogical methodology... that requires
the explicit connection between curricula or educational plans and the
performance of a community service in a single project. Thus, SL
participants develop complex cognitive strategies that require
questioning what they have learned and their role in the social and
environmental framework” (Sotelino-Losada et al., 2021). Common
outcomes of SL include opportunities for students to gain real-world
application (Cain, 2013; Hwang et al., 2019; Ylitalo and Meyer, 2019),
increase in engagement (Peterson et al., 2014; Hwang et al., 2019),
improved critical thinking and problem-solving skills (Cain, 2013;
Peterson et al., 2014), and professional development (Cain, 2013;
Ylitalo and Meyer, 2019). SLs influence has spread to a vast number of
disciplines. This can be seen below in the analysis (Figure 2) visualized
from the Web of Science. This breadth of coverage includes disciplines
such as teacher education, public health, medicine, and STEM
(Table 1; Cashman and Seifer, 2008; Lake and Jones, 2008; Long et al.,
2011; Adkins-Jablonsky et al., 2021). Across the globe, countries in
Europe, Africa, and South America, to name a few, have embraced its
community-focused principles (Johnson et al., 2008; Gaines-Hanks
and Grayman, 2009; Sotelino-Losada et al., 2021). This demonstrated
prevalence of SL across many disciplines and continents is a testament
to its value and will be discussed in the following section.

CEL's emergence from SL

While the ideological underpinnings of SL have remained
relatively consistent over the years, one aspect has seen its fair share
of debate: reciprocity. The idea of reciprocity is not necessarily new
to SL (Henry and Lynn Breyfogle, 2006); rather, the framing and
interpretation of reciprocity within SL have gradually shifted.
Earlier in its cycle, SL had maintained an expectation of reciprocity
between stakeholders (Henry and Lynn Breyfogle, 2006). This
expectation, however, was limited in its depth in that reciprocity,
for many projects, simply meant that the parties involved, such as
the academic partner and the community partner, were beneficiaries
of the partnership (Henry and Lynn Breyfogle, 2006; Petri, 2012).
The extent to which each member benefitted was not universally
articulated, nor was it necessarily equitable (Henry and Lynn

1 https://www.webofknowledge.com/
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FIGURE 1

Web of science visualization of service-learning Publication Trends. The web of science was used to generate a graphical representation of the
publications involving service-learning. Web of science, copyright clarivate 2023. All rights reserved.
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Breyfogle, 2006; Petri, 2012). This potential imbalance likely
contributed to the fluctuation in the popularity of SL in the late
1900s (Bailey et al., 2002). As SL regained traction, new criteria for
implementation began to receive emphasis. These criteria, such as
the importance of the community in being a partner in the needs-
defining process, further leaned toward a genuine reciprocal
relationship (Mintz and Liu, 1994). Furthermore, authors such as
Henry and Breyfogle have called into question the traditional
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interpretation of reciprocity in SL (Henry and Lynn Breyfogle,
2006). They argue that true, authentic reciprocity is not something
that is achieved by simply having each involved party receive
something; instead, reciprocity should be viewed with the
understanding that, holistically, change that transcends barriers is
happening on all fronts (Henry and Lynn Breyfogle, 2006; Petri,
2012). Such change is not necessarily to be viewed as isolated events
but instead with the interconnectedness of the greater community
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TABLE 1 Evaluation methods and extent of community involvement in SL.

Service learning

10.3389/feduc.2023.1289322

Discipline Community involvement Evaluation method: Evaluation method:
academia community

Lake and Jones (2008) Teacher Preservice teachers worked with PK-3 Learning plans and artifacts of SL Children answered an evaluation

Education teachers to design and implement SL projects. | projects were collected. instrument that probed their general
sentiment on the project.

Chambers and Lavery | Teacher Those being served dictated which services Students did reflections upon Not reported.

(2012) Education they required from the preservice teachers. completion of the SL projects.

Buchanan et al. (2002) | Teacher Faculty and graduate students designed the Students did reflections upon Not reported.

Education protocols while preservice teachers were completion of the SL projects.
responsible for delivery. Additionally, weekly progress
reports were required to be sent to
parents of children.

Long et al. (2011) Medicine A community advisory board provided the Students completed a skills Community partners filled out
program with possible projects and curricular | assessment questionnaire that questionnaires on how they perceived
enhancements. required them to self-report the summer internships completed by

attitudes and competency on the students.
relevant skills.

(Lee et al., 2016) Medicine A key community figure worked with the Students completed reflections Not reported.
program to identify community needs and upon completion of the projects.
learning activities for the students.

Elam et al. (2003) Medicine Students worked with faculty to recommend Students were given reflective Evaluative comments on the projects
community agencies to work with and questionnaires during and after outcomes were collected from the
suggested possible services that would completion of projects. Interviews community agencies.
be provided to each side. Community were conducted with faculty
partners collaborated with students to write preceptors to provide their
project proposals. perspective.

Adkins-Jablonsky etal. | STEM Students shared infographics with the Students completed reflections as Not reported.

(2021) department, family, and friends. well as one-on-one interviews

upon finishing projects.

Santas (2009) STEM Project aims as well as protocols were Student was evaluated using Monthly meetings were scheduled to
developed in collaboration between rubrics, and progress was troubleshoot and monitor progress.
conservation researchers and partner monitored through progress-
institution researchers. meetings.

An exploratory literature search was conducted to show what SL may look like in multiple disciplines spanning teacher education, public health, medicine, and STEM. Each paper was probed
for the degree of involvement of the community as well as the evaluation methods used for the SL project.

in mind (Henry and Lynn Breyfogle, 2006; Petri, 2012). The
emergence of community-engaged learning (CEL), described later,
coincides with the shift in the framing of reciprocity. Likely, as CEL
features principles that more closely align with the newly proposed
guidelines, the discussions of reciprocity ultimately cascaded into
the new pedagogy that sets itself apart from its predecessor.

Community-engaged learning: collaborate
and listen!

As with other pedagogical techniques, SL has evolved over the last
decade, with its values further emphasized in one area: the community.
As discussed above, a strong desire to prioritize fostering collaboration
between the community and academia likely gave rise to CEL. Defined
as “a second-generation formulation of SL that emphasizes collaboration
between students and community stakeholders around a civic issue,”
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CEL builds upon the principles of SL, adding focus on the interaction
and teamwork that SL can entail (Saltmarsh et al., 2009; Strasser et al.,
2009; Woodley et al., 2019; Agans et al., 2021). It is worth noting that
the phrase and, by extension, the practice of SL have not been phased
out. A steady flow of literature and research still keeps them relevant
(Adkins-Jablonsky et al., 2021; Sotelino-Losada et al., 2021). As such, it
is perhaps inaccurate to say that SL has evolved into CEL. Rather, a
more appropriate way to phrase it might be that SL has branched out
into what is now seen as CEL. Given the relatively newer emergence of
CEL (when compared to SL), the available pool of literature pertaining
to CEL remains dwarfed by that of SL. Separate analyses, also done on
the Web of Science and similar to the ones shown earlier for SL, were
done for CEL and can be seen below (Figures 3, 4). The narrower
timeframe should not take away from the increasing trend in popularity.

At this point, attention should be drawn to differentiating between
the phrases “community-engaged learning” and “community
engagement.” While “community-engaged learning” ties in specifically
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with a course setting, “community engagement” can entail broader
contexts. For example, Participatory Action Research (PAR) is a
research framework in which researchers work with a given
population within a community to conduct research alongside
community partners to address an issue (Trott et al., 2019). In this
instance, PAR can be considered “community engagement” because
of the interaction between academic and community partners (Trott
et al, 2019). Beyond the classroom, community-engagement
programs extend participation to students across programs as well as
in clubs (Jones et al., 2020).

Given the close relationship and overlap that SL and CEL have
with each other, it should be no surprise that CELs common outcomes
are reportedly similar to those seen in SL. To reiterate, those outcomes
included: (1) real-world application, (2) increased engagement, (3)
increased critical thinking and problem-solving skills, and (4)
professional development (O’Connor et al., 2011; Hou, 2014; Woodley
etal., 2019; Agans et al., 2021). It is worth noting that although there
are similarities in outcomes seen in SL and CEL, the extent to which
they differ remains to be thoroughly explored in apparent literature.
Outcomes aside, the differences and similarities in practicing SL and
CEL can be visualized in the Venn diagram (Figure 5). As shown in
Figure 4 and Table 2, CEL, similarly to SL, has been seen across
multiple disciplines (Figure 4 and Table 2).

Evaluation of SL/CEL

As with any pedagogical technique that gains any semblance of
traction, evaluation of effectiveness is critical. The following that SL
and CEL have garnered has resulted in many different SL and CEL
projects being carried out at varying levels of education (Billig, 2011;
Malotky et al., 2020; Adkins-Jablonsky et al., 2021). With this level of

10.3389/feduc.2023.1289322

participation, there is bound to be a spectrum of “effectiveness” that
each project falls on. Whether the project is successful or not (and to
what extent) relies heavily on how it is implemented within a
curriculum. After all, even the greatest pedagogy will crumble under
the pressure of poor implementation. With this in mind, the necessity
of evaluation and its role in maintaining a certain level of quality is
accentuated not only in SL and CEL but in pedagogy as a whole. Upon
perusal of the literature, there were no universally accepted means of
evaluating these pedagogies with the goal of future improvement
(Tables 1, 2). Instead, a multitude of studies saw different means of
evaluating different outcomes. For example, researchers like Adkins-
Jablonsky et al. gained insight into the benefits these pedagogies bring
to the community through thorough interviews with community
partners (Adkins-Jablonsky et al., 2021). In contrast, other studies,
such as that by Homkes, aim to evaluate the projects’ cognitive
outcomes but do not explicitly address other dimensions, such as the
impact on the community partner or overall programmatic
effectiveness (Homkes, 2008). While these examples used evaluation
methods geared more toward the scopes of their respective studies,
there are still methods that utilize a more holistic approach to
evaluating SL and CEL projects. One worth noting is the Context,
Input, Process, and Product (CIPP) model for evaluation (Zhang
etal., 2011).

Methods
Literature search strategy
The primary search engine used in this review was Google

Scholar. This engine was chosen due to ease of use and overlap in
content seen in the databases listed below. When an entire article was
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Web of science visualization of community-engaged learning. The web of science was used to generate a graphical representation of the increasing
popularity of publications involving community-engaged learning. Web of science, copyright clarivate 2023. All rights reserved.
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Venn diagram comparing service-learning and community-engaged
learning. Despite service-learning and community-engaged learning
having similar foundations, a few key differences set them apart.
Most notably, service-learning places an emphasis on “providing a
service” while community-engaged learning emphasizes partnership,
cooperation, and equal contribution across all parties. Graphic
created with Canva.

inaccessible on Google Scholar, a follow-up search was conducted on
the university library’s other databases (i.e., EBSCO, Scopus, and Web
of Science). Several key terms were used to explore the topic,
including, but not limited to, combinations of the following terms:

P Cor o« . Cow e
service learning” “community-engaged learning” “medical

» « » <«

education,” “public health,” “preservice teachers,” “STEM”(Science,

» <«

Technology, Engineering, Math), “framework,” “assess,” “assessment,”
“John Dewey,” and “William James?” The initial two search terms were
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intended to establish the foundations of SL and CEL. After establishing
a foundation, several more articles were chosen under each search
term; this time, the articles were housed in distinct fields to understand
better how SL and CEL were accessed across disciplines. The search
terms “assess” and “assessment” covered this review’s direction to
analyze both pedagogies. Finally, the latter search terms covered the
theoretical underpinnings that heavily influence this pedagogy. No
timeframe constraint was imposed on the search to maximize the
potential coverage of relevant articles.

Results

Using the CIPP model to evaluate SL/CEL

As previously mentioned, there is no singular, universally
accepted method for evaluating SL and CEL projects. Instead,
studies may highlight what should be evaluated within such
projects. For example, Long et al. describe the necessity for SL
projects to be formatively and summatively evaluated (Long et al.,
2001). The formative evaluation, happening partway through the
project, allows for adjustments to be made and is crucial for the
2001).
Meanwhile, summative evaluation, done upon project completion,

flexibility and adaptability of the project (Long et al,

is essential for assessing how well outcomes matched the
expectations set before the project’s implementation (Long et al.,
2001). We postulate that the CIPP model is a prime candidate for a
universal means of evaluating SL and CEL projects due to its
seamless incorporation of formative and summative evaluation.
Initially developed by Stufflebeam and Shinkfield, the Context,
Input, Process, and Product (CIPP) model for evaluation is “a
comprehensive framework for conducting formative and summative
evaluations of projects, personnel, products, organizations, and
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TABLE 2 Evaluation methods and extent of community involvement in CEL.

Discipline

Community-engaged learning

Community involvement

Evaluation metho
academia

10.3389/feduc.2023.1289322

Evaluation method:
community

and Jelks (2022)

students monitored water conditions at a
significant local stream by taking and analyzing
water samples across multiple semesters. Students
worked with community partners to suggest

mitigation strategies for improving water quality.

Meidl et al. (2018) | Teacher Parents brought their children to attend mentor/ Students completed weekly reflections | Not reported.
Education tutoring sessions in which preservice teachers as well as a final reflective narrative
brought materials from their teacher-education that outlined the whole experience.
library that facilitated learning.
Lo et al. (2015) Teacher Preservice teacher candidates used literacy Not reported. Not reported.
Education assessment data to work with the classroom
teachers to develop plans and activities that were
tailored specifically to the children’ strengths and
interests.

Self et al. (2012) Public Health Students identified and worked with appropriate Students completed reflections Community partners had the
community partners to map out course objectives, | throughout the course. opportunity to provide feedback
curriculum, and activities. Community partners on project outcomes and inform
attended a final symposium on the research and future improvements.
learning projects.

Meredith (2020) Public Health Courses are designed alongside community Community stakeholders worked with | Community partnered in
partners and are taught by faculty that had been faculty and students to assess the assessment.
hired with engaged teaching, research, and service | processes and outcomes for all parties
roles. involved.

Meurer et al. Medicine A community advisory board provided curricular | Students completed a final series of Not reported.

(2011) input as well as guidance on connecting students reflective papers at the end of the
with community partners. Community partners projects.
participated in presentation sessions as co-
facilitators.

Knapp et al. (2022) | Medicine Emergency responders shared equipment, Not reported. B-CPR rates were reported and
guidance, and field experience with students. tied back to the effectiveness of
Students surveyed community members on the curriculum.
barriers to low B-CPR rates

Malotky et al. STEM Students partook in tutoring K-5 students, helping | Students’ scientific process skills were Not reported.

(2020) improve literacy in elders, and assisting with assessed with pre- and post-exams and
citizenship classes. perceptions of learning gains were

measured using the Student
Assessment of Learning Gains
instrument.

Woodley et al. STEM Science activities were designed by university Students’ attitudes toward science, Meetings were held with

(2019) students and shared with children attending an critical thinking, and community community partners multiple
after-school tutoring program hosted by a engagement were assessed using times per year to report progress
community organization. reflections, surveys, and validated and performance of the college

instruments. students.

Vance-Chalcraft STEM In collaboration with the community members, Students completed a final reflection Not reported.

upon completion of activities.

An exploratory literature search was conducted to show what CEL may look like in multiple disciplines spanning teacher education, public health, medicine, and STEM. Each paper was

probed for the degree of involvement of the community as well as the evaluation methods used for the CEL project.

evaluation systems” (Stufflebeam, 2000). Each of the four
components within the CIPP model focuses on a different aspect of
a project, ranging from planning to monitoring and, ultimately,
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improvement (Zhang et al., 2011). A visualization of the model
(Figure 6) can be found below, but each component will be outlined
in the following text as applied to SL and CEL.
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Starting with the Context component, it is critical to understand
the needs of each constituent involved and whether the project
adequately meets those needs (Zhang et al., 2011). Within the context
of SL and CEL, failure to address context would mean that there may
be a disconnect in the objectives of the project organizers, the needs
of the community, or the pedagogical needs of the students. For
example, this could lead to a poor relationship with the community,
thus potentially prompting a cessation of the partnership. The Input
component ensures that every constituent can contribute toward a
potential approach to the identified problem, whether conceptually in
the planning phase or physically during implementation (Zhang et al.,
2011). In SL and CEL especially, the community must be able to
contribute significantly toward the project. Otherwise, the academic
stakeholders risk overstepping control boundaries, and the project
fails to break the mold of “community service” (Burns, 1998; Meurer
etal., 2011). The Process component is geared toward periodic project
assessment and allows for mid-project adjustments to ensure it stays
on the correct path (Zhang et al., 2011). This ensures that, should the
need ever arise, SL and CEL projects maintain the flexibility to account
for most circumstances, expected or otherwise. Finally, the Product
component evaluates all of the project’s outcomes, to what extent the
project was “successful,” and how insight gained could be used to
inform future projects (Zhang et al., 2011). The outcomes might look
different depending on which stakeholder is being evaluated. For
instance, student outcomes might focus on content knowledge, skill
acquisition, or attitudes (Zhang et al., 2011). This component is crucial
for the sustainability of a SL and CEL project and allows ample room
for improvements for the next iteration.

To reiterate, using the CIPP model to evaluate SL/CEL projects
can lead to improved assessed outcomes because the model acts as a

10.3389/feduc.2023.1289322

quality assurance test at every stage of a project. Applying the model
in such a way acts as a guiding principle that allows stakeholders more
control over how their project turns out. This means outcomes can
be actively worked toward rather than looked at after everything is
said and done. Though not originally intended to be specifically a tool
to design or evaluate SL and CEL, project organizers of both SL and
CEL alike have looked to the CIPP model as a means of thoroughly
assessing the outcomes of their projects.

CIPP usage within literature

While some insight into what the CIPP model might look like in
the context of SL and CEL was explored earlier, it is necessary to
emphasize that the model itself was not explicitly developed to assess
SL and CEL projects. Rather, it can apply to projects in general (Zhang
et al., 2011). Its comprehensive nature piqued the interest of Zhang
et al., who advocated using the CIPP model within the context of SL
(Zhang et al., 2011). After an exhaustive breakdown of 26 different
evaluation methods, the authors asserted that the CIPP model was the
best suited for guiding SL projects (Zhang et al., 2011). In their study,
Zhang et al. managed to effectively map each of the four components
of the CIPP model to measures taken in a preservice teacher training
program (Zhang et al., 2011). For the Context component, a “service-
learning faculty task force” was assembled to examine institutional
records, standards, and curriculum to identify the necessity to
improve retention of teachers in the workforce (Zhang et al., 2011).
On the community side, the task force collaborated with adjunct
faculty who taught in the school system to highlight the need to help
at-risk readers in elementary school (Zhang et al., 2011). To assess the

Needs
What are they?

e Are they met by the

project?

Qutcomes
¢ How 'successful'?
¢ Changes for later?

FIGURE 6

Contributions
How are they
weighed?

Mid-Project Evaluation
How is it going?
Adjustments?

Context, input, process, product model for evaluation visualized. The CIPP model for evaluation is an excellent tool for evaluating projects of all kinds.
Its comprehensive approach allows for quality monitoring of all stages of a project. Graphic created with Canva.
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level of preparation from both the preservice teachers and elementary
students, several quantitative assessments were distributed that
provided insight into concepts like self-efficacy, proficiency in relevant
skills, and confidence (Zhang et al., 2011). The Input component
tasked the team with consulting university faculty, elementary school
reading specialists and teachers, and national experts on SL to ensure
the development of a properly prescribed project (Zhang et al., 2011).
Regular meetings continued between task force members and
employees of the elementary school, establishing an adaptive workflow
that befits the Process component (Zhang et al., 2011). Finally, the
Product component assessed the outcomes through reflections,
quantitative assessments, interviews, observations, and stakeholder
feedback (Zhang et al., 2011).

Similarly to Zhang et al. Meurer et al. took the CIPP model and
applied it to their study, this time within the field of medicine
(Meurer et al., 2011). Meurer et al. describe a portion of the Urban
and Community Health Pathway (UCHP) program at the Medical
College of Wisconsin. This program aims to foster medical students’
competency to adequately care for urban, underserved settings and
ultimately improve overall health in those communities (Meurer
et al., 2011). Throughout the experience, medical students worked
with expert faculty and, if possible, community partner liaisons to
carry out projects that addressed topics such as homelessness,
Hmong and Latino health, HIV, and violence prevention (Meurer
et al,, 2011). Such projects might have entailed needs assessment,
outreach education, and facilitating training sessions for other
health workers (Meurer et al., 2011). A key component of their
program is labeled as “service learning” (Meurer et al., 2011).
However, upon closer inspection, Meurer et al. place emphasis on
close interaction with the community using phrasing such as
“community-identified needs” or asserting that the community-
engaged activities must be guided “in collaboration with a
community partner” (Meurer et al., 2011). Meurer et al. actually
debated the terminology that was appropriate for their pedagogy,
coming to call it a “community service learning,” an in-between
label, highlighting the confusion that exists in the literature on
terminology. Their focus and priorities here arguably lend
themselves more to the nature of CEL than the label of SL. For the
Context component, Meurer et al. describe the background
information of the medical program as well as the institutional
resources that allow many partnerships with the community to
happen (Meurer et al., 2011). As for the Input component, many
curricula combined with the vision of a council consisting of
community-engaged faculty and medical students informed the
project planning steps (Meurer et al., 2011). The Process component
saw several core informative sessions where students, advisors,
experts, and community partners could interact, present, and
co-facilitate (Meurer et al., 2011). Finally, the Product component
was captured in end-of-semester reflections written by the students
(Meurer et al., 2011).

Comparing how the CIPP model is used
between SL and CEL literature

After discussing the differences between SL and CEL, it was

intriguing how differently the two studies incorporated the CIPP
model in their projects. Notably, Zhang et al. were much more
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detailed than Meurer et al. in describing how each component was
laid out. Most significantly, however, was the continued emphasis
that was placed by Zhang et al. on the participation of the
community partners at each step. Meurer et al. touch on
collaborating with their community at various points but to a lesser
extent than Zhang. Additionally, Zhang et al. more closely follow
Stuftlebeam’s original descriptions of the CIPP model. For example,
Zhang’s Context component outlined several steps the researchers
took to ensure enough background information to carry on with a
SL project. In contrast, Meurer et al. only stated the background
information of the program and the institutional resources.
Building off this, Meurer et al. differed in the Product component
in that they did not bring in additional perspectives, such as those
from faculty members, experts, and community partners. It's worth
noting that some of these discrepancies could be due to the fact that
Zhang et al. focused on a specific SL project, whereas Meurer et al.
encompassed a whole program. The variance in how these studies
involve their community partners creates an intriguing dissonance
between semantics and execution. For example, the usage of the
CIPP model in the study by Zhang et al. suggests that their project
was more aligned with the label of CEL rather than SL, perhaps
more so than Meurer et al. This provides further dialog on the
existence of a spectrum on which SL and CEL are carried out. Even
though a study may claim that it involves a SL project, how it’s
carried out may be more in tune with CEL. Likewise, a project
labeled as CEL might lack elements of adequately involving the
community in the way that the “community-engaged” aspect
demands. With this in mind, caution should be taken regarding
labels used to describe projects in the facilitation and publication
because future stakeholders may refer heavily back to these as
examples to build their projects.

Applying the CIPP model to published SL/
CEL projects

To demonstrate the CIPP model’s ability to evaluate SL and CEL
projects post hoc, this section will show the model applied to a few of
the examples of SL and CEL discussed in previous sections. The
articles chosen to be included were not determined by any particular
line of reasoning but rather on the sole basis of demonstration.

The first article we apply the CIPP model to is by Lee et al. In this
case of SL, for the Context component, the needs of the academic
partner can be seen in the objectives for the course and project. In this
case, the course objectives for the Imi Hoola’s Scientific Basis of
Medicine course were:

1) “Explain and give examples of varying global perspectives
regarding health and disease” (Lee et al., 2016).

2) “Describe the need for health-care services in rural and
underserved populations”

3) “Articulate the roles of health professionals working in the
health care setting”

4) “Predict the epidemiological and psychosocial impact diseases/
health conditions have on society” (Lee et al., 2016).

5) “Recognize and apply professional behaviors and attitudes as
recommended by the Association of American Medical
Colleges (AAMC)” (Lee et al., 2016).
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On the community side, a longstanding community leader
consistently provided dialog with the university detailing community
needs and activity suggestions for the students (Lee et al., 2016). While
the article does not go into specifics on what some of the community
needs were, both sides were able to articulate their needs. Since the
community needs were not made clear by the authors, it is unknown
whether the project was suited to those needs. With the Input
component in mind, each side was able to contribute to some extent.
The students researched topics, gave talks/presentations, and
conducted service in the form of cleaning yards, painting, and visiting
residents, while the community members organized hospital visits,
tours of historical sites, and informed student activities (Lee et al.,
2016). Looking at the Process component, mid-project evaluations
nor adjustments were reported in the article. It is then presumed that
any reflection was saved until the end. For the Product component,
the students saw benefits in areas such as civic awareness, career
development, and teamwork (Lee et al., 2016). The article did not
communicate the extent to which the community partner saw
“successful” outcomes.

For comparison, the article by Vance-Chalcraft and Osborne Jelks
involving CEL will be revisited using the lens of the CIPP model. For
their case study, the Context component was embodied on the
academic side by the course objectives, which included the following:

1) “Students will be able to generally explain the potential fate and
effects of a contaminant in the environment”(Vance-Chalcraft
and Jelks, 2022).

2) “Students will be able to appreciate and discuss the role that
technology and industrial population plays in our society and
its capacity to alter the quality of the environment as well as
solve problems caused by human impact”(Vance-Chalcraft and
Jelks, 2022).

3) “Students will be able to make informed decisions regarding
the toxicity of pollutants in the environment, their origins, and
mitigation strategies that are protective of the environment and
the health of the public” (Vance-Chalcraft and Jelks, 2022).

The authors did not include whether community partners
articulated any problems they wanted to be addressed. For the
Input component, contributions were weighed equally on both the
side of academia and the community. Students worked with
community members to sample and analyze water from the creek,
which ultimately resulted in developing strategies to improve
overall health, quality of life, and the environment (Vance-
Chalcraft and Jelks, 2022). Looking at the Process component,
while a formal mid-project review or adjustment was not reported,
students did meet regularly with community members during
events such as community meetings and sampling dates, which
may have afforded both parties to reflect on the project (Vance-
Chalcraft and Jelks, 2022). As for the Product component, the
“success” of the project is not apparent since the case study results
entailed strategies and actions for the community to take in the
future. In addition, there was no included data on students’
reflections, so the extent to which the project was successful for
the students is unclear. That being said, any implications for
future improvement are included in the strategies and plans
proposed from the Input component.
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Discussion

Insight gained from CIPP usage to evaluate
published projects

Based on the information provided by the study conducted by Lee
et al. applying the CIPP model highlights the benefits/contributions
of the SL project on the students’ part. For example, each activity
described in the paper was from the students’ point of view. In
contrast, the extent of the community contribution was only captured
by the main community figure’s suggestions for student activities (Lee
et al., 2016). However, the needs of the community were not made
explicit by the authors (Lee et al., 2016).

When the CIPP was applied to the case study by Vance-Chalcraft
& Osborne Jelks, it was clear that the community played a more
significant role in this project. Between the joint sampling, analysis,
and troubleshooting, students and community partners worked hand-
in-hand to achieve a common (though not explicit) goal. However, the
CIPP model also revealed the need for more product communication
on the side of the student participant population.

This section shows that the CIPP model can be applied
retroactively to past projects. Applying the CIPP model to past
projects offered structured insight into how each project was carried
out, highlighting the nuanced difference between SL and CEL in the
role of community in each pedagogy. Applying the CIPP model also
highlighted how SL and CEL are described in the literature; some
components are more detailed in description than others, which may
indicate more details would help to distinguish SL from CEL, improve
outcome measures, and implementation of published pedagogies in
other environments.

Summary, concluding thoughts, and
implications

SL and CEL are grounded in theory that was initiated by ideas
from individuals like John Dewey, William James, and David Kolb
(Deutsch, 1995; Petkus, 2000; Pacho, 2015; Williams, 2017; Sotelino-
Losada et al., 2021). These two pedagogical techniques both entail
combining classroom-based objectives with community involvement
yet possess specific characteristics that distinguish them (Agans
et al., 2021). SL studies, despite showing a degree of reciprocity,
might have seen academic SL project stakeholders being responsible
for much of the work (Buchanan et al., 2002). Conversely, CEL
studies might have had a further degree of interaction between
academic and community stakeholders, with consistent sharing of
responsibilities (Vance-Chalcraft and Jelks, 2022). That being said,
there remain instances in which projects declared as SL contain
facets of true reciprocity, lending themselves to align more closely
with CEL (Santas, 2009). The same can be said in the opposite
direction about CEL (Woodley et al., 2019). This can also be seen in
Tables 1, 2 in that not every study under either SL or CEL provide
evaluation of the community impact or partnership, further showing
a muddling in terminology. The blurring of the line between SL and
CEL is further exacerbated by the missing consensus on how to
evaluate these projects (Tables 1, 2), which leaves room for sporadic
and inconsistent assessment of the quality of projects as a whole.
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Because of these intrinsically different characteristics, it was
proposed that a central framework (i.e., the CIPP model for
evaluation) could be used to evaluate specifically how SL and CEL
projects were carried out and how well each project fit the
characteristics laid out in their respective term’s definition.

Though the pool of available literature using the CIPP model to
evaluate SL and CEL was scarce, there were still instances in which
usage of the model could be compared (Meurer et al., 2011; Zhang
et al.,, 2011). Upon further analysis, there was a difference in how
the CIPP model was used in each study. However, the manner in
which each study incorporated the model surprisingly reflected
characteristics of the other pedagogical techniques. In other words,
the SL study showed traits that spoke more to a CEL framework.
This result relates to goal (2) identify any differences in the
evaluative process that arise due to the nuances that distinguish SL
from CEL. It was unanticipated that the literature search would
yield several examples of literature in which authors use the terms
(SL vs. CEL) interchangeably. There were also hints of a spectrum
that exists where two projects that might be considered both SL or
both CEL could be wildly different due to differences in their
implementation. This indicates a need for more consensus on the
definitions of the terms SL and CEL, causing some projects to use
either term while perhaps implying facets of the other one. The
specific wording used in a project (i.e., SL vs. CEL) might affect the
manner in which it is carried out. For example, would a project
labelled as CEL prompt stakeholders to consider the project from a
more collaborative/community-oriented mindset? This could
be explored in future research and may support future use of the
CIPP model to evaluate SL/CEL and ensure the proper term is used
to describe the project.

Despite the CIPP model showing SL studies had CEL principles,
the model is appropriate to use to evaluate SL and CEL because of its
ability to piece apart and highlight critical areas that makeup and,
ultimately, define each methodology, which addressed goal (1) discuss
how SL and CEL could be assessed/evaluated using the CIPP model.
This was seen by applying the CIPP model to published SL/CEL
projects that did not already utilize the model in the creation of the
projects. However, note that this review showed the effectiveness of
using the CIPP model on published SL/CEL projects is highly
dependent upon the level of detail used to describe the projects. Using
the CIPP model post-implementation of a SL/CEL project shows the
model’s effectiveness as an evaluation tool for those implementing
these methods in the classroom setting. The post-analysis with CIPP
may call for the application of CIPP in the planning stage of current
projects, as it serves as a valuable tool to monitor quality, influence
outcomes, and effectively plan the experience. Although the CIPP
model’s usage is not limited to SL and CEL projects, it is a promising
tool to use as a guide in the planning and evaluating SL and
CEL projects.

Scope statement

This manuscript intends to reach all practitioners and supporters
of service-learning and community-engaged learning and those
interested in implementing these pedagogies. Consequently, the
content of this article resides comfortably in the field of education.
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Since these pedagogical techniques have only increased in traction
over the years, the growing pool of participants also increases the risk
of suboptimal implementation and mislabeling of the practices of
community-engaged learning and service learning. In the current
climate of service-learning and community-engaged learning
literature, this manuscript serves as a call to realign the two pedagogies
with their ideologies in hopes that there is a more apparent distinction
between the two in future published work. This manuscript also
demonstrates and advocates for using the CIPP model to evaluate
service-learning and community-engaged learning projects to
optimize project success. It is imperative that the points discussed here
are communicated and considered by practitioners and supporters of
these pedagogies. As such, the authors deem it appropriate that a
publication in Frontiers in Education adequately aligns with achieving
this goal.
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