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Competency and affective skill outcomes for 11–19-year-olds
through progressive and reconstructionist pedagogies: a
systematic review
Tom Dobson

School of Education, Language and Psychology, York St John University, York, UK

ABSTRACT
This systematic review identifies how progressive (student-driven),
community-facing (reconstructionist) pedagogies can be used by
teachers with 11–19-year-old students to help provide students
with the competencies and skills they need to achieve the
Organisation for Economic Development’s (OECD) Learning
Compass 2030. Whilst previous reviews focus on individual
pedagogies which can be delivered in different ways depending
upon context, this review synthesises studies into the key
pedagogies, which are progressivist and reconstructionist:
project-based learning; youth participatory action research; and
citizenship education with service learning. A deductive analysis
of student outcomes of 23 included studies demonstrates how
these pedagogies help develop a range of students’
competencies and affective skills. The evidence is strongest for
attainment, self-regulated learning and motivation and weakest
for agency, collective action and feeling part of a group, where
more research and more clearly defined terms are needed.
Disadvantaged students are shown to benefit, although more
comparative research is needed. This paper recommends policy
reform at national level to include progressivist and
reconstructionist pedagogies as well as engagement with
organisations offering extra-curricular project work for students to
ensure the Learning Compass 2030 is realised.
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Introduction

The Organisation for Economic Development’s (OECD, 2022) Learning Compass 2030
builds upon previous research that identifies how education policy in many countries is
not providing students with the skills they need to “thrive in an interconnected world”
(OECD, 2020), including individual “creative problem-solving skills” (OECD, 2014) and “col-
laborative problem-solving skills” (OECD, 2017). Central to the Learning Compass 2030 is
“student agency”, which is defined as students having “the ability and the will to influence
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positively their own lives and the world around them” through being able to “set a goal,
reflect and act responsibly to effect change” (OECD, 2022).

One country that scores more highly than others in the OECD’s research is Singapore
(2014, 2017) and a link is made by the OECD (2020) between student outcomes in Singa-
pore and the mandating of “project-work” as pedagogy in their curriculum policy. Project-
work is divided into the four areas of “communication; collaboration; knowledge appli-
cation; independent learning” and is an “interdisciplinary learning experience that pro-
vides primary and secondary school students with the opportunity to synthesise
knowledge from various areas of learning and apply it to real-life situations” (MoE Singa-
pore, 2022). As a result, the Desired Outcomes for Education state that children schooled
in Singapore should be: “confident persons; self-directed learners; active contributors; and
concerned citizens” (MoE Singapore, 2022).

The emphasis on outcomes that relate to agency, skill development and changing
society speaks to fundamental ideas about the purposes of education. For Schiro
(2007), these ideologies have two key dimensions: either focussing on the knowledge
to be learnt through a pre-defined curriculum (The Scholar Academic Ideology) or focuss-
ing on the “growth of individuals” (The Learner Centred Ideology); and either focussing on
preparing students for the workplace (The Social Efficiency Ideology) or taking “action” to
prepare students to “reconstruct society” (The Social Reconstruction Ideology). These two
dimensions have been arguably more concisely defined by Morrison and Ridley (1989).
Here the term The Scholar Academic Ideology becomes “classical humanism” and The
Learner Centred Ideology “progressivism”; whilst The Social Efficiency Ideology
becomes “instrumentalism” and The Social Reconstruction Ideology “reconstructionism”.

When the statements above from the OECD and the MoE Singapore are analysed ideo-
logically, the focus on “student agency”, “problem-solving”, “self-directed learners” and
“collaboration” aligns with progressivism and the focus on effecting “change” and
“real-life situations” aligns with reconstructionism. In order to augment the ambition of
Learning Compass 2030 and illustrate how policy makers, schools and teachers can facili-
tate student agency and skill development, this review aims to synthesise the findings of
existing research into established pedagogies that are both progressive and reconstruc-
tionist. In doing so, this paper offers a starting point for policy makers, school leaders and
teachers to identify pedagogies which could enhance the curriculum offer and ensure
that students achieve the outcomes for the Learning Compass 2030.

Initial scoping of the literature

Identifying pedagogies

This review was funded by a non-profit organisation, Enactus UK. Through its NextGen-
Leaders programme, Enactus UK facilitates the development of student-driven projects
in secondary schools (11–19-year-old students), which impact positively upon local com-
munities. In line with the OECD’s Learning Compass 2030, the NextGenLeaders pro-
gramme is both progressive and reconstructionist – this review seeks to identify
pedagogical approaches which have similar ideological underpinnings in order to
capture the benefits and outcomes for students when these pedagogies are used with
the 11–19-year-old age group.
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This review began with a scoping activity of relevant pedagogies in order to develop
search terms and inclusion and exclusion criteria. The starting point was to locate existing
systematic reviews of pedagogies, as well as academic books, which could be considered
progressive and reconstructionist. This was a complex process, and it quickly became
clear that existing systematic reviews nearly always focussed on one discrete pedagogical
approach rather than a group of approaches underpinned by similar ideologies. For
example, separate reviews into “project based learning” (Condliffe et al., 2017) and
“problem-based learning” (Zakaria, 2014) were identified. Perhaps more challenging
was the way in which each pedagogical term could be implemented with different ideo-
logical underpinnings depending upon the teacher and the wider school context. The
work of Leat (2017), for example, highlights how project-based learning can either be
more classical humanist or progressivist, more instrumentalist or reconstructionist,
depending on the context in which it is used (Leat, 2017). That said, the work of Leat
(2017) also develops a hierarchical schema for these different models of delivery, where
progressivist and reconstructivist ideologies and their student-driven, society-facing
pedagogy are high impact iterations of project-based learning. What became clear
during this scoping activity, therefore, was how despite pedagogies containing the poten-
tial to be adapted to serve different ideological leanings, the pedagogies also contained
an ideal conception with a particular ideological orientation that could be valued within a
hierarchical schema of delivery.

Based on this notion, certain pedagogies were excluded during the scoping activity.
Problem-based learning, for example, was explored because of the way it was conceptu-
alised in a recent systematic review (Zakaria, 2014) as progressive. However, problem-
based learning was ultimately excluded from this review as the conceptualisation did
not include reconstructionism. As part of this scoping activity, therefore, only those ped-
agogies which were conceptualised as being best delivered when underpinned by pro-
gressivist and reconstructionist ideologies were included. These pedagogies are
summarised below based on existing systematic reviews of their underlying principles
and outcomes for 11–19 year olds. The pedagogies are then synthesised (see Table 1)
to develop specific inclusion and exclusion criteria.

Project-based learning (PBL)

There have been a number of literature reviews of PBL with 11–19 year olds, but these
reviews do not build upon one another. For this reason, the two main reviews discussed
here are sequential, with Condliffe et al. (2017) building upon the work of Thomas (2000).
Two more recent reviews are also included as they build upon the recommendations of

Table 1. Inclusion criteria for pedagogies.
Progressive Reconstructionist

PBL
(Condliffe et al.,
2017)

Projects promote learning
Teacher is a facilitator
Students decide project driving questions
Student engagement is cultivated

Projects are externally developed
Projects are presented to authentic public audiences

YPAR
(Anyon et al.,
2018)

Projects grounded in youths’ lived
experiences and concerns (inquiry)

Youth are collaborators in methodologies
and pedagogies (participatory)

Youth actively intervene to improve the lives of
youths and communities (transformative)
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Condliffe et al. (2017) to explore the relationship between PBL and student outcomes
(Chen & Yang, 2019; Leggett & Harrington, 2021).

In line with Thomas (2000), Condliffe et al. (2017, pp. 5–7) identify five PBL design prin-
ciples used by teachers: establishing “driving questions”; targeting “significant learning
goals”; using projects to “promote learning”; cultivating “student engagement”; and
using “scaffolds to guide student learning”. The extent to which these design principles
align with progressivism and reconstructionism is influenced by whether PBL is “exter-
nally developed”, “teacher-initiated” or “a whole school approach” (Condliffe et al.,
2017, p. 14). In line with Leat (2017), Condliffe et al. (2017) adopt a hierarchical schema
for PBL delivery, which favours progressivism and reconstructionism – externally devel-
oped, student-driven projects are more impactful upon students than those which are
teacher-initiated or part of a whole school approach, due to the latter being more curri-
cula driven and classroom-facing. In schools where progressive and reconstructionist PBL
is delivered, “significant learning” takes place with teachers supporting students to estab-
lish “driving questions” to ensure their projects are community-facing. The extent to
which PBL is progressive and reconstructionist is also linked to the ways in which projects
are assessed. Rather than teachers predefining products, Condliffe et al. (2017, p. 12) high-
light three assessment principles, allowing for tailored assessment which can be both pro-
gressivist and reconstructionist: creating a “product that answers the driving question”;
providing “opportunities for student reflection and teacher feedback”; presenting “pro-
ducts to authentic public audiences”.

In relation to student outcomes, Condliffe et al. (2017) highlight several subject specific
cognitive domains where attainment is improved through PBL, namely science and math-
ematics. A more recent systematic review (Chen & Yang, 2019) demonstrates how stu-
dents across all subjects increase in their attainment as a result of PBL. In contrast to
Condliffe et al. (2017), this was particularly marked in the social sciences. Condliffe
et al. (2017) also focus on the impact of PBL on specific groups, with some evidence
demonstrating that PBL leads to higher attainment and higher graduation from high
school in the US for students from disadvantaged backgrounds. In line with this, a
recent systematic review reports an increase in attainment and the affective skills of
motivation and engagement for disadvantaged students using PBL, whilst also highlight-
ing the need for more longitudinal studies to capture both the development of skills and
competencies over time (Leggett & Harrington, 2021). In relation to student competency
development, however, there is a lack of research into how PBL impacts upon specific
competencies due to the inconsistent ways in which research projects have been
designed. In their conclusion, Condliffe et al. (2017, p. 54) identify the need for future
research into the impacts of PBL to “develop reliable measures of intra- and interpersonal
competencies”.

Youth participatory action research (YPAR)

The two most recent reviews of YPAR are discussed here. Firstly, a review which looks at
YPAR globally in school and out of school contexts (Anyon et al., 2018); and secondly, a
review which builds upon the first review and focusses on YPAR in high schools in the
US (Anderson, 2020). Anyon et al. (2018, p. 856) outline three key principles of YPAR:
inquiry based – “topics of investigation are grounded in youths’ lived experiences and
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concerns”; participatory – “youth are collaborators in methodologies and pedagogies”;
transformative – “youth actively intervene in order to change knowledge and practices
to improve the lives of youth and their communities”. In comparison with PBL, YPAR is
more explicitly progressive and reconstructionist in its ideology as the equalising of
power relationships between adults and students promotes student ownership of pro-
jects and contextualising projects within a local community brings about positive
change to the lives of youths and their communities. Anderson’s (2020, p. 250) research
highlights three key project components – relationship-building; capacity-building; and
dissemination through in-person presentations – and in doing so draws attention to
two key differences from the principles of PBL. Firstly, an emphasis on relationship-build-
ing underscores the overtly progressive leanings of YPAR as well as commitment to inter-
personal and affective skills development. And secondly, capacity-building reflects how
YPAR includes the explicit teaching of research methods to young people to help them
design and undertake their projects. As with PBL (Condliffe et al., 2017), both reviews illu-
minate how YPAR is likely to be more meaningful when it takes place outside of the cur-
riculum and school. Anyon et al. (2018) identify how young people’s “agency and
leadership” are enhanced when undertaking work in a community rather than school
setting; Anderson (2020) evidences students having “greater freedom” when their pro-
jects are undertaken either before or after compulsory lessons.

In relation to student outcomes, Anyon et al. (2018) evidence that youth engagement
in YPAR helps students develop a range of competencies and skills. The ways in which
these competencies and skills are conceptualised are as diverse as the ways in which
they are with PBL, the most frequently reported impacts being “agency and leadership”,
“social and interpersonal skills”, “academic and career” outcomes as well as “critical con-
sciousness”. At the same time, and like PBL, Anyon et al. (2018, p. 874) point out that only
2 of the 61 studies included are longitudinal and none involved control groups, meaning
that “it is not yet possible to make claims about the causal impact of this approach on
participants’ outcomes”, including students from disadvantaged groups. Having said
this, Anderson (2020, p. 251) does highlight how students in alternative provision settings
as well as students from disadvantaged backgrounds seem to benefit from YPAR as
“youth researchers who are systematically excluded can indeed produce knowledge
and have their diverse needs met”.

Citizenship education and service learning

Whilst citizenship is a subject, “citizenship education” tends to be conceptualised along
pedagogical lines. Systematic reviews on citizenship education have been sporadic and
three, including two older reviews, are discussed here. Two related reviews focus on citi-
zenship education in schools (EPPI, 2004, 2005) and one focuses on citizenship education
in the US in the context of schools and community settings, where the related pedagogy
of service learning is utilised (Lin, 2013).

The first review (EPPI, 2004, p. 16) identifies key principles of citizenship education as a
pedagogy which promotes: student “participation in decision-making and ownership and
agency”; “dialogue and discourse”; the “empowerment” of students to challenge “auth-
ority”; and relevance to the “student-lived experience”. Like YPAR, these principles indi-
cate the overtly progressive nature of citizenship education. Given that, only one of the
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studies involved students working in their local community, indicating how the recon-
structionist potential of citizenship education was unrealised. However, the more
recent review of citizenship education in the US (Lin, 2013) focused solely on studies
which are reconstructionist in their conceptualisation. Here citizenship education
involved students working in their local communities through a “service learning” peda-
gogy. Service learning involves students working in their local communities to develop
“civic engagement” and “address community needs” (Lin, 2013, p. 37).

What is unclear in this review is the extent to which the use of service learning negated
the progressivist underpinnings of citizenship education as service learning projects are
often mandated by schools, teachers and the curriculum (Lin, 2013). However, taken
together, the progressivism of citizenship education identified in the earlier reviews
(EPPI, 2004, 2005), and the reconstructionism of citizenship education when delivered
with service learning, meant that it was deemed prudent to include these pedagogies
as search terms for the systematic review.

In terms of student outcomes, the second EPPI review (2005) concludes that there is
some evidence that citizenship education can improve: achievement; metacognition;
cooperative learning; sense of empowerment; and self-confidence. However, these
findings are put forward tentatively. As with PBL and YPAR, the reviewers identify a
lack of consistency in conceptualising and measuring outcomes as well as a lack of
longitudinal research. With the more recent US review (Lin, 2013), the need to under-
take more research to identify the long-term outcomes of service learning on civic
engagement is also established. However, engagement in service learning is here
shown to increase “community-level civic engagement” as well as “school commitment”
(Lin, 2013, p. 56). These studies included both service learning as a mandatory part of
the school curriculum and service learning as voluntary, taking place outside of school.
As with PBL and YPAR, the impacts were shown to be greater where students joined
voluntarily.

Identifying pedagogical outcomes

The existing systematic reviews of PBL, YPAR and citizenship education/service learning
highlighted the ways in which outcomes for students are differently conceptualised by
researchers and the problems this poses for undertaking a systematic review which
aims to aggregate outcomes. Some of the papers included in the reviews, for example,
used the nebulous term “Twenty-first Century Skills”, which has elsewhere been high-
lighted as signifying different concepts in different frameworks produced by different
policy groups (Voogt & Roblin, 2012). Other papers used the term “competencies”,
whilst others focussed more specifically on skills and/or competencies like “independent
learning” or affective skills like “engagement” and “motivation”.

This complexity of conceptualisation necessitated the development of a framework to
categorise pedagogical outcomes for the systematic review. Accordingly, this scoping
phase also involved reading an analysis of skills and competencies frameworks (Voogt
& Roblin, 2012), which coalesces around the National Research Council’s (2012, p. 4)
view of skill outcomes leading to competency development across three domains: the
cognitive, including critical thinking and knowledge acquisition; the intrapersonal, includ-
ing self-regulated learning and metacognition; and the interpersonal, including
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collaboration and social skills. By defining student outcomes as competencies in three
domains, it is possible to categorise student outcomes reported in the different studies.

However, what is missing from this framework of competency development is the
affective domain. The scoping activity, therefore, also included reading relating to
specific skills and competencies to consider further the potential significance or otherwise
of the affective domain. What became clear is that outcomes relating to the affective
domain were often fundamental in theories about the development of specific compe-
tencies. In Zimmerman’s (2002) model of self-regulated learning, for example, “self-motiv-
ation” underpins all actions taken by the learner. In reviewing the literature on self-
regulated learning, therefore, Meyer et al. (2008) highlight the immanence of “affective
skills”.

Accordingly, in developing a framework to categorise student outcomes of progressive
and reconstructionist pedagogies, a fourth domain of affective skills was added.

Summary and synthesis of existing reviews

Having identified the pedagogies to be included in the search terms and having decided
upon a framework for categorising student outcomes, the final stage of this scoping
activity involved synthesising the identified pedagogies to provide inclusion criteria for
the screening of research articles for the systematic review. This synthesis is presented
in Table 1 and focuses on the key principles of the pedagogies. Whilst it was felt
prudent to include citizenship education and service learning in the search terms for
the systematic review, it was decided not to include these pedagogies in Table 1. This
was because individually neither pedagogy exemplified key principles that were both pro-
gressive and reconstructionist; rather they were shown to be both progressivist and
reconstructionist when used in tandem (Lin, 2013).

To help frame specific research questions for the systematic review, the final stage of
the scoping review also drew together the key gaps identified in existing reviews for
research into these pedagogies. First and foremost, these gaps revolved around the
lack of consistency in the conceptualisation of outcomes – a problem addressed
through the development of the framework of pedagogical outcomes outlined above.
The gaps in research also included: the need for more longitudinal research, including
control groups, in order to evidence long term student outcomes; more evidence of
how these pedagogies are particularly impactful for disadvantaged students; and a com-
parison of the relative impact of these pedagogies when delivered inside or outside of
school.

Current study

The following research question was developed:

What are the outcomes of pedagogies that are both progressivist and reconstructionist for
11–19 year olds in terms of cognitive, intrapersonal and interpersonal competency develop-
ment and affective skills?

As sub-questions, this review also aims to consider:
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What are the long-term outcomes?

Do socially disadvantaged students particularly benefit from these pedagogies?

How do outcomes compare when students participate in extra-curricular and out of school
activities rather than curricular activities?

Method

Identification

Identifying articles for this systematic review was a complex process, which was under-
pinned by PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses).
The scoping activity helped focus on specific pedagogies – their synonyms, related terms
and abbreviationswere identified anddeveloped as the search terms. Ultimately the search
terms were entered as keywords: (“Project-based learning”OR “Project based learning”OR
“PBL”OR “PjBL”OR “Enquiry based learning”OR “Inquiry based learning”) OR (“Participatory
learning and action” OR “Participatory Research” OR “Participatory Action Research” OR
“PAR” OR “Youth participatory action research” OR “YPAR”) OR (“Citizenship” OR “Service
Learning” OR “Service-learning”). In terms of outcomes, given the plethora of nebulous
terms like Twenty-first Century Skills, a decision was made not to include outcomes in
the search terms, but rather identify these through analysis. Equally, due to the wide
range of school and out of school settings applicable to this review, a decision was
made to include search terms relating to the target population rather than the context.
The following search terms were used: (“Learner*” OR “Student*” OR “Youth” OR “Adoles-
cent*” OR “14-19” OR “11-19” OR “Young people” OR “Teenager*” OR “Teen*” OR “Young
adult*”). Given that the key subject term was education, the search was run on Academic
Search Complete and ERIC databases. PsycARTICLES was also used as many of the out-
comes for students related to cognitive science – databases from publishers in both of
these subject areas (Taylor and Francis Journals, SAGE Journals, SpringerLink, Wiley
Online Library) were are also used to ensure all relevant articles were found. As existing
reviews had been used to frame the research questions, the search was set to only
include peer-review research articles published in the last 10 years (2013-2022). To draw
upon as large an evidence-base as possible for the outcomes of these pedagogies, a
decisionwasmade to include research using quantitative, qualitative, andmixedmethods.

Screening

A total of 204 studies were returned by the search strategy, with 12 duplicates then
removed, resulting in 192 studies which were extracted onto a data management system
(Endnote) and screened by title and abstract against the inclusion criteria (Table 1). It was
felt that the reading of the title and the abstract would be sufficient to include or exclude
articles. Equally, any articles which were not predominantly (over 50%) focused on the
key age rangewere excluded. Finally, any articles which did not report outcomes in relation
to competency and affective skills were also excluded. At this stage the researcher worked
with a peer with a special expertise in systematic reviews to ensure that the process was
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robust. At times, when the title and abstract were ambiguous in relation to the inclusion cri-
teria, it was deemed necessary to undertake a full reading of research articles. 127 studies
were excluded, leaving 65 studies which were read in full against the inclusion criteria. Of
these 65 studies, 23 articles fully met the inclusion criteria for this review.

Analysis

The articles were then analysed using a deductive approach, which responds to existing
reviews highlighting a lack of consistency in the conceptualisation of outcomes (Condliffe
et al., 2017; Anyon et al., 2018). Accordingly, the framework for analysis of student out-
comes used to analyse the included articles consisted of four codes: cognitive competen-
cies; intrapersonal competencies; interpersonal competencies; and affective skills. Coding
was undertaken using NVivo software. Within these codes, sub-codes were developed
inductively based on the recurrence of specific competencies or affective skills. For
example, “self-regulated learning” and related terms like “metacognition” and “indepen-
dent learning” were repeated within the intrapersonal competency code and categorised
under the subcode of “self-regulated learning”. A similar categorisation of terms relating
to subcodes took place for each of the four codes.

In the process of coding, a distinction was made in relation to the nature of the
research projects, which were identified as: qualitative or mixed methods, small-scale pro-
jects, with population groups lower than 60 (11 studies); and quantitative or mixed
methods, large scale projects, with population groups above 60 (12 studies). A further dis-
tinction was made for longitudinal projects which lasted at least 1 year (12 studies). These
distinctions allowed for the separation of data in the presentation of results and their
analysis. As two of the sub-questions for the review focussed on comparisons of outcomes
for social groups and outcomes depending on location of delivery, comparative studies
(4) and randomised controlled trials (RCTs) (5) were also identified at the coding stage.

Results

Context of studies

A summary of the 23 included studies is reported in Table 2. The table gives information
about: the context and methodology of the studies; the pedagogy; and the outcomes for
students. For 21 out of the 23 articles, the context for the research is the US, with 1 study
in Italy, the other South Africa. It is also worth noting that most of the studies included (15)
focussed on student groups from areas of social disadvantage (typically reported in the
articles as “low SES” – low socioeconomic status). In terms of location of delivery, most
studies took place in school (16) with the rest (7) in a range of community and extra-
curricular settings. Pedagogically, most of the studies focus on YPAR (14), with 7
studies focussing on PBL and 2 on citizenship education/service learning.

Cognitive competency outcomes for 11–19 year olds

The cognitive competency outcomes for 11–19 year old students were wide ranging and
included the subcodes: attainment (in a range of subject areas, including non-specified
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Table 2. Summary of included studies.
Article Project overview Pedagogy Student outcomes

Albanesi et al.
(2021)

Context
Italy; high school
Participants
15–17 year old students; n = 87
Methodology
2-year study; randomised controlled trial;
surveys and interviews

YPAR Cognitive Competency
Critical reflection
Critical consciousness
Intrapersonal Competency
Autonomy
Interpersonal Competency
Participatory climate in school
Affective Skills
Engagement

Anderson et al.
(2021)

Context
US; alternative school
Participants
15–18 year old students; n = 10; low socio
economic status (SES)

Methodology
Qualitative; mixed methods

YPAR Cognitive Competency
Critical consciousness
Science knowledge

Arnold and
Mihut (2020)

Context
US; high schools
Participants
17–18 year old students; n = 1900; low
SES

Methodology
6-year study; pre and post high school
graduation data; surveys

PBL Cognitive Competency
Above average high school
graduation rates (95%
compared to 84%)

Vocational growth
Intrapersonal Competency
Personal growth
Independent learning
Time management
Organisation
Interpersonal Competency
Interpersonal growth

Cabrera et al.
(2014)

Context
US; high schools
Participants
14–18 year old students; n = 16917; low
SES

Methodology
6-year quantitative comparative study;
attainment scores for YPAR and non-
YPAR students

YPAR Cognitive competency
Significantly higher test scores
when 16–18 years old for YPAR
group

Chung and
McBride
(2015)

Context
US; high school
Participants
All 12–13 year old students in school
Methodology
Case study; mixed methods; 9 months
duration

Citizenship
education
/Service
learning

Intrapersonal Competency
Self-management
Self-awareness
Interpersonal Competency
Social and emotional learning
competencies

Coleman and
Leider (2022)

Context
US; high school
Participants
14–15 year old students in one science
class

Methodology
Case study

YPAR Cognitive Competency
Critical agency
Intrapersonal Competency
Personal reflection

Creghan and
Adair-Creghan
(2015)

Context
US; 2 high schools
Participants
Students in PBL School n = 330; students
in traditional school n = 1200; low SES

Methodology
3-year quantitative comparative study of
student attendance data

PBL Affective skills
Significantly higher attendance for
disadvantaged students in PBL
schools

Escobar and Qazi
(2020)

Context
US; voluntary summer school

PBL Cognitive Competency
Critical thinking

(Continued )
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Table 2. Continued.
Article Project overview Pedagogy Student outcomes

Participants
14–17 year old students; n = 107; low SES
Methodology
Self-perception surveys

Problem-solving
Interpersonal Competency
Teamwork
Affective skills
Self-concept as scientist
Self-concept for future study and
work

Hansen et al.
(2018)

Context
US; extra-curricular
Participants
14–19 year olds; n = 441
Methodology
1-year quantitative study; pre and post
project questionnaires

PBL Intrapersonal competency
Increased agency

Koudelka (2021) Context
US; high school
Participants
13–14 year old students; n = 10; teacher;
n = 1

Methodology
Mixed method 4-month case study;
observations, interviews, pre and post
surveys

YPAR Intrapersonal competency
Increased agency

Morales et al.
(2017)

Context
US; vocational high school
Participants
16–17 year olds; n = 15
Methodology
1 year ethnographic study

YPAR Cognitive Competency
Critical awareness
Connecting local and national
contexts

Morales et al.
(2013)

Context
US; high school
Participants
15–18 year old students; n = 31; low SES
Methodology
1-year case study; interviews, focus
groups, observations, surveys

PBL Cognitive Competency
Problem-solving
Intrapersonal Competency
Independent learning
Interpersonal Competency
Peer mentored learning
Affective skills
Motivation

Moseki and
Schulze (2019)

Context
South Africa; high school
Participants
15–16 year olds; n = 70; low SES
Methodology
10-week randomised controlled trial;
YPAR experiment group

YPAR Intrapersonal Competency
Increased self-regulated learning
Metacognition
Affective skills
Increased motivation for learning

Nabors et al.
(2019)

Context
US; 2 summer schools
Participants
Students 13–17 years old who ran
workshops; n = 45; students from
elementary school who took part; n =
45; low SES

Methodology
Case study; interviews, reflective journals

Citizenship
education/
Service learning

Cognitive Competency
Learning about poverty
Interpersonal Competency
Leadership skills
Teaching skills
Civic engagement
Affective skills
Future engagement in service
learning

Ozer and
Douglas
(2015)

Context
US; California; 4 high schools; curricular
and extra-curricular classes

Participants
Teachers n = 4; 14 cohorts; 4–19 year old
students n = 150; low SES

Methodology

YPAR Cognitive Competency
Strategic thinking
Research skills
Interpersonal Competency
Group work
Networking
Power sharing over major
decisions

(Continued )
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Table 2. Continued.
Article Project overview Pedagogy Student outcomes

2-year project; observations of lessons to
evaluate use of YPAR

Power sharing over class structure
Communication skills

Ozer and
Douglas
(2013)

Context
US; 5 high schools
Participants
High school students 16 years old; n =
401; low SES

Methodology
Randomised controlled trial, YPAR
treatment group and comparison
group; surveys and observations;
projects lasting between 1 term and 1
year

YPAR Intrapersonal Competency
Improved psychological
empowerment for YPAR group

Interpersonal Competency
Improved participation
Improved socio-political skills
Affective skills
Improved motivation for YPAR
group

Parker et al.
(2013)

Context
US; 4 high schools
Participants
17–18 year old students; n = 289
Methodology
Quantitative comparison of test scores;
randomised controlled trial, 2 PBL
schools, 2 traditional schools

PBL Cognitive competency
Statistically significant higher test
scores in government and
politics for PBL students

Schwartz and
Suyemoto
(2013)

Context
US; community based
Participants
12–19 years old students; n = 79; low SES
Methodology
1-year case study; pre and post project
surveys; observations; interviews

YPAR Intrapersonal Competency
Organisational skills
Transferral of skills and confidence
to school context

Interpersonal Competency
Relationship skills
Speaking skills
Civic action and putting skills into
practice

Affective skills
Improved self-concept as agent of
change

Scott et al.
(2015)

Context
US; University project
Participants
14–18 year old students n = 4; low SES
Methodology
3-year longitudinal study; observations,
interviews

YPAR Cognitive Competency
Critical consciousness
Intrapersonal Competency
Self-reflection and praxis
Affective skills
Intrinsic motivation
Self-concept as agent of change
and researcher

Spires et al.
(2021)

Context
US; high school
Participants
16–17 year olds; n = 6; low SES
Methodology
2-month case study; interviews; artefacts

PBL Cognitive Competency
Critical consciousness
Making links between the global
and the local

Interpersonal Competency
Collaboration
Collective praxis
Affective skills
Feeling part of a community

Tang Yan et al.
(2022)

Context
US; community arts organisation
Participants
15–17 year old youth researchers; n = 10;
low SES; adult researchers n = 5

Methodology
Case study; observations, interviews

YPAR Cognitive Competency
Critical consciousness
Interpersonal Competency
Leadership skills
Collective action

Trott (2020) Context
US; out of school club
Participants
Young people 8–13 years old; n = 55

YPAR Cognitive competency
Improved understanding of
climate change

(Continued )
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subjects); critical thinking (critical consciousness and critical awareness); and problem-
solving (making links between different contexts).

To start with attainment, in the large-scale projects subject specific student outcomes
were reported in school contexts: Parker et al. (2013), Voight and Velez (2018), and
broader gains in attainment were reported through YPAR in schools by Arnold and
Mihut (2020) and Cabrera et al. (2014). Three of these studies are especially significant.
Voight and Velez’s (2018) RCT across six schools evidences how the YPAR treatment
group (n = 153) scored significantly higher in post intervention reading tests compared
with the control group (n = 6187). Parker et al.’s (2013) quantitative comparison of test
scores (n = 289) for government and politics, where half of the total students attended
traditional schools, the other half PBL schools, showed PBL students scored statistically
significantly higher than those attending the traditional schools. And Cabrera et al.’s
(2014) 6-year comparative study (n = 16,917) showed significantly higher test scores for
YPAR students across the full range of subjects. The qualitative studies also demonstrated
attainment as a cognitive competency outcome through YPAR, but this was outside of
mainstream schooling and testing, including development of science knowledge (Ander-
son et al., 2021), and a deeper understanding of poverty (Trott, 2020).

Critical thinking appeared in only two of the quantitative studies. Albanesi et al. (2021)
undertook a RCT in Italy (n = 87) which demonstrated how students taught through YPAR
developed cognitive competencies of critical reflection and critical consciousness more
readily than those taught through traditional methods. Similarly, Escobar and Qazi’s
(2020) self-perception surveys showed how students (n = 107) developed critical thinking
through PBL. In contrast, five of the more qualitative studies reported gains in critical con-
sciousness using either PBL or YPAR (Tang Yan et al., 2022; Spires et al., 2021; Morales
et al., 2017; Scott et al., 2015; and Anderson et al., 2021), with one reporting gains in criti-
cal agency (Coleman & Leider, 2022). Notably, Scott et al. (2015) demonstrated the depth
of the development of four students using YPAR by conducting a 3-year longitudinal
study.

Five studies reported student outcomes relating to problem-solving. The quantitative
projects were Escobar and Qazi (2020), which reported gains in problem-solving skills
using PBL (n = 107); and Ozer and Douglas (2015), which reported gains in strategic think-
ing and research skills over a two-year period (n = 150). For the small-scale projects,
Morales et al. (2013) demonstrated increased problem-solving skills (n = 31) over a 1-
year period, and Morales et al. (2017) and Spires et al. (2021) both demonstrated how

Table 2. Continued.
Article Project overview Pedagogy Student outcomes

Methodology
Mixed methods; surveys, focus groups

Intrapersonal Competency
Agency

Voight and Velez
(2018)

Context
US; 6 high schools
Participants
Students 14–18 years old; n = 153
treatment group; n = 6187 control
group; low SES

Methodology
1-year randomised controlled trial;
surveys, tests

YPAR Cognitive competency
Improved reading scores
Affective skills
Engagement in school
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students were able to solve problems by making links between the local and national/
global contexts through PBL/YPAR.

Intrapersonal competency outcomes for 11–19 year olds

The intrapersonal competency outcomes for 11–19 year old students were equally wide
ranging and split into two subcodes: self-regulated learning (autonomy, metacognition,
independent learning, organisation skills, time management, self-reflection); and
agency (empowerment, personal growth).

Of the 7 studies reporting outcomes for students in self-regulated learning, 5 were
quantitative or large-scale mixed methods projects. Albanesi et al. (2021) undertook a
RCT with students in Italian schools (n = 87) and reported gains in autonomy for students
taught through YPAR. Arnold and Mihut (2020) found gains in independent learning
through their 6-year longitudinal study (n = 1900) in the US. Moseki and Schulze (2019)
found increased self-regulated learning and metacognition using YPAR in South Africa
(n = 70) and Chung and McBride found the development of self-management skills in a
case study of a year group in a US high school when using citizenship education and
service learning. In relation to smaller studies, Morales et al. (2013) found PBL developed
independent learning (n = 31) using YPAR over a year. The specific skills of self-reflection
were also reported by Coleman and Leider (2022) and Scott et al. (2015) using YPAR.

Agency was reported as an outcome in two school-based large-scale projects. Arnold
and Mihut’s (2020) longitudinal study demonstrated personal growth for students (n =
1900) in pre and post PBL self-perception studies and Ozer and Douglas (2013) showed
how the YPAR treatment group experienced greater psychological empowerment com-
pared to students taught in traditional ways (n = 401). In an extra-curricular context
(Hansen et al., 2018), PBL was shown to increase student agency (n = 441). Trott’s
small-scale YPAR project also showed gains in student agency (n = 55) in an out of
school club and Koudelka (2021) showed the same outcomes for students in school (n
= 10) though pre and post survey data.

Interpersonal competency outcomes for 11–19 year olds

The interpersonal competency outcomes for 11–19 year old students had the greatest
range of terms and were split into three subcodes: collaborative learning (participation,
interpersonal growth, social learning, teamwork, groupwork, relationships); social skills
(communication; networking; socio-political skills); leadership skills (peer mentoring,
teaching, power sharing); and collective action (civic engagement, praxis, civic action).

Collaborative learning was found in seven large scale projects. Four of these involved
either the use of YPAR or PBL in US schools (Arnold & Mihut, 2020; Ozer & Douglas, 2015;
Ozer & Douglas, 2013; Schwartz & Suyemoto, 2013). Arnold’s (2020) 6-year study used pre
and post surveys to capture the interpersonal growth of 1900 students. Ozer and Douglas
(2015) found improved groupwork for 150 students through 2 years of structured obser-
vations. In their earlier project (2013), Ozer and Douglas found that their YPAR treatment
group exhibited greater participation levels compared with other students (n = 401). And
Schwartz and Suyemoto’s (2013) year-long case study triangulated improved relationship
skills for students (n = 79) through surveys, observations and interviews. Teamwork was

14 T. DOBSON



also shown to be developed by PBL in a US summer school context (n = 107) through self-
perception surveys and Albanesi et al.’s (2021) 2-year randomised controlled trial in Italy
showed increased participation (n = 87) as a result of YPAR. Finally, increased collabor-
ation was evidenced in Spires et al.’s case study (n = 6).

The development of social skills was found in four large-scale studies in the US. Three
of these involved the use of YPAR with students. Schwartz and Suyemoto (2013) found
how speaking skills were developed in a community setting through triangulating data
relating to their students (n = 79) from pre and post surveys, observations and interviews.
In school contexts, Ozer and Douglas’s (2013, 2015) studies demonstrate improved com-
munication skills for students (n = 150) in a 2-year project and improved socio-political
skills for their YPAR treatment group in a RCT. Chung and McBride (2015) also found
that the use of citizenship education and service learning developed social competencies
of a year group cohort through their mixed methods study.

Leadership skills were evidenced in a two-year school project (Ozer & Douglas, 2015),
which demonstrated through observations how the treatment group was more able
than other students (n = 150) to participate in power sharing activities to make decisions
on issues and structures as a result of two years of YPAR. The development of peer men-
toring skills was also evidenced in three small-scale studies (Morales et al., 2013; Nabors
et al., 2019; Tang Yan et al., 2022).

Finally, collective action was mainly evident in projects with smaller numbers of partici-
pants. At the larger end of this scale was Schwartz and Suyemoto (2013), who demon-
strated that students (n = 79) using YPAR developed civic action by putting their skills
into practice. Nabors et al. (2019) demonstrated how older students (n = 45) benefited
from teaching younger students (n = 45) and how the use of service learning and citizen-
ship education promoted civic engagement for both groups. In Spires et al.’s (2021) PBL
case study and Tang Yan et al.’s (2022) YPAR case study, students were seen to develop
collective praxis and collective action respectively.

Affective skill outcomes for 11–19 year olds

The code affective skills was split into three subcodes: engagement (including attend-
ance); motivation (including self-concept); and feeling part of a community.

In terms of engagement, this was reported as an outcome in three large scale projects.
Creghan and Adair-Creghan (2015) compared three years of attendance data for students
in a PBL school (n = 330) and students in a traditional school (n = 1200) finding that
attendance was significantly higher for students in PBL schools. Similarly, Voight and
Velez (2018) found through their RCT that YPAR students (n = 153) were more engaged
in school than students taught through traditional methods (n = 6187). Albanesi et al.
(2021) found that engagement in school in Italy was increased for students using YPAR
in their RCT (n = 87). Nabors et al.’s qualitative project (2019) found that students
running service learning workshops (n = 45) and students participating in service learning
workshops (n = 45) expressed a wish to be engaged in future projects.

Four large scale projects and two small scale reported increases in motivation for dis-
advantaged students. In South Africa, Moseki and Schulze (2019) showed increased
motivation for learning due to YPAR in their 10-week RCT (n = 70). This mirrors the
results of Ozer and Douglas’s (2013) RCT (n = 401) in a US school. In out of school contexts,
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Escobar and Qazi (2020) and Schwartz and Suyemoto (2013) both demonstrated how self-
concept is built through PBL (n = 107) and YPAR (n = 79) respectively. In terms of the
small-scale projects, self-concept and motivation are separated in Scott et al.’s (2015) 3-
year study (n = 4) and they are both demonstrated to increase through YPAR. Similarly,
motivation is shown to be developed though Morales et al.’s (2013) 1-year case study
(n = 31).

In terms of feeling part of a community, this was only found in one small-scale (n = 6)
study looking at the use of PBL (Spires et al., 2021).

Discussion

The results outlined above indicate a range of evidence for progressive and reconstruc-
tionist pedagogies developing cognitive, intrapersonal and interpersonal competencies
and affective skills for 11–19 year olds. The results also indicate, however, that certain out-
comes are more clearly evidenced than others.

To start with cognitive competencies, building on the lack of research identified
by Anyon et al. (2018), attainment has now received more attention from both quan-
titative and qualitative studies with RCTs demonstrating gains in specific curriculum
areas (Voight & Velez, 2018; Parker et al., 2013) and two large comparative studies
demonstrating general gains over a 6-year period leading to high school graduation
(Arnold & Mihut, 2020; Cabrera et al., 2014). However, more focus on attainment in
specific curriculum areas is needed. Equally, whilst there is some longitudinal evi-
dence for critical thinking (Albanesi et al., 2021; Scott et al., 2015) and problem-
solving (Ozer & Douglas, 2015; Morales et al., 2013), more comparative research is
needed.

In terms of intrapersonal development outcomes, Condliffe et al.’s (2017) conclusion
about the use of a wide variety of terms is still relevant. That said, the subcode of self-
regulated learning has received the most attention and includes the most compelling
evidence. This is seen in a range of qualitative studies as well as RCTs in Italy (Albanesi
et al., 2021) and South Africa (Moseki & Schulze, 2019) and a large comparative study in
the US (Arnold & Mihut, 2020). Given the OECD’s (2022) focus on student agency, it is
interesting to note that there is less evidence of agency being developed by these ped-
agogies and conceptualisations of agency vary greatly across the studies. For example,
the two larger projects which focus on agency conceptualise agency as personal
growth (Arnold & Mihut, 2020) and psychological empowerment (Ozer & Douglas,
2013).

For interpersonal development, there is a range of quantitative and qualitative evi-
dence for these pedagogies developing collaborative learning as an outcome. This
includes two RCTs (Ozer & Douglas, 2013; Albanesi et al., 2021) and a year-long qualitative
study (Schwartz & Suyemoto, 2013). However, as with agency, and in line with Condliffe
et al.’s (2017) review, the concepts used within collaborative learning are disparate. Fur-
thermore, there is less evidence across the studies for social skills, leadership, and collec-
tive action.

Similarly, in light of the OECD linking the cognitive competency of problem solving to
individual (2014) and collective competencies (2017), it should also be pointed out that
none of the research projects focussed on the relationship between cognitive,
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intrapersonal and interpersonal competency development. This would be another avenue
for further research and of particular relevance would be the relationship between indi-
vidual agency and collective action, the latter only receiving attention in smaller, qualitat-
ive studies.

In terms of affective skills, there was a range of evidence from quantitative and quali-
tative studies, including RCTs and longitudinal studies for these pedagogies developing
student engagement and motivation (Albanesi et al., 2021; Voight & Velez, 2018;
Moseki & Schulze, 2019; Ozer & Douglas, 2013; Scott et al., 2015). Whilst the link
between engagement, motivation and attainment is elsewhere established in educational
research (Hattie, 2009), this is another area for future research. Also, feeling part of a com-
munity was only explored in one small-scale project (Spires et al., 2021) – this idea of
belonging requires greater attention to acknowledge the affective dimension of students
developing interpersonal competencies.

What are the long-term outcomes?

Building upon Anyon et al.’s (2018) call for more longitudinal research into outcomes, 11
of the studies included in the review capture impacts of pedagogies on students over
time as they analyse data over a period of a year or more, with 2 running over a 3-year
period and 2 over a 6-year period. For the cognitive competency of attainment, these
studies include quantitative studies which compare outcomes with students taught in
more traditional ways, demonstrating that attainment increases for students taught
through YPAR and PBL (Arnold & Mihut, 2020; Cabrera et al., 2014; Parker et al., 2013;
Voight & Velez, 2018). However, as indicated above, more specific research on attainment
within subject areas is needed.

These quantitative longitudinal comparative studies also provide evidence that the
affective skill of motivation is developed as an outcome for PBL and YPAR students
over time (Albanesi et al., 2021; Moseki & Schulze, 2019; Ozer & Douglas, 2013; Voight
& Velez, 2018; Creghan & Adair-Creghan, 2015) – an outcome which is also found to
be developed in longitudinal qualitative studies (Morales et al., 2013; Morales et al.,
2017). Whilst the intrapersonal competency of self-regulated learning is evident in the
studies, there is less of a focus on independent learning in the longitudinal studies
with two quantitative studies (Albanesi et al., 2021; Moseki & Schulze, 2019) and one
qualitative study (Scott et al., 2015) reporting this as an outcome. The development
of interpersonal competency (including collaborative learning, social skills, leadership
skills and collective action) as well as other subcodes of all cognitive competencies (criti-
cal thinking, problem-solving) and intrapersonal competency (agency) and affective
skills (engagement, feeling part of a community) have considerably less evidence of
being outcomes of longitudinal research, demonstrating that further research is also
needed.

It should also be noted that only one study tracked students beyond school into higher
education (Arnold & Mihut, 2020). This study showed evidence of intrapersonal and inter-
personal competencies, including independent learning and interpersonal growth, devel-
oped at an earlier age being utilised by students in a Higher Education context. Building
on this study to track more students beyond school into Higher Education and work
would be useful.
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Do socially disadvantaged students particularly benefit from these pedagogies?

Building upon calls from existing reviews to undertake more research into outcomes for
socially disadvantaged students (Leggett & Harrington, 2021; Anyon et al., 2018), 15
studies provide evidence of how these pedagogies improve outcomes for disadvantaged
students across the three competency domains and affective skills. There is strong quan-
titative and qualitative longitudinal evidence here upon both the cognitive competency
of attainment (Arnold & Mihut, 2020; Cabrera et al., 2014; Parker et al., 2013; Voight &
Velez, 2018), and the affective skill of motivation (Moseki & Schulze, 2019; Ozer &
Douglas, 2013; Voight & Velez, 2018; Creghan & Adair-Creghan, 2015; Morales et al.,
2013; Morales et al., 2017). That said, only one of the large scale longitudinal studies
included in the review (Creghan & Adair-Creghan, 2015) fits in with Anyon et al.’s
(2018) call for comparative studies between social groups to evidence how pedagogies
might serve to close outcome gaps. This study compares socially disadvantaged students
using PBL (n = 330) with more advantaged students in a traditional school (n = 1200) to
evidence increased engagement for socially disadvantaged students at the PBL school.
Whilst this study does cite a correlation between attendance and attainment, and
whilst existing reviews present some evidence of attainment gains for socially disadvan-
taged groups (Anderson, 2020; Leggett & Harrington, 2021), it is clear that further longi-
tudinal and comparative research is needed here.

How do these outcomes compare when students participate in extra-curricular
and out of school activities rather than curricular activities?

Six of the studies explore the use of either PBL, YPAR or service learning and citizenship
education with young people in a range of out of school settings. In line with the studies
overall, 3 of these studies, one a larger, year-long case study (Schwartz & Suyemoto,
2013), and two smaller qualitative studies (Scott et al., 2015; Trott, 2020), evidence
improved intrapersonal competency of self-regulated learning; and 4 of the studies,
two large scale, 2 small-scale, evidence improved interpersonal competency linked to
collaborative learning (Schwartz & Suyemoto, 2013; Nabors et al., 2019; Escobar &
Qazi, 2020; Tang Yan et al., 2022). What is particularly notable about all 6 studies into
the use of these pedagogies in out of school settings is the ways in which participation
seems to improve students’ affective skill of motivation. This underlines the importance
of such activities for young people outside of the school curriculum and builds upon
findings in the systematic reviews which suggest engagement in these pedagogies is
greater when they take place outside of the school curriculum (Lin, 2013; Anderson,
2020).

One of the studies also presents evidence of competency transference between young
people’s engagement in a community based project and their work in school (Schwartz &
Suyemoto, 2013). This is seen as being symptomatic of developing affective skills relating
to motivation through changes in self-concept, which sees young people developing the
intrapersonal competency of self-regulated learning and the interpersonal competency of
collaborative learning. Clearly, more research into this kind of transference is needed, but
there are implications here about the ways in which out of school and extra-curricular
activities can impact positively upon school activities.
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Conclusion

This systematic review builds upon previous systematic reviews into PBL and YPAR, which
call for: greater clarity in the conceptualisation of competency outcomes (Condliffe et al.,
2017); more longitudinal research to explore and identify outcomes (Leggett & Harring-
ton, 2021); and more longitudinal research, including randomised controlled trials, to
explore and identify potential gains for socially disadvantaged students (Condliffe
et al., 2017; Anyon et al., 2018). This systematic review concludes that whilst more
research has been undertaken to build an outcome evidence base, there are still research
gaps which need addressing.

In terms of clarity of conceptualisation of outcomes, the studies analysed here show
this is still problematic and that more thought needs to be given by researchers to
defining terms, particularly for intra- and interpersonal competencies. Utilising the frame-
work put forward here may be one way forward, as would aligning research with the
OECD’s Learning Compass 2030. In terms of outcomes for students, the evidence is stron-
ger for the cognitive competency of attainment, the intrapersonal competency of self-
regulated learning and the affective skill of motivation. Furthermore, attainment and
motivation as outcomes are both supported by longitudinal evidence. That said, attain-
ment either tends to be narrowly focussed on subjects or more broadly focussed on
end of school results and more research into both is needed. Equally, more evidence of
how self-regulated learning can be maintained over time is needed through longitudinal
research. More generally, further research into the other dimensions of competencies and
skills are also needed. Given the OECD’s priorities, longitudinal research into agency, both
as an intrapersonal and interpersonal competency (collective action) would be helpful as
would research into the affective dimension of interpersonal competency (feeling part of
a group). Given that most of the studies involved disadvantaged students, these con-
clusions equally apply to research undertaken with this group. What is also missing
here, however, are comparative studies where outcomes for socially disadvantaged stu-
dents are compared with their more advantaged peers to explore how outcome gaps
between groups might be narrowed. It should also be pointed out that the relationship
between competencies and affective skills is not explored in any of the research
papers. This would be an insightful starting point for a project design into the outcomes
of these pedagogies. For example, the relationship between agency and collective action
would be fascinating to explore and would contribute to an understanding of the
Learning Compass 2030.

Despite this conclusion that more research into specific outcomes, with more clearly
focussed conceptualisations of those outcomes, is needed, other recommendations for
key stakeholders can be made. For policy makers, there is enough evidence to suggest
that following Singapore’s (MoE, 2022) example and mandating progressive and recon-
structionist pedagogies would help develop students’ competencies and affective skills
and that, at a time of growing social inequalities (IFS, 2022), curriculum reform could
help close the gap between socially disadvantaged students and their peers. Despite
national policy limitations, for school leaders there is enough evidence here to
promote the use of progressivist and reconstructionist pedagogies in schools. This
might be linked to specific curriculum areas, as with some of the studies in this review,
or it could be part of an extra-curricular offer. Indeed, given the evidence presented in
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this review as to how readily students develop affective skills when they engage volunta-
rily with these pedagogies, schools partnering with businesses in their local communities
and non-profit organisations offering project-based experiences for students like Enactus
UK would be highly beneficial to their students. For teachers, the use of the pedagogies in
their subject areas requires considerable professional development (Leat, 2017) which
would need to be provided by their school’s senior leadership. Having said that, for
school leaders and teachers who are interested, there are quality professional develop-
ment resources available, including the Buck Institute’s Framework for High Quality PBL
(2022). The conclusions are made with the acknowledgement of two limitations. Firstly,
based on the decision to explore outcomes in qualitative, quantitative, and mixed
methods research, whilst this review categorises outcomes for students using a frame-
work, the lack of comparability of studies means that a meta-analysis has not been poss-
ible. Undertaking a meta-analysis would be a way of furthering our understanding of the
evidence base. Secondly, whilst the review focuses on outcomes for students, it does not
explore issues to do with pedagogical delivery in the included articles. A focus on this
would help inform teacher development programmes in relation to what constitutes
best practice to ensure student outcomes.
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