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Abstract. Curriculum evaluation plays a pivotal role in educational quality improvement and evidence-informed decision-
making in schools. Nevertheless, research in this field remains fragmented across diverse evaluation models, methodological
approaches, and educational contexts, limiting a comprehensive understanding of its development. This study systematically
examines the evolution of school-based curriculum evaluation research by identifying publication trends, dominant evaluation
models, methodological developments, paradigm shifts, major and emerging themes, research gaps, and future directions. A
systematic literature review was conducted following the PRISMA 2020 framework. Studies published between 2016 and 2026
were retrieved from Google Scholar. Of the 200 initially identified records, 44 journal articles and conference papers met the
inclusion criteria after duplicate removal, title and abstract screening, full-text assessment, and document authentication. The
data were analysed using descriptive analysis, VOSviewer-assisted bibliometric mapping, and thematic synthesis. The findings
indicate a substantial increase in publications between 2022 and 2026. The CIPP model was the most frequently identified
evaluation framework, while descriptive studies, single-case designs, and document analyses remained methodologically
prevalent. Major themes included curriculum implementation and effectiveness, evaluation models, inclusive education, and
the conceptual development of curriculum evaluation. The field has gradually shifted from objective- and outcome-oriented
evaluation towards more contextual, adaptive, participatory, and governance-oriented perspectives. However, multisite,
longitudinal, comparative, and participatory studies, as well as technology-supported evaluation, remain limited. Future
research should develop adaptive, data-informed, participatory evaluation models that are embedded in school governance and
decision-making systems.

Keywords: curriculum evaluation; systematic literature review; CIPP model; inclusive education; school governance

INTRODUCTION

Curriculum evaluation is an essential
component of educational quality improvement
because it provides systematic evidence
concerning the relevance, feasibility,
effectiveness, and consequences of a curriculum.
It is not limited to determining whether
predetermined objectives have been achieved.
Rather, it also examines the alignment between
curriculum design, student needs, school
resources, instructional processes, and educational
outcomes. In this broader sense, curriculum
evaluation involves the systematic collection,
analysis, interpretation, and use of information to
judge the quality, value, sustainability, and
necessary improvement of a curriculum (Ornstein
& Hunkins, 2018; Stufflebeam, 2003).

Curriculum evaluation should be distinguished
from student learning assessment. Learning
assessment  primarily measures  students’
knowledge, skills, and competencies, whereas
curriculum evaluation treats the curriculum itself
as the object of inquiry. This object may include
curriculum ideas and objectives, content structure,
formal documents, implementation processes,
learning experiences, outcomes, and broader

effects on students and schools. Accordingly,
curriculum evaluation should generate not only
evidence of student achievement but also
recommendations concerning the continuation,
modification, expansion, or termination of
curriculum policies and programmes (Fitzpatrick
et al., 2011; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018).
Historically, early approaches to curriculum
evaluation were strongly influenced by objective-
oriented evaluation. Within this tradition,
curriculum success was judged according to the
extent to which previously formulated educational
objectives had been attained (Tyler, 1949).
Although this approach provided a systematic
foundation for evaluation, it tended to privilege

formal objectives and intended outcomes.
Consequently, it could overlook unintended
consequences, implementation dynamics,
differences across school contexts, and the

experiences of stakeholders. Critiques of these
limitations stimulated the development of more
responsive, goal-free, context-sensitive, and
utilization-oriented approaches (Patton, 2008;
Scriven, 1967; Stake, 1975).

One of the most influential models in
educational evaluation is the Context, Input,
Process, and Product (CIPP) model. The model
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was developed to provide systematic information
for decision-making and programme
improvement. Context evaluation identifies needs
and problems; input evaluation examines
strategies, resources, and programme readiness;
process evaluation monitors implementation; and
product evaluation assesses results and impacts.
Through this structure, evaluation is intended not
merely to prove success or failure but to facilitate
continuous  programme improvement and
accountability (Stufflebeam, 2003; Stufflebeam &
Shinkfield, 2007).

The comprehensiveness of the CIPP model has
made it widely applicable to curriculum and
educational programme evaluation. However,
using a comprehensive model does not
automatically ensure substantive change. In
practice, evaluations may end with a description
of strengths, weaknesses, indicator attainment,
and recommendations. The mechanisms through
which findings influence decisions, instructional
practices, teacher capacity, and school governance
are not always clearly explained. Thus, evaluation
quality depends not only on the completeness of
the components assessed but also on whether the
findings are meaningfully used by relevant
stakeholders (Patton, 2008).

Utilization-focused evaluation emphasises that
evaluation should be designed with specific
primary users and intended uses in mind.
Stakeholders should be involved in defining
evaluation  priorities, questions, evidence,
interpretations, and follow-up actions. Evaluation
is therefore not a purely technical activity
separated from the organisation; it is a process
through which stakeholders understand problems,
consider alternatives, and make evidence-
informed decisions (Patton, 2008). This
perspective is highly relevant to schools, where
curriculum evaluation findings should inform
planning, instruction, resource allocation, teacher
support, and student services.

The need for improvement-oriented evaluation
is particularly important because curriculum
implementation is not determined solely by the
quality of curriculum documents. It is shaped by
the interaction between curriculum characteristics,
school capacity, teacher practices, resources,
leadership, organisational culture, and external
support. Rogan and Grayson (2003) proposed
three constructs for understanding curriculum
implementation: the profile of implementation, the
capacity to support innovation, and support from
outside agencies. Their framework indicates that
implementation should be analysed together with

a school’s capacity to sustain innovation and the
external assistance available to it.

This contextual perspective implies that
schools implementing the same curriculum may

experience  markedly different outcomes.
Variations in resources, student characteristics,
leadership, community support, and

organisational culture can produce different
implementation patterns. An evaluation that
merely measures compliance with standards may
therefore fail to explain why a curriculum
succeeds in one school but encounters difficulties
in another. Curriculum evaluation should
consequently integrate the analysis of documents,
implementation processes, organisational
capacity, stakeholder experiences, and the broader
social context of schooling.

Attention to context is especially important in
inclusive education. Inclusion does not simply
mean placing students with diverse backgrounds
or needs in the same school. It requires education
systems to identify and reduce barriers to access,
participation, learning, and achievement.
Curriculum, pedagogy, assessment, learning
environments, and support mechanisms must be
responsive to student diversity (UNESCO, 2020).
In inclusive schools, curriculum evaluation should
therefore assess flexibility, curriculum adaptation,
teacher support, access to learning resources, and
the involvement of students and parents. Success
should be judged not only by average academic
attainment but also by participation, access,
equity, relevance, and responsiveness to diverse
needs.

Digital transformation has further expanded
the scope of curriculum evaluation. Learning
management systems, digital platforms, online
resources, learning analytics, and blended learning
generate new sources of evidence, including
participation records, engagement patterns,
resource use, digital assessment results, and user
experiences. However, the availability of data
does not necessarily lead to better decisions.
Evidence must be interpreted in relation to
curriculum aims, student experiences, school
conditions, and principles of educational equity.
Curriculum evaluation in the digital era therefore
requires the integration of quantitative and
qualitative evidence as well as clear mechanisms
for using data in decision-making.

These developments suggest that curriculum
evaluation has gradually moved beyond an
exclusive focus on outcome measurement and
compliance towards more contextual,
participatory,  adaptive, and  use-oriented
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approaches. Responsive evaluation gives priority
to stakeholder concerns and context (Stake, 1975);
goal-free evaluation seeks to identify actual
effects beyond stated objectives (Scriven, 1967);
and utilization-focused evaluation treats intended
use as a central criterion of quality (Patton, 2008).
These developments indicate that evaluation
involves not only measurement techniques but
also participation, values, context, decisions, and
organisational change.

Despite  its  continuing  development,
curriculum  evaluation  research  remains
fragmented. Some studies apply specific models,

particularly CIPP, while others investigate
curriculum implementation, programme
effectiveness, textbook evaluation, teacher

readiness, inclusive education, or policy reform.
This diversity enriches the field but also blurs the
boundaries among curriculum evaluation, learning
assessment, programme  evaluation, and
mnstitutional evaluation. As a result, a coherent
picture of the development of curriculum
evaluation research in school settings is still
lacking.

Previous reviews have frequently been limited
to a particular model, subject area, school level, or
policy context. Reviews centred on CIPP, for
instance, commonly discuss its components and
applications but do not necessarily explain how
the orientation of curriculum evaluation research
has changed over time. There remains a need for a
review that integrates publication trends,
dominant models, methodological developments,
evaluation objects, stakeholder participation,
emerging themes, and the use of findings.

Another gap concerns the relationship between
curriculum evaluation and school governance.
Evaluation is often positioned as a final stage after
a curriculum or programme has been
implemented. Such a view separates evaluation
from planning, organisation, implementation,
monitoring, and decision-making. In contrast, an
improvement-oriented perspective treats
evaluation as part of a continuous cycle through
which schools reassess needs, adapt strategies,
improve instruction, develop teacher competence,
allocate resources, and justify decisions (Patton,
2008; Stufflebeam, 2003).

The novelty of this review lies in
reconstructing the evolution of curriculum
evaluation research specifically within school
contexts. It not only maps the models used but also
examines methodological development, objects of
evaluation,  stakeholder involvement, the
orientation of result utilization, paradigm shifts,

thematic patterns, research gaps, and future
directions. The study positions curriculum
evaluation as a component of school governance
and evidence-informed decision-making rather
than merely as an exercise in measuring
programme attainment.

Accordingly, this study aims to systematically
review the evolution of curriculum evaluation
research in schools and to identify publication
trends, dominant evaluation models and
approaches,  methodological  developments,
paradigm shifts, major and emerging themes,
research gaps, and future directions. It addresses
six questions: (1) How has school-based
curriculum evaluation research developed over
time? (2) Which evaluation models and
approaches have been used most frequently? (3)
How have methodological approaches developed?
(4) How has the curriculum evaluation paradigm
shifted over time? (5) What major and emerging
themes characterise the field? and (6) What
research gaps and future directions can be
identified?

METHOD

Research Design

This study employed a systematic literature
review guided by the PRISMA 2020 framework.
The review integrated descriptive analysis,
bibliometric mapping, and thematic synthesis to
identify the development, structure, and
conceptual evolution of curriculum evaluation
research in school contexts (Page et al., 2021).

Data Source and Search Strategy

Google Scholar was used as the sole data
source because of its broad multidisciplinary
coverage and its capacity to retrieve journal
articles, conference papers, and regionally
published studies that are not always indexed in
commercial databases. The search covered
publications from 2016 to 2026 in English and
Indonesian. Search terms included ‘“curriculum

evaluation,” “school curriculum evaluation,”
“curriculum implementation evaluation,”
“curriculum  evaluation model,” “evaluasi
kurikulum,” and  “evaluasi  implementasi
kurikulum.”
Eligibility Criteria

Studies were included when curriculum

evaluation was a principal or substantial focus; the
context involved schools or K—12 education; and
the document was a verifiable journal article or
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conference paper. Studies were excluded when
they focused only on student assessment,
classroom learning evaluation, higher education,
or when they were books, book chapters, theses,
dissertations, reports, or duplicate records.

Study Selection

The initial search identified 200 documents.
Two duplicates were removed, leaving 198
records for title and abstract screening. Records
that did not address curriculum evaluation, were
outside school contexts, or failed to meet the
publication-type criteria were excluded. Full-text
and source verification was subsequently
undertaken through journal websites, DOI
records, and official publisher pages. This process
identified one book chapter and one dissertation
that had initially been classified as articles. Both
were excluded, resulting in a final sample of 44
journal articles and conference papers.

Quality Appraisal and Data Extraction

The methodological quality of the included
studies was appraised using criteria concerning the
clarity of the research aims, appropriateness of the
methods, adequacy of the data sources,
transparency of analysis, coherence between
findings and conclusions, and relevance to
curriculum evaluation. Data were extracted into a
structured matrix containing author, year, country,
school level, research objective, evaluation model,
method, participants or data sources, object of
evaluation, principal findings, evaluation
paradigm, and recommendations.

Data Analysis

Descriptive analysis was used to summarise
publication years, evaluation models, school
contexts, research objects, and methodological
approaches. Bibliometric analysis was conducted
in VOSviewer using term co-occurrence in titles,
abstracts, and keywords. A thesaurus file was used
to merge synonyms, standardise variant terms, and
remove generic or irrelevant expressions.
Network, density, and overlay visualisations were
generated. Thematic synthesis involved reading
each study, assigning codes to its principal
findings, grouping codes into themes, and
comparing themes across publication periods. The
combined analyses were used to identify dominant
models, methodological development, paradigm
shifts, thematic structures, research gaps, and
future directions.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Study Selection

The Google Scholar search yielded 200
documents related to curriculum evaluation. After
two duplicate records were removed, 198
documents were screened by title and abstract.
Records that did not focus on curriculum
evaluation, were outside school contexts, or failed
to meet the publication-type criteria were
excluded. Full-text assessment identified one book
chapter and one dissertation that had previously
been classified as articles. These documents were
removed because only journal articles and
scientific conference papers were eligible.
Consequently, 44 studies met all inclusion criteria
and were included in the final synthesis,
representing 22% of the records initially
identified.

The selection process confirms that Google
Scholar offers broad coverage but requires
rigorous cleaning and authentication. Many
records contained terms such as “curriculum,”
“evaluation,”  “assessment,” or  “inclusive
education” without substantively examining
school curriculum evaluation. Article selection
therefore required attention to the actual research
focus, educational setting, evaluation object, and
publication type rather than keyword occurrence
alone.

Records identified through Google Scholar
(n =200)

l

Identification

[P

Records after duplicates removed Dhplicate records remove
(n =198) {n=2)

l

Records screened by title and abstract
(n =198)

\ Records excluded
in=152)

Screening

Main reasons:
» Irrelevant focus

Full-text records assessed for eligibility
(n = 46) * Non-school context

Ineligible document typ

Eligibility

Full-text records exclude
n=2)

fe1 Details:
« Boak chapter (n = 1)
* Dissertation (n = 1)

Studies meeting the inclusion criteria
(n =44)

Studies included in the final synthesis
(n=44)

Included

Note. The flow diagram was developed based on Google Scholar records published between 2016 and 2026. After
document authentication, the final dataset comprised 44 journal articles and conference papers.

Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram of the study selection process
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Publication Trends

The distribution of publications indicates a
marked increase in school-based -curriculum
evaluation research in recent years. Two studies
were published in each year from 2017 to 2021.
The number rose to five in 2022, nine in 2023, six
in 2024, nine in 2025, and five in 2026.

Table 1. Publication Trends

Number of studies

Year Percentage

2017
2018
2019
2020

S

4.55
4.55
4.55
4.55
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026

4.55
11.36
20.45
13.64
20.45

[ N - - I S e )

11.36

~
N

Total 100

Thirty-four of the 44 studies (77.27%) were
published between 2022 and 2026, whereas only
10 studies (22.73%) appeared between 2017 and
2021. This pattern suggests a substantial rise in
scholarly attention to curriculum evaluation
during the most recent five-year period. The
increase may be associated with curriculum
reform, inclusive education, digital learning, and
stronger demands for school accountability.
However, the high number of studies in 2025 and
2026 should be interpreted cautiously because
recent publications have had less time to
accumulate citations. The trend therefore indicates
intensified research activity rather than
necessarily greater scholarly influence.

Dominant Curriculum Evaluation Models
Coding of titles and abstracts showed that CIPP
was the most frequently named evaluation model.
Seven studies explicitly used CIPP, one applied
the expanded CIPPO model by adding an outcome
component, and one used a discrepancy model. In
35 studies, no specific evaluation model was
explicitly named in the available metadata.

Table 2. Dominant Curriculum Evaluation Models

Evaluation model Number Percentage
CIPP 7 1591
CIPPO 1 2.27
Discrepancy model 1 2.27
Not explicitly stated 35 79.55
Total 44 100
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The prominence of CIPP among explicitly
named models indicates a continuing preference
for frameworks that connect needs, resources,
implementation, and outcomes. Its structure
allows researchers to examine curriculum
programmes, textbooks, inclusive education, and
policy implementation in a systematic manner
(Stufflebeam, 2003; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield,
2007). Nevertheless, this dominance also suggests
limited diversification of evaluation theory.
Responsive evaluation, goal-free evaluation,
illuminative evaluation, participatory evaluation,
and utilization-focused evaluation were not
strongly represented in study metadata.

The large “not explicitly stated” category
suggests that many studies were oriented towards
practical evaluation rather than the testing or
development of evaluation theory. These studies
typically assessed implementation, effectiveness,
content alignment, teacher readiness, or school
responses to curriculum policy. A clearer
articulation of the evaluation model is important
because it shapes the evaluation questions,
evidence sources, criteria of merit, and intended
use of findings. Moreover, the use of CIPP did not
necessarily mean that evaluation results were
integrated into decision-making. In several
studies, CIPP components structured the
presentation of findings, but the processes through
which recommendations influenced subsequent
curriculum decisions were not described in detail.

Methodological Development

Curriculum evaluation research in schools
employed a range of methodological approaches,
including qualitative, quantitative, and mixed
methods, as well as evaluation research, case
studies, document analysis, literature reviews, and
developmental  research.  This  diversity
demonstrates that curriculum evaluation is
understood not only as outcome measurement but
also as a process for examining implementation,
context, and the use of findings for educational
improvement  (Fitzpatrick et al., 2011;
Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007).

Table 3. Methodological Development
Strength

Approach Limitation

Provides an in-depth
understanding of
implementation and
school context

Usually limited to one

litative/ tud; i
Qualitative/case study setting

Produces measurable
patterns and enables
comparison

Often depends heavily
on respondent
perceptions

Quantitative

Mixed methods Combines breadth and  Integration of qualitative
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Approach Strength Limitation

and quantitative
evidence is not always
strong

depth of evidence

Often ends with
description and
recommendations

Assesses context,
input, process, and
outcomes

Evaluation research

May not represent actual
school practice

Document
analysis/review

Maps content, models,
and research trends

Cross-context validation
remains limited

Produces new models
or instruments

Developmental
research

Qualitative approaches and case studies were
frequently used to understand implementation
processes, barriers, teacher readiness, and
curriculum  adaptation to student needs.
Quantitative studies measured perceptions,
outcomes, and effectiveness, while mixed-
methods designs offered the potential to combine
breadth and depth (Creswell & Creswell, 2018;
Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). Evaluation
research, especially studies using CIPP and
CIPPO, enabled systematic examination of
curriculum components. However, many studies
did not explain in sufficient detail how findings
were translated into decisions or sustained
improvement (Patton, 2008; Stufflebeam, 2003).

Overall, multisite, longitudinal, comparative,
and participatory designs remained uncommon.
Most studies examined one school or programme
at a single point in time. Future research should
therefore employ multicase, longitudinal, and
participatory  designs to explain change,
implementation trajectories, and the sustained use
of evaluation results (Cousins & Whitmore, 1998;
Yin, 2018).

Thematic and Bibliometric Mapping
Bibliometric mapping revealed several
interconnected thematic clusters in school
curriculum evaluation research. The network
visualisation placed “curriculum evaluation” at
the centre of the map, with Ilinks to
“implementation,” “inclusive education,”
“effectiveness,” “curriculum evaluation research,”
and “curriculum evaluation model.” The resulting
network indicated four major thematic areas:
curriculum implementation and effectiveness; the
application of evaluation models, particularly
CIPP; inclusive education; and the conceptual
development of curriculum evaluation research.
The proximity of “inclusive education,” “student,”
“disability,” and “recommendation” suggests that
learner diversity has become an increasingly
important dimension of curriculum evaluation.

Figure 2. Network visualisation of curriculum evaluation
research themes

The density visualisation showed the highest
concentration around “curriculum evaluation,”
“curriculum,” “evaluation,” “implementation,”
“inclusive education,” and “curriculum evaluation
research.” These concentrations confirm that

implementation, effectiveness, and inclusive
contexts dominate the field. Terms such as
“strategic step,” ‘“‘aspect,” and “curriculum

evaluation model” appeared with lower density,
suggesting that they have not yet become central
areas of inquiry.

Figure 3. Density visualisation of curriculum evaluation
research themes

The overlay visualisation demonstrated
temporal development in the thematic landscape.
Terms such as “curriculum evaluation research,”
“curriculum evaluation model,” and “evaluasi
kurikulum” appeared earlier, whereas “CIPP,”
“CIPP model,” “student,” “role,”
“recommendation,” and “strategic step” were
more strongly associated with recent publications.
This pattern suggests a shift from general
discussions of curriculum evaluation towards the
application of specific models, greater attention to
actors, and stronger interest in recommendations
and strategic follow-up.
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Figure 4. Overlay visualisation of emerging curriculum
evaluation research themes

Taken together, the main themes were
curriculum implementation and effectiveness, the
CIPP model, inclusive education, and the
development  of  curriculum evaluation
scholarship. Emerging themes concerned student
roles, recommendations, and strategic actions. In
contrast, school governance, stakeholder
participation, digitalisation, adaptive evaluation,
and learning analytics were not yet prominent,
indicating important opportunities for further
research.

Paradigm Shifts in Curriculum Evaluation

The temporal synthesis indicated that
curriculum evaluation research developed through
three broad periods. These periods should not be
interpreted as mutually exclusive stages; rather,
they represent changes in the dominant focus,
actors, and uses of evaluation evidence.

During 2017-2021, studies primarily focused
on objective attainment, effectiveness, and
curriculum implementation. Evaluation was
commonly used to examine correspondence
among objectives, processes, and outcomes, with
CIPP serving as one of the main frameworks
(Stufflebeam, 2003; Tyler, 1949). During 2022—
2023, attention expanded to school context,
student needs, inclusive education, curriculum
adaptation, teacher capacity, and variations in
school conditions. During 2024-2026, themes
increasingly  concerned  stakeholder  roles,
recommendations, strategic actions,
accountability, and the use of evaluation findings.
This development suggests movement towards
participatory and governance-oriented evaluation,
although empirical application remains limited
(Cousins & Whitmore, 1998; Patton, 2008).

Table 4. Paradigm Shifts in Curriculum Evaluation

Dominant

Period Primary focus Main actors  Use of results

paradigm
Objective
Objective-based  attainment, Evaluators,  Assessing
2017— and effectiveness, teachers, and  success and
2021 implementation-  context, input, school identitying
oriented process, and managers weaknesses
outcomes
Student needs,
inclusive Teachers, Adjusting

2022— Contextual and

2023 adaptive curriculum

implementation

schools, and
students

education,
adaptation, and
school conditions

Actor roles,
recommendations,  teachers,
strategic actions, students, and
decisions, and other
accountability stakeholders

Principals, Continuous

improvement
and decision-
making

Participatory and
governance-
oriented

2024—
2026

The literature has moved from an emphasis on
measuring programme success towards evaluation
that is more contextual, inclusive, participatory,
and linked to decision-making. Nevertheless,
implementation-oriented  evaluation remains
dominant, while governance-oriented evaluation
is still emerging.

Research Gaps and Future Directions

The bibliometric findings showed that
curriculum evaluation research continues to centre
on implementation, effectiveness, evaluation
models, CIPP, and inclusive education. By
contrast, “school governance,” “accountability,”
“stakeholder participation,” “adaptive
evaluation,” “digital learning,” and “learning
analytics” did not form strong nodes in the
thematic network. This pattern indicates that
curriculum evaluation is still more commonly
framed as programme assessment than as an
integrated component of school governance and
decision-making.

The methodological synthesis likewise showed
that descriptive research, single-school or single-
programme evaluation, and case-study designs
predominated. Multisite, longitudinal,
comparative, and strongly integrated mixed-
methods research remained limited. As a result,
much of the literature provides a cross-sectional
picture but does not explain curriculum change,
the sustainability of follow-up actions, or the long-
term consequences of evaluation.

Stakeholder involvement was also uneven. The
terms “student” and “role” emerged in recent
publications, but parent, community, and broader
stakeholder participation did not become
dominant themes. Evaluation therefore appears to
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be conducted more often on stakeholders than with
them. More participatory designs are needed in
which students, teachers, school leaders, parents,
and community members contribute to defining
criteria, interpreting evidence, and determining

follow-up actions.

Table 5. Research Gaps and Future Directions

Future research

Type of gap Evidence base Current condition agenda
CIPP and Develop
implementation adaptive,

Network evaluation responsive,
Theoretical visualisation dominate; adaptive participatory,

Methodological

Participatory

Contextual

Technological

Governance

and thematic
synthesis

Method
extraction from
44 studies

Bibliometric
mapping and
thematic
synthesis

Thematic
synthesis

Network and
density
visualisations

Network
visualisation
and thematic
synthesis

and governance-
oriented models
remain weak

Descriptive and
single-case designs
predominate

Teachers and
managers
dominate; students,
parents, and
communities are
less involved

Inclusive
education is
growing, but
marginal, remote,
and resource-
constrained
schools remain
underrepresented

Digital learning,
learning analytics,
and Al are not
strong themes

Evaluation is not
strongly integrated
with school
decisions and
accountability

and governance-
oriented
evaluation
models

Use multisite,
longitudinal,
comparative, and
integrated
mixed-methods
designs

Engage
stakeholders
from criterion
setting through
interpretation
and follow-up

Extend research
across diverse
and resource-
limited school
contexts

Develop ethical
and context-
sensitive data-
informed
curriculum
evaluation

Connect
evaluation with
planning,
resource
allocation,
accountability,
and continuous
improvement

Future research should therefore move from
episodic and descriptive evaluation towards
continuous, participatory, data-informed
evaluation embedded in school governance. Such
an agenda requires cross-context and longitudinal
testing so that evaluation can demonstrate not only
what recommendations are produced but also
whether they lead to meaningful changes in
curriculum practice. Digital tools, learning
analytics, and artificial intelligence may support
this development, but their use must be guided by
ethical  principles, contextual relevance,
accessibility, and educational equity.

CONCLUSION

This systematic review shows that school
curriculum evaluation research has developed
from objective- and outcome-oriented approaches
towards more implementation-focused,
contextual, inclusive, participatory,  and
governance-oriented perspectives. CIPP remains
the most prominent explicitly named framework
because it enables systematic analysis of context,
input, process, and product. However, many
studies have not clearly linked evaluation findings
to decision-making or sustained curriculum
improvement.

Methodologically, the literature continues to
rely heavily on descriptive research, single-case

studies, document analysis, and programme
evaluation, while multisite, longitudinal,
comparative,  participatory, and  strongly

integrated mixed-methods designs remain limited.
Bibliometric mapping shows that curriculum
implementation, effectiveness, evaluation models,
and inclusive education are central themes. School
governance, accountability, stakeholder
participation, adaptive evaluation, and
technology-supported evaluation have not yet
developed into strong thematic areas.

The review therefore highlights the need for
adaptive, participatory, data-informed curriculum
evaluation models that are integrated with school
decision-making systems. Theoretically, the study
broadens the understanding of curriculum
evaluation as a component of school governance
and organisational learning. Practically, it
provides a foundation for schools and
policymakers to design evaluation processes that
are more responsive, continuous, equitable, and
relevant to diverse student needs.
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