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ABSTRACT 

This study analyzes various curriculum evaluation models and their implications 

for improving education quality through a comprehensive literature review. 

Curriculum is seen as a planned framework shaped by paradigms such as 

behavioristic, cognitive, constructivist, and humanistic, and by thinkers like Tyler, 

Bloom, Bruner, and Dewey. Key models reviewed include the CIPP (Context, 

Input, Process, Product) Model, the Stake Responsive Model, Formative and 

Summative Evaluations, and Tyler’s Goal-Oriented Model. The CIPP Model 

provides a comprehensive view from planning to outcomes, while the Stake 

Responsive Model emphasizes the role of stakeholders. Formative and 

Summative approaches support continuous improvement and decision-making. 

Tyler’s model focuses on goal achievement. The study concludes that no single 

model fits all contexts; evaluation should align with specific objectives and 

philosophies. It recommends using a multiparadigm and blended approach, 

emphasizing stakeholder involvement and formative evaluation to foster ongoing 

educational enhancement. Understanding these models is essential for 

educators and policymakers. 

Keywords: Curriculum Evaluation, Evaluation Model, Curriculum Paradigm, 

Education Quality, Literature Study. 

 

1. Introduction 

The curriculum is an integral component in the educational process that establishes a 

framework for the student's learning experience. Referring to the views of experts such as 

(Almadani et al., 2024); (HR et al., 2024), the curriculum serves not only to deliver content, 

but also to encourage student engagement and promote social justice through critical 

pedagogy (Almadani et al., 2024). In addition, an effective curriculum is designed with the 

individual needs of students in mind through differentiation. The curriculum framework should 

be systematic, which includes content, teaching methods, and assessment techniques that are 

aligned to achieve the educational goals that have been set (Stefan, 2010); (Stefan, 2010); 

(Mariani et al., 2024). This is important so that the curriculum can provide a relevant and 

meaningful learning experience that is adapted to the demands of the times. 

Curriculum development is a crucial process that involves continuous analysis and 

adjustment to improve the effectiveness of education. It demands an approach that is not only 

technical but also political, as a curriculum goal with far-reaching implications for individual 

identity and development (Schneiderhan et al., 2019). Educational institutions have a 

responsibility to support curriculum designers in creating a coherent curriculum framework, 

which is reflected in curriculum documentation and other learning resources. The quality of 

education depends heavily on how the curriculum is structured, taking into account cross-

sectoral techniques and extracurricular activities that support learning (Voogt et al., 2013); 

(Rachmania et al., 2023). Furthermore, the existence of a structured formal curriculum is 

necessary as a guide for the targeted and sustainable acquisition of Knowledge, as stated by 

IBE-UNESCO. 

In the discourse on curriculum evaluation and development, various paradigms 

emerged to provide context for how the learning process occurs. The behavioristic 
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curriculum paradigm, for example, focuses more on observable behaviours, emphasising 

positive reinforcement aspects to achieve specific learning goals (Saul McLeo, 2014); (Samad 

et al., 2019). In contrast, the cognitive curriculum is oriented towards critical thinking and 

problem-solving skills (Afriadi, 2022); (McClelland & Others, 1970); (Zhu et al., 2021). At the 

same time, the constructivist curriculum emphasises inquiry-based learning and collaboration, 

with the aim that students can build their Knowledge. Finally, the humanistic curriculum 

focuses on students' personal and emotional growth in a positive learning environment 

(Abdullah et al., 2022); (Bachri, 2018); (Kobiah, 2021). 

The work of educational figures such as Ralph W. Tyler contributed significantly to 

shaping thinking about the curriculum. The fundamental question of educational goals became 

the basis for curriculum evaluation as well as the emphasis on societal values and student 

character (Tyler, 1950). The Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, introduced by Benjamin 

Bloom, also serves as a guide in curriculum development to enhance the quality of learning 

(Voogt et al., 2013). These approaches and concepts are highly relevant to the design and 

evaluation of today's curriculum, which is more responsive to the dynamics of educational 
needs. 

 

2. Methods 

This study uses a comprehensive literature review approach to analyse various 

curriculum evaluation models. This approach allows researchers to synthesise, analyse, and 

critique information from a variety of sources, such as scientific journals and research reports 

(Afriadi & Dahlia, 2021). Research conducted by Nouraey et al. states that the curriculum 

plays a significant role in the effectiveness of educational programs. It is essential to understand 

how different models of curriculum evaluation function in this context (Nouraey et al., 2020). 

In this way, the study of literature facilitates an in-depth understanding of the evolution of 

curriculum evaluation concepts and practices, which have been extensively documented in 

previous research (Choudhari et al., 2020). The use of this literature is also helpful in 

identifying existing research gaps, pointing to the need for a more inclusive and comprehensive 

evaluation model as exemplified in the research conducted by Hutahaean (Hutahaean et al., 

2022). Additionally, this approach offers the opportunity to compare theory and practice from 

different perspectives, enabling researchers to construct a cohesive narrative. 

The data collection process in this literature review is carried out systematically, 

including the identification of relevant keywords such as "curriculum evaluation" and "Tyler 

model". According to research by Zhang et al., the use of proper keywords is crucial to ensure 

that relevant publications are efficiently accessible in academic databases (Zhang et al., 2016). 

The inclusion criteria set—including publications in English and Indonesian as well as articles 

on curriculum evaluation models—help filter out irrelevant sources. Furthermore, Hattab and 

Abidin emphasised that clear criteria in the selection of sources can improve the quality of 

literature study results by providing a strong basis for further analysis (Hattab & Abidin, 2023). 

The sorting is also important to avoid bias in the selection of literature that may not present 

information in depth, a strategy similar to that applied in the study by Pamuji and Sun (Pamuji 

& Sun, 2023). 

Once the data is collected, the information analysis stage becomes important to 

identify the basic definitions and concepts in curriculum evaluation. As Cantoni et al. express, 

the thinking of key experts such as Dewey and Bloom provides a strong foundation for 
developing a relevant and practical curriculum (Cantoni et al., 2017). This analysis process 

also involves classifying various theoretical paradigms underlying curriculum evaluation, 

including behavioristic and constructivist approaches (Choudhari et al., 2020). Research by 

Hutahaean highlights the need for a multidimensional evaluation model to capture the 

complexity and dynamics of the curriculum (Hutahaean et al., 2022). In this synthesis, the 
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themes that emerge from the analysis of information are organised to create a coherent and 

comprehensive narrative, supporting the arguments and conclusions drawn in this article. 

The science of curriculum evaluation has a rich understanding of how theory and 

practice can interrelate (Afriadi & Dudung, 2021); (Afriadi et al., 2024). Therefore, it is 

essential to conduct a critical synthesis and analysis of the existing literature to complement 

this understanding. This research aims to make a significant contribution to the development 

of a better curriculum evaluation model by utilising insights from various relevant literature 

sources. A process in which all this information is integrated not only for academic purposes, 

but also for the development of the best educational practices. Through this approach, it is 

hoped that this study can highlight the importance of curriculum evaluation and demand more 

research efforts in under-recognised areas in the literature. 

 

3. Results And Discussion 

Curriculum evaluation is a fundamental element in maintaining the quality and efficiency 

of education, which not only functions as a measuring tool, but also as a comprehensive 
analytical process to identify and assess the value of a curriculum, both in a specific context 

and as a whole (Hoang et al., 2020); (Hadi et al., 2019); (AFRIADI, 2022). Some of the main 

reasons that emphasise the importance of curriculum evaluation include: (a) ensuring 

accountability for policymakers and educational institutions in the delivery of quality 

education; (b) determine the need for curriculum modification to be able to meet the demands 

of students; (c) provide the information needed for more precise and informative decision-

making; (d) maintain the integrity of education by evaluating the relevance of the program 

(Kindratt et al., 2019);  (Jovanović & Crvenica, 2020); (e) inviting participation from various 

stakeholders such as teachers, students, and parents; and (f) ensuring the achievement of high-

quality education that will support students' future success (Zhao et al., 2020);  (Westein et 

al., 2019). 

While several evaluation methods focus on achieving goals, criticism often arises 

regarding the potential neglect of the teaching and learning process itself (Lee et al., 2019). 

This dissatisfaction stems from a methodology that is perceived as too rigid in determining 

achievements (Lee et al., 2019). To address this challenge of complexity, researchers have 

developed a variety of evaluation models, each with a specific emphasis and methodology 

(Andrian et al., 2018); (Cahapay, 2020). Modifications and adaptations of existing curriculum 

practices are also needed to accommodate the needs of different contexts, emphasising that 

there is no 'one size fits all' in curriculum evaluation (Hoang et al., 2020); (Uysal & Ergünay, 

2020). 

Furthermore, an evidence-oriented evaluation approach can improve not only the 

teaching process but also student learning outcomes. This includes data analysis from student 

feedback that can provide important insights into curriculum development (Uljens, 2018); 

(Szymusiak et al., 2018). In more specific fields of education, such as medicine, the integration 

of competency-based evaluations is successful in improving students' skills and readiness for 

medical practice (Pearson et al., 2020). By using evaluation models such as CIPP (Context, 

Input, Process, Product), institutions can be more systematic in designing, evaluating, and 

improving the curriculum to meet expected educational standards and relevance to student 

learning (Yusof et al., 2018). 

In the context of concerns about the quality and relevance of education, curriculum 
evaluation is not only beneficial internally for the educational institution itself but also has 

broader implications in meeting the needs of society, industry, and global educational 

standards. Therefore, the importance of implementing and developing effective and evidence-

based evaluation strategies needs to be continuously encouraged to create education that is 

responsive and adaptive to changing times and evolving needs (Hui-qiu, 2020); (Acar, 2020); 
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(Daga, 2020). The discussion of the curriculum evaluation model highlights three main 

approaches: Stufflebeam's Context, Input, Process, Product (CIPP) Model, Stake Responsive 

Model, and Formative and Summative Evaluation. 

a. Model CIPP Stufflebeam 

The CIPP model, developed by Stufflebeam in 1996, is one of the most comprehensive 

evaluation frameworks. This model generates valuable data for decision-makers by evaluating 

the four dimensions of the program (Glatthorn et al., 2012); (Stufflebeam, 2003): 

a) Context Evaluation: Assess the needs, problems, assets, and opportunities within the 

program environment to inform the determination of goals and priorities. It provides initial 

information for targeted program planning and development. 

b) Input Evaluation: Analyse various alternative approaches, action plans, staff, and budgets 

to achieve the set goals. The goal is to help select the optimal strategy and formulate a 

specific procedural design. 

c) Process Evaluation: Monitor the implementation of program plans and activities to 

ensure effective execution and ensure that the program is delivered as intended. This 
evaluation aims to ensure that objectives are achieved, identify any obstacles or deviations 

in implementation, and assess the program's performance. 

d) Product Evaluation: Measures the success of achieving preset goals, including both 

intentional and unintended outcomes, as well as short-term and long-term results. This 

model helps staff maintain a focus on achieving key outcomes and assess the program's 

success in meeting targeted needs. 

The advantage of the CIPP model lies in its comprehensive and descriptive nature, allowing 

for detailed reporting that ranges from supporting facilities and implementation processes to 

final program results. This model is particularly suitable for program evaluations that have 

context, input, process, and product components that are interconnected in achieving goals. 

b. Model Responsif Stake 

In contrast to a strict focus on goals, Model Responsif Stake (Stake, 2003) 

emphasises the identification and documentation of program quality based on key issues or 

concerns identified by on-site stakeholders. This model is less tied to the program's theory 

and stated goals, but rather more responsive to issues relevant to the program's users. The 

evaluation design in this model is gradual, with continuous adaptation in goal setting and data 

collection as the evaluator becomes familiar with the program and its context. 

This responsive evaluation process involves a series of interactive and recursive steps: 

meetings with clients and audiences to understand perspectives; determination of the scope 

of the evaluation project; observation of the program to understand its operation; 

identification of program objectives and stakeholder concerns; development of evaluation 

designs for each problem; selection of data collection methods; implementation of data 

collection procedures; organisation of information into themes and the preparation of 

"depictions" (e.g., video recordings, case studies); and determining the most appropriate 

report format for each audience. This model stands out for its ability to capture the 

complexity and nuances of the program from various stakeholder perspectives. 

c. Formative and Summative Evaluation 

The concepts of formative and summative evaluation offer different time frames 

and objectives in curriculum assessment. Implementation evaluation, sometimes called 

"process evaluation", aims to assess whether a project is going as planned (Li et al., 2002). 
a) Formative Evaluation: Conducted during the development or implementation process 

of the program for improvement purposes (Scriven, 1991); (Rogers, 2014). These 

evaluations are comprehensive and dynamic, providing ongoing feedback to modify 

materials, lesson plans, and overall instructional system performance (Gordon Welty, 

2008). The focus is on identifying deficiencies and deviations so that they can be corrected 
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immediately. Formative evaluation is crucial for enhancing student performance and 

promoting the success of teaching and learning. 

b) Summative Evaluation: Conducted at the end of program implementation to assess 

overall success and final impact (Rogers, 2014);  (Frechtling, 2010). This evaluation 

measures the program's final outcomes, including service impact, client perception, cost-

effectiveness, achievement of general and specific objectives, benefits to clients, most 

effective components, unexpected outputs, and program costs and benefits (Wirawan, 

2011). Scriven (1967) was the first to distinguish these two types of evaluations, stating 

that summative evaluations are aimed at external audiences or decision-makers to 

determine the sustainability of the program. 

The formative-summative model is often carried out in four successive stages: (1) 

Needs Assessment, identifying the long-term needs and goals of the program; (2) Program 

Planning, planning programs based on needs analysis; (3) Formative Evaluation, monitoring and 

improving the program during implementation; and (4) Summative Evaluation, assessing the 

final results and impact of the program. 
d. Tyler's Goal-Oriented Model 

Tyler's Goal-Oriented Model (Tyler, 1950) is a classic paradigm in curriculum 

evaluation that emphasises the achievement of predetermined learning goals. Tyler proposes 

a logical and methodical approach, involving the following steps (Glatthorn et al., 2012): 

a) Set clear and measurable behavioural goals. 

b) Identify situations that enable students to exhibit the desired behaviours. 

c) Select, modify, or create an objective, reliable, and valid evaluation instrument. 

d) Using instruments to obtain assessment results. 

e) Estimate the rate of change by comparing results before and after a given period. 

f) Analyse the results to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the curriculum and 

look for potential explanations. 

g) Modify the curriculum based on the findings of the evaluation. 

The Tyler model puts goals at the heart of the evaluation, ensuring that all evaluation 

efforts are geared toward achieving specific learning outcomes. Although this model has been 

criticised for its narrow focus on outcomes and the potential for process abandonment, its 

basic framework is still relevant as an evaluation guide in many educational initiatives. 

Discussion 

This section analyses in more depth the relevance and implications of the various 

curriculum evaluation models described earlier. The selection and application of the right 

evaluation model are not just technical decisions, but reflections of the educational paradigm 

adopted and the specific goals to be achieved through the evaluation process itself. 

a. Paradigm Comparison in Evaluation Models 

Curriculum evaluation models, such as CIPP (Stufflebeam), Stake Responsive, 

Formative-Summative, and Tyler Goal-Oriented, represent a diverse range of evaluation 

philosophies found in educational practice. The Tyler model, as a pioneer in this field, is heavily 

focused on the efficiency and accountability of quantitatively measurable results. Using a 

behavioristic approach, this model considers learning to be a clear and measurable behavioural 

change (Barber et al., 2020); (Darras et al., 2020). Although it is easy to apply and measure, 

criticisms of this model say that it often ignores complex social contexts and the dynamics of 

the learning process that cannot be simplified into clear targets. Thus, the evaluation in this 
model can be considered an "audit" of the achievement of the goals set at the beginning (Zhao 

et al., 2020); (Kamsurya, 2020). 

The paradigmatic conflict with the Tyler model is seen in the Stake Responsive Model, 

which places more emphasis on stakeholders' understandings and perceptions of the learning 

process (Al-Shanawani, 2019); (KARTAL, 2020). Within this framework, evaluation aims not 
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only to determine whether goals are achieved, but also to understand how the subjective 

experiences of learners influence learning outcomes (Castro-Calviño et al., 2020; Rukhiyah et 

al., 2020). This approach is consistent with the paradigms of constructivism and humanism 

that focus on meanings formed by individuals in diverse social contexts. The Responsive Model 

encourages a more dialogical and exploratory evaluation, which seeks to understand the 

nuances that exist in the context of the education (Supriyantoko et al., 2020; Peer et al., 2020). 

On the other hand, the CIPP Model proposed by Stufflebeam offers a more holistic 

approach than the previous two models. By focusing on context, input, process, and product 

dimensions, CIPP seeks to integrate accountability—as applied by Tyler—with a broader and 

richer understanding of context, as exemplified by Stake (Sarkadi et al., 2020); (Jumari & 

Suwandi, 2020); (Divayana et al., 2019); (Goh et al., 2020). The CIPP provides a framework 

for evaluating needs and resources prior to program implementation, thus presenting a more 

proactive approach than is prevalent in the Tyler model. The evaluation process in the CIPP 

also answers criticism of Tyler by paying more careful attention to how goals are achieved in 

practice (Matthew & Yamat, 2020); (Garland et al., 2019). 
Meanwhile, the concepts of formative and summative evaluation provide an important 

classification based on the time of their application in the evaluation process. Formative 

evaluations conducted during program implementation are considered essential for 

continuous learning and continuous improvement, reflecting the plan-do-check-act cycle in 

education management (Ilyas et al., 2020); (Isnanto et al., 2020); (Utomo et al., 2020). In this 

case, formative evaluation serves to identify strengths and weaknesses during the course of 

the program, while summative evaluation is carried out at the end for the determination of 

the sustainability or replication of the program (Sefrianto et al., 2020); (Allugar & Suharjana, 

2019). The synergy between these two types of evaluation is important; Without formative 

evaluations, programs cannot develop optimally, and without summative evaluations, decisions 

about program impact will be less evidence-based. (Only, 2020); (Bilasa & Taşpınar, 2020). 

With the above analysis, it can be concluded that each evaluation model has significant 

advantages and disadvantages, which depend on the context of its implementation. Therefore, 

it is important for educators and policymakers to choose the evaluation model that best suits 

the objectives and characteristics of the program being implemented, while taking into account 

the specific needs of the stakeholders involved (Naz et al., 2020); (Torio & Torio, 2019); 

(Morro et al., 2019). 

b. Theoretical and Practical Implications in Curriculum Evaluation 

Analysis of several curriculum evaluation models indicates that there is no one model 

that is absolutely superior in every situation. The selection of a curriculum evaluation model 

must be based on the purpose of the evaluation, the stages of curriculum development, the 

available resources, and the philosophical orientation of the evaluation taken by the party 

concerned. This is due to the inherent complexity in the curriculum and the variation in 

educational contexts that can affect the outcome of the evaluation. To ensure relevance and 

relevance in the evaluation process, educators need to consider factors such as local and 

cultural contexts that influence curriculum implementation (Yang & Li, 2020); (Afshari et al., 

2019). 

Theoretically, mastery of various curriculum evaluation models deepens understanding 

in the discipline of curriculum and evaluation itself. Seminars such as the one conducted by 

Hadar et al. explain how various theories of learning—including behaviorism, cognitivism, and 
constructivism—explicitly influence the evaluation design used (Hadar et al., 2020). For 

example, if a curriculum focuses on specific, measurable learning, an approach such as the one 

proposed by Tyler or the CIPP model may be better suited to that context. However, in cases 

where those goals include the development of critical thinking skills and creativity, a more 
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responsive approach, such as process evaluation, should be implemented (Jeffers & Poling, 

2019). 

From a practical perspective, an in-depth understanding of these evaluation models 

provides strategic advantages for educators, curriculum developers, and education 

policymakers. By integrating formative and summative evaluations, educators can make 

continuous curriculum improvements, as well as provide empirical evidence demonstrating 

the effectiveness of programs for accountability and decision-making in the future (Gedifew, 

2020). This practice not only encourages improvements in the quality of academic programs 

but also ensures that evaluations can serve as a critical tool in understanding how and for 

whom the curriculum is designed (Rao et al., 2020); (Schachter et al., 2020). 

In the context of a dynamic and competency-oriented modern education in the 21st 

century, curriculum evaluation needs to go beyond just measuring the achievement of goals. 

A multiparadigm approach or blended evaluation, which combines elements from different 

models, can provide a more comprehensive picture of the quality and effectiveness of the 

curriculum implemented. Evaluations that combine CIPP principles with responsive process 
evaluations can enrich understanding of successful curriculum implementation, as well as 

increase stakeholder engagement throughout the curriculum lifecycle (Hadi et al., 2019). 

Through this approach, curriculum evaluation not only serves to measure academic outcomes 

but also to understand the dynamics and functions of the curriculum in the broader context 

of education, thereby supporting continuous improvement of the quality of education (Nicklas 

et al., 2019). 

 

4. Conclusion 

Curriculum evaluation is an essential foundation for ensuring the quality and 

effectiveness of the education system. Based on the analysis of the literature study, it can be 

concluded that the curriculum is a planned framework that guides the learning experience, 

involving the setting of goals, content, methods, and assessments. The curriculum 

development process is dynamic, influenced by various educational paradigms (behavioristic, 

cognitive, constructivistic, humanistic), as well as the thoughts of key figures such as Ralph W. 

Tyler, Benjamin Bloom, Jerome S. Bruner, and John Dewey. Each of these paradigms and 

thinking fundamentally shapes the way the curriculum is designed, implemented, and evaluated. 

Various models of curriculum evaluation offer different lenses for assessing 

effectiveness. Stufflebeam's CIPP model provides a comprehensive framework, including 

context, input, process, and product evaluations, making it well-suited for holistic Assessment. 

The Responsive Stake Model stands out in capturing stakeholder perspectives and field 

concerns, providing an in-depth qualitative understanding of how the curriculum functions in 

practice. Meanwhile, Formative and Summative Evaluation provide a temporal dimension, 

where formative evaluation focuses on continuous improvement during implementation, and 

summative evaluation assesses the final impact for strategic decision-making. Finally, Tyler's 

Goal-Oriented Model emphasises accountability through clear measurement of goal 

achievement, although it needs to be complemented by other approaches to capture process 

complexity. 

Overall, there is no single model of curriculum evaluation that is universally superior; 

Its effectiveness depends mainly on the specific objectives of the evaluation, the stage of the 

curriculum, and the educational context. An in-depth understanding of these various models 
allows education stakeholders to design more strategic, relevant, and adaptive evaluation 

approaches, which will ultimately support sustainable improvement of the quality of education. 

Based on the findings and discussion above, several recommendations can be made for 

future curriculum evaluation practices: 
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a. Multiparadigm Approach and Mixed Methods: Educational institutions are advised not to 

be fixated on one single evaluation model. In contrast, adopting a multiparadigm approach 

that blends elements from different models (e.g., the CIPP framework for structure, the 

responsive principle for perspective, and the formative-summative function for time) will 

provide a more comprehensive and nuanced picture of evaluation. The use of mixed 

methods, which integrates quantitative and qualitative data, will also enrich the evaluation 

findings. 

b. Focus on Process and Context: While achieving goals is important, evaluation must go 

beyond just results. It is recommended to pay more attention to process evaluation (how 

the curriculum is implemented) and context evaluation (the environmental factors that 

affect the curriculum). This will help identify the root of the problem and the opportunities 

for improvement that may be missed if you focus only on the result. 

c. Active Stakeholder Engagement: Evaluation should be a participatory process. It is essential 

to actively involve all stakeholders – including students, teachers, parents, administrators, 

and the broader community – throughout the planning stage and the dissemination of 
results. Their perspectives are invaluable in ensuring the relevance of the curriculum and 

the sustainability of the proposed changes. 

d. Utilisation of Formative Evaluation for Continuous Improvement: Formative evaluation 

should be an integrated and routine practice, not just a formality. The implementation of 

effective and rapid feedback mechanisms during the curriculum development and 

implementation process will enable real-time improvement and progressive quality 

enhancement. 

e. Evaluator Capacity Development: To conduct effective evaluations, competent human 

resources are essential. It is recommended to invest in capacity building for curriculum 

evaluators, including training on various evaluation models, research methodologies, and 

analytical and interpretive skills. 
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