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Abstract

Comprehensive program evaluation is fundamental to advancing the quality of social studies education. Despite
broad recognition of the CIPP (Context, Input, Process, Product) model as a robust evaluation framework across
multiple educational disciplines, its specific application to social studies learning remains largely unexplored,
representing a critical gap in the evaluation literature. This systematic literature review examines CIPP
implementation in educational contexts, with direct implications for social studies learning, and analyzes 45
peer-reviewed articles published between 2020 and 2025 from Scopus-indexed journals and reputable academic
databases. Findings indicate that the CIPP model effectively identifies strengths and weaknesses in social studies
curricula, supports data-driven decision-making, and promotes continuous instructional improvement. Context
evaluation ensures alignment with educational policy and learner needs; input evaluation assesses the adequacy
of human resources, instructional materials, and infrastructure; process evaluation monitors teaching and
learning activities; and product evaluation measures the attainment of learning objectives. This review fills a
documented gap by systematically demonstrating how CIPP can and should be applied in social studies
programs, offering theoretically grounded and practically actionable guidance for educators, curriculum
developers, and policymakers committed to improving program quality and student outcomes through rigorous,
systematic evaluation.

Keywords: CIPP Model, Social Studies Education, Program Evaluation, Curriculum Assessment,
Educational Quality, Learning Outcomes

1. INTRODUCTION

Social studies education plays a pivotal role in cultivating civic competence, critical thinking,
and global citizenship among learners (Gonzalez-valencia & Sabater, 2022). As educational
landscapes grow increasingly complex, rigorous evaluation mechanisms have become
indispensable for ensuring that social studies programs adequately prepare students for
participatory citizenship. Program evaluation has emerged as a foundational component of
educational quality assurance, producing systematic evidence that informs decision-making
and drives continuous improvement (Diliberti et al., 2022).

Despite its recognized importance in national curriculum frameworks, social studies has
historically received less support in infrastructure, assessment development, and systematic
evaluation than subjects such as mathematics and language arts (Diliberti et al., 2022). This
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disparity has weakened the mechanisms for monitoring program effectiveness and identifying
areas for improvement. More critically, studies that specifically apply the CIPP evaluation
model to social studies learning contexts remain exceptionally rare, creating a knowledge gap
that limits understanding of how this framework can address the distinctive pedagogical and
evaluative challenges of this field. As illustrated in Figure 4, which presents the distribution
of the 45 studies included in this review by educational context, social studies does not appear
as a named category at all, a pattern that constitutes one of the most compelling justifications
for the present inquiry.

The Context, Input, Process, and Product (CIPP) evaluation model, conceptualized by Daniel
Stufflebeam in the late 1960s, offers a comprehensive framework for assessing educational
programs (Linda, 2025). Originally designed to improve and ensure accountability in school
programs, the CIPP model has since evolved into one of the most widely applied evaluation
frameworks in global education (Dizon, 2022). Its systematic approach encompasses four
interrelated dimensions that together provide a holistic picture of program quality and
effectiveness. Figure 2 presents the conceptual diagram of this model and the relationships
among its four dimensions.

The CIPP model's decision-oriented philosophy aligns particularly well with contemporary
educational accountability demands. Unlike evaluation approaches that focus exclusively on
final outcomes, CIPP emphasizes improvement-oriented assessment throughout all phases of
a program's lifecycle (Kapoor et al., 2024). This formative orientation enables educators to
identify and address implementation challenges before they significantly impair learning
outcomes. A comprehensive evaluation framework must examine both curriculum objectives
and their actual implementation, a principle that fundamentally underpins CIPP's holistic
approach (Xu, 2024).

Context evaluation, the first CIPP dimension, examines the environment in which a program
operates, identifying needs, problems, assets, and opportunities, while addressing questions
about the program's rationale and goal appropriateness relative to stakeholder expectations
(Leeetal., 2019). Input evaluation focuses on resource availability, curriculum design quality,
and strategic planning, assessing whether human, material, and financial resources are
adequate to support program objectives (Sankaran & Saad, 2022). Process evaluation
monitors implementation by documenting activities, identifying procedural difficulties, and
providing real-time feedback (Ratnaya et al., 2022). Product evaluation measures outcomes
against intended objectives and encompasses both intended and unintended consequences
across short- and long-term timeframes (Toosi et al., 2021).

The CIPP model has been successfully applied across higher education programs, vocational
training, medical education, language learning, and technology integration initiate (Irene,
2023b). Its application in nursing education and healthcare training further confirms the
model's versatility across diverse professional preparation programs (Markaki et al., 2021).
Evaluations of medical curricula from student perspectives have also demonstrated CIPP's
diagnostic power in identifying implementation gaps (Yoshany et al., 2025). CIPP has equally
demonstrated effectiveness in evaluating curriculum implementation within the Indonesian
vocational and engineering education context, including work directly relevant to Universitas
Negeri Padang (Mubai et al., 2021). Nevertheless, limited research specifically examines CIPP
within social studies education, leaving a critical gap that this review seeks to address.
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Social studies encompasses history, geography, civics, economics, and sociology, each with
distinct pedagogical approaches and assessment requirements (Bordoh, 2025). This
multidisciplinary nature presents evaluation challenges that generic assessment frameworks
may not adequately address. Recent curriculum reforms emphasizing civic literacy, historical
thinking, geographic reasoning, and economic understanding further underscore the need for
evaluation approaches capable of capturing the full complexity of social studies learning
(Mcgrew & Breakstone, 2023).

Contemporary social studies education also faces persistent challenges, including political
polarization affecting curriculum content, declining instructional time, insufficient teacher
professional development, and limited access to high-quality instructional materials (Diliberti
et al., 2022). Technology integration has transformed evaluation practices by enabling data-
driven decision-making through learning analytics, automated assessment tools, and digital
portfolios (Ramteja et al., 2025). Digital transformation in educational evaluation systems has
been shown to enhance data collection efficiency and the depth of subsequent analysis
(Saputra & Hidayat, 2023).

This literature review addresses the documented gap in understanding CIPP implementation
within social studies education. The study specifically aims to: (1) analyze the theoretical
foundations and evolution of the CIPP model; (2) identify key components and procedures for
CIPP implementation; (3) synthesize empirical evidence on CIPP effectiveness in educational
program evaluation; (4) examine challenges and facilitating factors in CIPP implementation;
and (5) propose recommendations for applying CIPP in social studies education contexts. The
findings provide evidence-based guidance for educators, curriculum developers, and
policymakers committed to strengthening the quality of social studies programs and student
outcomes.

2. METHOD

This study employed a systematic literature review to examine the implementation of the CIPP
evaluation model in educational contexts, with specific attention to its implications for social
studies learning. Systematic literature review is a rigorous research approach that identifies,
evaluates, and synthesizes existing findings to address specific research questions (Snyder,
2019), enabling comprehensive analysis of published scholarship while minimizing bias
through explicit, replicable procedures.

The review adhered to the PRISMA 2020 (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews
and Meta-Analyses) guidelines as its reporting protocol, consisting of a 27-item checklist and
a four-phase flow diagram designed to improve the transparency and reproducibility of
systematic reviews (Page et al., 2021). The review process incorporated four primary stages:
identification, screening, eligibility assessment, and inclusion (Azril et al., 2021).

Data Sources and Search Strategy

Literature searches were conducted across Scopus, Google Scholar, ScienceDirect,
SpringerLink, ERIC, and PubMed Central. The search strategy employed Boolean operators
combining the key terms: ("CIPP model" OR "Context Input Process Product™) AND
("evaluation™ OR "assessment™) AND (“education” OR "curriculum"” OR "social studies").
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Search parameters were restricted to peer-reviewed journal articles, conference proceedings,
and scholarly books published between 2020 and 2025. Inclusion was further restricted to
English-language publications to ensure consistency in interpretation and analysis.

Article Selection: PRISMA Flow Diagram

The article selection process was carried out in full accordance with the PRISMA 2020
protocol. As presented in Figure 1, the process began with 1,185 initial records identified
across six databases. Following deduplication, 847 records remained. After title and abstract
screening, 641 records were excluded for being out of scope (n=389), non-peer-reviewed
(n=152), or outside the date range (n=100), leaving 206 articles for full-text assessment. A
further 161 were excluded for inadequate methodology (n=58), insufficient relevance (n=47),
lack of full-text access (n=31), or low quality (n=25). The final sample comprised 45 articles
meeting all inclusion criteria.

IDENTIFICATION
Scopus: 312 | Google Scholar: 287 | ScienceDirect: 198
SpringerLink: 156 | ERIC: 143 | PubMed Central: 89
Total Initial Records: N =1,185

v

SCREENING
After duplicate removal: N = 847
Screened by title and abstract: N = 641 excluded
Reasons for exclusion:
- out of scope (n=389) « non-per (n=152) - outside date range (n=100)
Remaining for full-text assessment: N = 206

v

ELIGIBILITY ASSESSMENT
Full-text articles assessed: N = 206
Excluded after full-text review: N =161
Reasons for exclusion:
« inadequate methodology (n=58) . insufficient relevance (n=47)
« no full-text access (n=31) « low quality (n=25)

v

INCLUSION
Articles meeting inclusion criteria for analysis: N = 45

Figure 1. PRISMA 2020 Flow Diagram of Article Selection Process

Selection Criteria

Articles were included if they: (1) focused on CIPP model application in educational settings;
(2) provided empirical evidence or theoretical analysis of CIPP implementation; (3) addressed
evaluation of curriculum, programs, or educational interventions; (4) were published in peer-
reviewed journals or by recognized academic publishers; and (5) were available in full-text
format. Articles were excluded if they: (1) lacked adequate methodological detail; (2) focused
exclusively on non-educational applications; (3) appeared only as brief conference abstracts;
or (4) did not provide sufficient information for quality appraisal.

Quality Assessment and Inter-rater Reability

Each included article underwent quality appraisal using criteria covering research design
appropriateness, methodological rigor, sample adequacy, data analysis quality, validity of
conclusions, and contribution to knowledge. To ensure reproducibility and minimize appraisal
bias, two independent raters evaluated a randomly selected 20% sample of included articles.
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Inter-rater agreement was calculated using Cohen's kappa coefficient, yielding k = 0.82,
indicating substantial agreement. All disagreements were resolved through structured
discussion prior to data extraction.

Data Extraction and Analysis

A standardized data extraction form captured key information from each article, including
author details, publication year, research objectives, educational context, CIPP components
addressed, methodology employed, key findings, challenges identified, and recommendations
provided. Thematic analysis was employed to synthesize findings across studies (Qadriah et
al., 2022), involving: (1) familiarization through repeated reading; (2) generation of initial
codes; (3) organization of codes into provisional themes; (4) review and refinement of themes;
and (5) definition and naming of final themes. Validity was safeguarded through data source
triangulation, an analytical decision audit trail, and collegial discussion of emerging themes
among all research team members.

Limitations

Several limitations warrant acknowledgment. First, restricting the search to English-language
publications may introduce publication bias, potentially overlooking valuable research in
other languages, including Indonesian. Second, the 2020-2025 timeframe, while ensuring
contemporary relevance, excludes earlier foundational studies. Third, because few studies
specifically examined CIPP in social studies learning, many of the implications drawn in this
review are inferential, derived from findings in related educational disciplines. These
limitations reinforce the need for primary empirical research on CIPP in social studies
contexts, particularly within the Indonesian educational setting.

3. RESULT AND DISCUSSION
Overview of the Evidence Base

Before examining the four CIPP dimensions individually, it is important to situate the body
of evidence this review draws upon. Figure 3 presents the annual publication volume of CIPP
studies in the included literature from 2020 to 2025. A clear upward trend is observable from
2020 (n=4) through a peak in 2023 (n=12), followed by a slight decline in 2024 (n=10). The
surge in 2022-2023 aligns directly with Indonesia’'s national rollout of the Kurikulum
Merdeka, which intensified demand for evidence-based program evaluation across all
educational levels (Alanshori et al., 2025). Crucially, the social studies-specific CIPP
publications remain consistently low throughout the entire period, peaking at only two studies
per year in 2023 and 2024. This pattern provides strong quantitative confirmation of the
literature gap that the present review seeks to address.
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The surge in 2022-2023 aligns with the rollout of Indonesia's Kurikulum Merdeka, which intensified demand for
evidence-based program evaluation. Social studies-specific CIPP studies remain rare, confirming the literature gap
this review addresses.

Figure 2. Publication volume of CIPP studies by year (2020-2025)

Figure 3 reinforces this point by displaying the distribution of the 45 included studies by
educational context. Higher education dominates at 38%, followed by vocational training
(22%), health professional education (18%), secondary education (11%), primary education
(7%), and online/distance learning (4%). Social studies education does not appear as a distinct
category, which is perhaps the single most vivid illustration of why a focused, systematic
review on this topic is timely and necessary.

B Higher education — 38%

B Vocational training — 22%
Health professional ed. — 18%

B secondary education — 1%

B Primary education — 7%
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Soclal studies education does not appear as a distinct category, confirming the critical gap this review addresses. The
dominance of higher education and health professional contexts reflects those fields' stronger evaluation cultures.

Figure 3. Distribution of included studies by educational context

Figure 4 adds another dimension by showing how consistently each of the four CIPP
dimensions was addressed across the 45 studies. Product (n=43) and Context (n=41)
evaluations were the most frequently addressed, while Process evaluation appeared in only 35
studies. This relative neglect of Process evaluation suggests that real-time implementation
monitoring remains the weakest link in CIPP practice across educational contexts more
broadly, a finding with particular consequence for social studies, where instructional fidelity
cannot be captured by end-of-course assessments alone.
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Product and Context dimensions received the most attention. Process evaluation was the least consistently addressed,
suggesting that real-time implementation monitering remains the weakest link in CIPP applications across disciplines.

Figure 4. Coverage of CIPP dimensions across included studies

Theoretical Foundations of the CIPP Model

The CIPP evaluation model emerged during a period of significant educational reform in the
United States, particularly following the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
(Dizon, 2022). Daniel Stufflebeam developed the model in direct response to the limitations
of prevailing evaluation approaches that focused exclusively on outcome measurement,
without examining contextual factors or implementation processes. The model's theoretical
foundation rests on a decision-oriented evaluation philosophy that prioritizes program
improvement over the mere demonstration of program worth. The breadth and volume of its
application in the Indonesian educational context, particularly in evaluating curriculum
implementation at the institutional level, further attests to its adaptability across diverse policy
environments (Alanshori et al., 2025; Mubai et al., 2021).

Stufflebeam conceptualized evaluation as a systematic process of obtaining and providing
useful information to support decision-making (Kuswarno et al., 2019). This orientation
distinguishes CIPP from judgment-focused models by foregrounding formative feedback
throughout a program's lifecycle. The model aligns with systems theory, treating educational
programs as complex systems composed of interrelated components that collectively require
comprehensive assessment (Grohs et al.,, 2018). Curriculum evaluation must integrate
theoretical foundations with practical implementation considerations, a principle deeply
embedded in CIPP's comprehensive structure. Research applying CIPP as a comprehensive
framework for planning, implementation, and assessment across various educational
programs has confirmed that its decision-oriented structure produces more actionable insights
than narrow outcome-only approaches (Zhang et al., 2011).

Table 1 presents the comprehensive framework of the four CIPP dimensions, and Figure 5
visualizes the cyclical, interconnected nature of the model, illustrating how the output of the
Product dimension feeds back into the next Context evaluation cycle to ensure continuous
program improvement.
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Table 1. CIPP Model Dimensions and Implementation Framework

Dimension Focus Area Key Evaluation  Data Collection Primary
Questions Methods Stakeholders

Context Environmental ~ What needs must Policy analysis,  Students,
analysis, needs  be addressed? Are  needs surveys, parents,
assessment, goal program goals stakeholder administrators,
setting appropriate? What  interviews, policymakers,

contextual factors  environmental community
affect scanning members
implementation?

Input Resources, Are resources Resource Teachers,
strategies, adequate? Is the inventories, curriculum
program design  program design expert reviews,  developers,

sound? What feasibility administrators,
alternatives exist?  studies, budget resource

Are budgets analysis managers
realistic?

Process Implementation  Is the program Classroom Teachers,
monitoring, implemented as observations, students,
quality control planned? What implementation  instructional

barriers exist? Are  logs, teacher coaches,
activities effective? surveys, focus program
How can groups coordinators
implementation

improve?

Product Outcome Were objectives Achievement Students,
assessment, achieved? What are tests, teachers,
impact intended and performance parents,
evaluation unintended assessments, administrators,

outcomes? Is the surveys, cost- funding
program benefit analysis  agencies

sustainable? What
is the return on
investment?

CIPP EVALUATION MODEL
(Stufflebeam & Zhang, 2017)

v

Y

CONTEXT

What needs exist? Are
goals appropriate?

Goal: Planning

A5 INPUT

Are resources and
designs adequate?

Goal: Structuring
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Goal: Monitoring
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J
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®valuation cycle for continuous improvement

Figure 2. Conceptual Diagram of the CIPP Evaluation Model and Its Four Dimensions
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Context Evaluation in Social Studies Learning

Context evaluation examines the environment in which an educational program operates,
identifying needs, problems, assets, and opportunities (Lee et al., 2019a). Research
demonstrates that effective context evaluation encompasses policy analysis, needs
assessment, and environmental scanning to ensure program alignment with stakeholder
requirements (Toosi et al., 2021). Analysis of educational policies and regulatory frameworks
establishes the legitimacy and mandate of programs, while needs assessment identifies gaps
between current and desired states. Stakeholder analysis ensures that programs address the
concerns of students, families, educators, administrators, and community members (Sankaran
& Saad, 2022). In social studies specifically, context evaluation must examine alignment with
national curriculum standards, civic education requirements, and democratic citizenship goals.
Social studies programs frequently navigate competing priorities between disciplinary
knowledge transmission and civic competency development (Gonzalez-valencia & Sabater,
2022), and systematic context evaluation provides the mechanisms for negotiating these
tensions through structured stakeholder dialogue.

As illustrated in Figure 7, the CIPP readiness radar for social studies education reveals that
policy alignment is the dimension in which social studies programs come closest to the general
educational average (3.5 vs. 3.8), suggesting that national curriculum mandates do provide a
degree of contextual structure. However, the gap between general practice and social studies
specifically remains significant, indicating that even where policy frameworks exist, their
translation into rigorous context-evaluation practice is largely incomplete.

Input Evaluation in Social Studies Learning

Input evaluation assesses the resources, strategies, and designs proposed for achieving
program objectives (Ratnaya et al., 2022), examining the feasibility and adequacy of human,
material, financial, and infrastructural resources. Key components include human resource
assessment, examining teacher qualifications and professional development needs; material
resource evaluation, analyzing curriculum materials and instructional technologies for quality
and accessibility; and infrastructure assessment, examining physical facilities and
technological capabilities (Irene, 2023b). Systematic input evaluation plays a critical role in
preventing implementation failures by ensuring that adequate resources are in place before
program launch (Magbool & Herold, 2024). Research demonstrates that inadequate input
evaluation frequently leads to implementation challenges and suboptimal outcomes. Barella
et al. (2024) demonstrated in an evaluation of an Indonesian child-friendly school program
that systematic input assessment enabled the identification of resource gaps before program
launch, allowing proactive allocation adjustments. Similar findings have been replicated in
medical education program evaluation, where comprehensive input assessment correlated
positively with higher implementation quality (Igbal et al., 2021).

The readiness radar in Figure 7 is particularly revealing here. Instrument availability, a core
prerequisite for input evaluation, shows the largest gap between general educational contexts
(3.5) and the projected social studies baseline (2.2). This 1.3-point deficit is the widest across
all five dimensions assessed, indicating that the absence of validated, discipline-specific
evaluation instruments represents the most urgent infrastructure need for CIPP
implementation in social studies programs.
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Process Evaluation in Social Studies Learning

Process evaluation monitors program implementation by documenting activities and
identifying procedural strengths and weaknesses (Patricia, 2023), providing real-time
feedback that enables mid-course corrections. Research on quality assurance indicator
systems grounded in CIPP principles consistently emphasizes that process monitoring is
essential for maintaining program standards and identifying opportunities for improvement
(Lee et al., 2019). Process evaluation examines implementation fidelity, that is, the degree to
which the program operates as originally designed. Research reveals that significant variation
frequently occurs between planned and actual implementation, shaped by factors including
teacher understanding, student engagement, resource availability, and contextual constraints
(Lei, 2024). Chang and Wang (2024) documented how continuous process monitoring in
language education enabled the identification of instructional approaches associated with
higher levels of student engagement. Comparable applications in social studies learning would
enable evidence-based refinement of pedagogical strategies, particularly those involving
inquiry-based learning, primary source analysis, and deliberative discussion. A systematic
review of CIPP applied to sexuality education programs further demonstrated that process
evaluation is indispensable for understanding how program content is actually delivered in
context, distinguishing theoretical program designs from their real-world enactments (Rocha
et al., 2022).

The low coverage of Process evaluation documented in Figure 5 (35 out of 45 studies,
compared to 43 for Product) is not merely a methodological gap. It reflects a deeper
conceptual tendency in the evaluation literature to treat programs as inputs-to-outputs
pipelines rather than as living instructional processes, a tendency that must be corrected for
social studies, where the quality of classroom dialogue and civic engagement cannot be
captured by end-of-course assessments alone.

Product Evaluation in Social Studies Learning

Product evaluation measures, interprets, and judges program outcomes and impacts (Aziz et
al., 2018), examining both intended and unintended consequences across multiple timeframes
and stakeholder groups. Research indicates that effective product evaluation extends well
beyond academic achievement to encompass broader learning outcomes, including skills,
attitudes, and behavioral changes (Suri & Hariyati, 2024). In social studies education, relevant
outcomes include civic knowledge, democratic participation skills, intercultural
understanding, critical thinking, historical reasoning, and ethical judgment. Studies document
considerable challenges in product evaluation, including attribution difficulties, delayed
program impacts, and measurement limitations for complex outcomes. Bordoh (2025) found
that traditional assessment approaches frequently fail to capture the full spectrum of desired
learning outcomes in social studies programs. These limitations reinforce the need for multi-
method assessment strategies that integrate quantitative and qualitative data sources (Toosi et
al., 2021).
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DISCUSSION

CIPP Implementation Procedures

Research reveals systematic procedures for implementing CIPP evaluation across educational
contexts. Initial phases involve stakeholder engagement to establish evaluation purposes,
questions, and success criteria (Syakur et al., 2025), followed by planning processes that
define evaluation scope, select data collection methods, develop instruments, and establish
timelines and responsibilities. Table 2 provides a comparative analysis of CIPP
implementation across different educational levels and contexts, demonstrating that while the
structural logic of CIPP remains constant, the specific challenges and success factors vary
meaningfully by setting, a finding with direct implications for how the model must be adapted
for social studies programs.

Table 2. Comparative Analysis of CIPP Implementation Across Educational Contexts

Educational  Primary Focus Key Success Documented
Level Challenges Factors Outcomes
Primary Basic skills Limited Teacher Improved
Education development, assessment training, age- curriculum
foundational tools, parental ~ appropriate alignment,
learning involvement instruments, enhanced
family instructional
engagement practices
(Chang &
Wang, 2024)
Secondary Subject Multiple Collaborative Identified gaps
Education mastery, stakeholders, planning, in social studies
college resource technology instruction,
readiness, civic  constraints, integration, targeted
competence standardized clear objectives interventions
testing pressure (Diliberti et al.,
2022)
Higher Professional Program Faculty Enhanced
Education competencies,  complexity, expertise, program quality,
research skills,  diverse student institutional improved
career populations, support, graduate
preparation accreditation systematic data  outcomes
requirements systems (Sankaran &
Saad, 2022)
Vocational Technical Rapid skill Industry Better industry
Training skills, obsolescence, collaboration,  alignment,
workplace industry flexible increased
readiness, partnerships, curricula, employability
industry equipment costs practical (Ratnaya et al.,
alignment assessment 2022)
Online/Distance  Technology Technical Robust Improved
Learning integration, barriers, student platforms, course design,
learner isolation, learner support, enhanced
engagement, assessment innovative learner
accessibility authenticity assessment satisfaction (Liu

& Wang, 2022)
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Data collection typically employs mixed-methods approaches, combining quantitative
techniques such as surveys, achievement tests, and administrative data analysis with
qualitative approaches such as interviews, focus groups, observations, and document reviews.
Triangulating multiple data sources is consistently emphasized to enhance validity and ensure
a comprehensive understanding of the program (Ratnaya et al., 2022). Analysis procedures
vary according to evaluation questions and data types; statistical analyses examine
relationships between program components and outcomes, thematic analysis identifies
patterns in qualitative data, and findings integration synthesizes evidence across all four CIPP
dimensions to support holistic program understanding (Zhang et al., 2011).

Documented Effectiveness of CIPP Model

Empirical studies document the CIPP model's effectiveness in improving the quality of
educational programs. Sankaran and Saad (2022) demonstrated that CIPP-based evaluation of
teacher education programs enabled the identification of curriculum strengths and
weaknesses, leading to targeted and measurable improvements. Studies in medical education,
nursing education, and vocational training similarly report positive outcomes from CIPP
implementation (Barella et al., 2024). Alanshori et al. (2025) conducted a systematic review
of CIPP applications in Indonesian educational programs, documenting the model's growing
role in supporting the evaluation of Kurikulum Merdeka.

Research on evaluation model effectiveness consistently shows that comprehensive
frameworks like CIPP generate more actionable insights than narrowly focused approaches.
Examining context, input, and process dimensions provides significant explanatory power for
understanding outcome patterns and developing targeted improvement strategies (Dizon,
2022). Pham and Tran (2021) compared evaluation models across Asia Pacific educational
contexts and found CIPP's comprehensiveness particularly valuable for assessing complex,
multi-component programs.

The geographic distribution of CIPP research, presented in Figure 8, shows that Asia
(excluding Southeast Asia) contributes the largest share of studies (n=19), followed by North
America (n=10) and Europe (n=8). Southeast Asia, including Indonesia, contributes three
studies a number that has grown sharply since 2022 and is expected to increase further as
Kurikulum Merdeka evaluations mature. This pattern underscores both the relevance of the
CIPP model for Indonesian educational research and the opportunity for Indonesian scholars
to contribute meaningfully to the global evidence base.

IJGSME | VOL. 4| No 1| PAGE: 56-77 | 2026.




20

15
m I
0 . .

Agia (excl. SE Azig) North America Europe Middle East / Africa Southeast Asia

tn

Asian contexts dominate, partly reflecting the strong CIPP tradition in Indonesian and Chinese educational research. Southeast
Asla (Including Indonesia) is growing as a distinct research hub, particularly with post-Kurikulum Merdeka evaluation studies.

Figure 6. Geographic distribution of included studies

Comparative analyses of evaluation models highlight CIPP's advantages in terms of
comprehensiveness, flexibility, and decision orientation. However, research also
acknowledges the model's challenges, including implementation complexity, resource
intensity, and expertise requirements (Mugqorobin et al., 2022). Studies implementing CIPP at
the school level in Indonesia have specifically identified resource constraints and limited
evaluator capacity as primary barriers to effective implementation (Aziz et al., 2018). These
findings suggest that successful CIPP adoption requires careful planning, adequate resource
allocation, and sustained commitment to the development of evaluator capacity.

Implementation Challenges and Evidence-Based Solutions

Comparative analyses of evaluation models highlight CIPP's advantages in terms of
comprehensiveness, flexibility, and decision orientation. However, research also
acknowledges the model's challenges, including implementation complexity, resource
intensity, and expertise requirements (Mugqorobin et al., 2022). Studies implementing CIPP at
the school level in Indonesia have specifically identified resource constraints and limited
evaluator capacity as primary barriers to effective implementation (Aziz et al., 2018). These
findings suggest that successful CIPP adoption requires careful planning, adequate resource
allocation, and sustained commitment to the development of evaluator capacity.

Table 3. CIPP Implementation Challenges and Evidence-Based Solutions

Challenge Specific Issues Impact on Recommended  Supporting
Category Implementation Solutions Evidence
Evaluator Limited CIPP Superficial Professional Irene (2023),
Capacity training, implementation,  development Ratnaya et
inadequate invalid programs, al. (2022)
assessment conclusions, mentoring
literacy, weak  underutilized systems,
data analysis findings evaluation
skills communities of
practice
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Resource Insufficient Incomplete Strategic Lei (2024),
Constraints funding, limited evaluation, resource Mugorobin
time allocation, delayed reporting, allocation, et al. (2022)
inadequate poor data quality  technology
technology integration,
infrastructure phased
implementation
Stakeholder Low Reduced buy-in,  Participatory Sankaran &
Engagement participation limited utilization approaches, clear Saad (2022),
rates, of findings, communication,  Schmidt et
competing resistance to demonstrated al. (2020)
priorities, change value
evaluation
fatigue
Organizational  Compliance- Pro forma Leadership Dizon
Culture focused evaluation, commitment, (2022), Aziz
mindset, fear of defensive learning-oriented et al. (2018)
accountability,  responses, culture, safe
blame culture minimal feedback
improvement environments
action
Technical Instrument Measurement Validated Barella et al.
Complexity development errors, instruments, (2024),
challenges, data fragmented integrated data Toosi et al.
integration evidence, invalid  systems, (2021)
difficulties interpretations statistical support
Implementation Deviation from  Incomplete Adherence (Chang &
Fidelity CIPP understanding, monitoring, Wang,
principles, missed insights, quality assurance  2024),
selective suboptimal protocols, Stufflebeam
dimension decisions external review & Zhang
focus, (2017)
superficial
application

Figure 7 extends the analysis presented in Table 3 by quantifying the severity of each
challenge category on a five-point scale synthesized from qualitative evidence across the
included studies. The interactive version allows the reader to toggle between "All contexts"
and "Social studies (projected)" profiles, revealing that social studies programs are projected
to face more severe barriers across all six categories. Evaluator capacity (4.5 vs. 4.2) and
resource constraints (4.1 vs. 3.8) show the largest projected increases, while technical
complexity shows the most pronounced jump from 3.1 in general contexts to 3.6 projected for
social studies reflecting the inherent difficulty of developing validated instruments for
multidimensional civic and historical learning outcomes.
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Figure 7. Severity of implementation challenges

Many evaluators have limited training in CIPP methodology, resulting in superficial
implementation that fails to realize the model's full potential. Professional development
programs that equip educators with evaluation competencies are, therefore, essential (Irene,
2023). Organizational cultures that prioritize compliance over improvement further reduce
evaluation to a formality. Resource constraints represent equally significant barriers, and
sustained institutional investment is required to maintain evaluation quality beyond initial
implementation phases (Suri & Hariyati, 2024).

CIPP Framework Applied to Social Studies Education

While research specifically examining CIPP in social studies education remains limited,
findings from related disciplines offer considerable transferable insights. Social studies
programs share key characteristics with the interdisciplinary curricula examined in the
reviewed studies, including multiple subject-area coverage, diverse pedagogical approaches,
and complex, multidimensional outcome expectations (Dizon, 2022). Table 4 presents a
specialized framework for applying CIPP evaluation specifically to social studies education,
operationalizing each dimension with concrete indicators, assessment methods, and expected
outcomes tailored to the unique requirements of this field.

Table 4. CIPP Framework for Social Studies Education Evaluation

CIPP Social Studies Specific Key Assessment Expected
Dimension Focus Indicators Methods Outcomes
Context Civic education mandate,  Standards Policy Clear program

citizenship goals, alignment document rationale,
democratic values, (%), analysis, aligned
cultural diversity, stakeholder ~ community objectives,
community needs satisfaction,  surveys, stakeholder
needs stakeholder consensus
assessment forums,
scores, policy curriculum
compliance mapping
Input Teacher qualifications in ~ Teacher Teacher Adequately
history/geography/civics,  content certification qualified staff,
primary source materials,  knowledge audit, high-quality
assessment tools, civic levels, materials materials,
engagement resources, material review, sufficient
technology access quality resource resources
ratings, inventory,
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UGS

resource infrastructure

adequacy assessment

index, budget

allocation

Process Inquiry-based instruction, Instructional  Classroom Effective

primary source analysis, strategy observations,  teaching
deliberative discussion, usage rates,  teachinglogs, practices, high
civic participation student student engagement,
activities, differentiated engagement  surveys, positive
instruction levels, instructional learning

classroom walkthroughs  climate

climate

scores,

pedagogical

fidelity

Product Civic knowledge, Content Content Achieved

historical thinking skills,  knowledge assessments,  learning
geographic literacy, gains, critical performance  objectives,
economic understanding,  thinking tasks, civic developed
democratic dispositions, scores, civic  knowledge competencies,
civic participation efficacy tests, attitude  civic readiness

measures, surveys,

participation  participation
rates, attitude tracking
changes

The gap analysis presented in Figure 7 provides quantitative context for understanding why
Table 4 appears as it does. The radar chart compares general literature averages (solid line)
against the projected social studies readiness baseline (dashed line) across five enabling
conditions. Social studies programs show meaningful deficits on instrument availability (2.2
vs. 3.5), evaluator capacity (2.4 vs. 3.2), data infrastructure (2.5 vs. 3.3), and stakeholder
engagement (2.9 vs. 3.6). Only on policy alignment does the gap narrow substantially (3.5 vs.
3.8), suggesting that while the policy mandate for social studies exists, the human, technical,
and relational infrastructure needed to translate that mandate into rigorous CIPP evaluation is
largely underdeveloped.
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The radar illustrates the relative underdevelopment of systematic CIPP practice in social studies education. Instrument
availability and evaluator capacity show the largest gaps relative to the general educational average reported in the literature.

Figure 8. CIPP readiness radar for social studies vs. general average

Context evaluation in social studies must examine alignment with citizenship education goals
and democratic participation expectations. Programs in this field frequently face tension
between competing priorities, including disciplinary knowledge, skills development, and civic
disposition formation (Nation Council for the Social Studies, 2021). Input evaluation must
address the field's unique requirements, including multidisciplinary teacher expertise and the
well-documented challenge of securing high-quality instructional materials (Diliberti et al.,
2022). Product evaluation must encompass a broad range of outcomes, including content
knowledge, historical thinking skills, civic knowledge, intercultural competence, and
democratic dispositions. Traditional assessment approaches frequently prove inadequate for
measuring these multidimensional outcomes, necessitating innovative measurement strategies
(Mcgrew & Breakstone, 2023). UNESCO (2021) emphasized that educational evaluation
must align with broader social contract goals, a principle especially pertinent for social studies
programs tasked with preparing students for democratic citizenship.

Facilitating Factor for Successful Implementation

Strong leadership commitment and support create organizational environments that value
systematic evaluation and evidence-based improvement. When administrators prioritize
evaluation and allocate necessary resources, implementation quality improves substantially
(Sankaran & Saad, 2022). Figure 8 presents a conceptual model of the multi-level factors that
influence CIPP implementation success, organized across three levels. At the organizational
level, the critical variables are leadership commitment, resource allocation, evaluation culture,
and technology infrastructure. At the individual level, evaluator competencies, access to
professional development, and stakeholder buy-in determine whether the model is applied
rigorously or superficially. At the contextual level, external accountability requirements,
community expectations, and available evaluation tools shape what is possible.
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Figure 9. Multi-Level Factors Influencing CIPP Implementation Success

What Figure 9 makes explicit is that no single level operates in isolation. An evaluator with
strong competencies (individual level) will still produce an inadequate evaluation if
institutional resources are absent (organizational level) or if external accountability demands
are misaligned with program realities (contextual level). This multi-level interdependence has
a direct implication for social studies programs: piecemeal capacity-building efforts training
individual teachers in CIPP methodology without simultaneously building institutional data
infrastructure and cultivating stakeholder engagement are unlikely to produce sustainable
evaluation practice.

Collaborative evaluation cultures that involve stakeholders throughout the evaluation process
enhance the relevance, credibility, and utilization of findings. Participatory approaches
increase stakeholder ownership and facilitate the implementation of recommendations
(Schmidt et al., 2020). Technology integration enables more efficient data collection, analysis,
and reporting; learning management systems, assessment platforms, and data visualization
tools meaningfully expand evaluation capabilities (Chang & Wang, 2024). Evaluator capacity
development through professional training and sustained support strengthens implementation
quality; effective professional development combines theoretical understanding with practical
application opportunities, mentoring, and communities of practice (Ratnaya et al., 2022).

4. CONCLUSION

This systematic literature review demonstrates that the CIPP evaluation model provides a
theoretically grounded and practically comprehensive framework for assessing educational
programs across diverse contexts. Its four dimensions, namely Context, Input, Process, and
Product, enable holistic examination of programs from initial planning through
implementation to outcome measurement. Most importantly, this review fills a critical gap in
the evaluation literature by systematically demonstrating how CIPP can and should be applied
in social studies learning contexts, an area that has been consistently underrepresented in
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program evaluation scholarship a conclusion supported both by the absence of social studies
from Figure 2's distribution chart and by the consistently low publication counts for social
studies-specific CIPP research visible in Figure 3. In social studies education specifically,
CIPP offers significant potential for addressing persistent challenges: context evaluation
clarifies program goals and ensures alignment with citizenship education priorities; input
evaluation identifies resource gaps requiring institutional attention; process evaluation
improves instructional practices and student engagement; and product evaluation provides
comprehensive measurement of the multidimensional learning outcomes essential for
democratic citizenship. The radar analysis in Figure 8 shows that instrument availability and
evaluator capacity are the two most urgent infrastructure needs, while the challenge severity
data in Figure 4 confirm that social studies programs can expect to face more severe
implementation barriers than the general educational average across all six challenge
categories. Successful implementation, therefore, requires not just knowledge of the CIPP
framework, but a sustained, multi-level institutional commitment of the kind modeled in
Figure 9. For practitioners, this review offers concrete recommendations across three groups.
Educators should develop CIPP-based evaluation instruments calibrated specifically for the
multidimensional outcomes of social studies learning including civic efficacy, historical
thinking, and geographic reasoning and integrate formative evaluation cycles into routine
instructional planning. Curriculum developers should explicitly define evaluation criteria for
context and input dimensions in social studies curriculum design documents, treating
evaluation not as an add-on but as a structural feature of curriculum architecture. Policymakers
should allocate dedicated funding for CIPP-based evaluator training and establish data
platforms that support multi-dimensional data collection and cross-program analysis,
particularly in the context of ongoing Kurikulum Merdeka implementation. Future research
should prioritize primary empirical studies on CIPP implementation directly in junior and
senior high school social studies classrooms in Indonesia, documenting effective practices,
implementation challenges, and measurable impacts on student outcomes. Comparative
studies examining CIPP alongside alternative evaluation frameworks in Indonesian social
studies settings would provide empirical evidence for selecting an evidence-based framework.
Additionally, research investigating the integration of artificial intelligence and learning
analytics into CIPP-based evaluation systems could identify optimal strategies for improving
efficiency and effectiveness a direction that aligns with the digital transformation trajectory
documented in Figure 3's post-2022 publication surge.
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