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Educational evaluation research in Asia: a scoping review
Jason Loh , Wan Har Chong , Christina Lim-Ratnam , Michelle Tan
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National Institute of Education, Nanyang Technological University, Singapore

ABSTRACT
This scoping review examines the landscape of educational evaluation 
research in Asia over the past decade, uncovering the methodologies, 
themes, and unique regional challenges within this domain. By delving into 
62 articles from evaluation-centric journals, the study reveals a predominant 
focus on learning, teaching, and assessment, highlighting the importance of 
pedagogical methods and learning outcomes. The review also notes 
a significant emphasis on institutional-level evaluation, with China leading 
in contributions. Despite the rich insights offered, this review points to gaps 
in leadership and evaluation tools, suggesting areas for future exploration. 
Ultimately, this review aims to enrich global discussions on educational 
evaluation, emphasizing the need for a comprehensive understanding of 
Asia’s diverse and evolving educational evaluation practices.
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Introduction

Context and significance

Asia, which hosts about 60% of the global population, offers a vibrant educational landscape, richly 
interlaced with diverse cultures, historical backgrounds, and developmental trajectories (United 
Nations Population Fund, 2023). In recent years, the region has witnessed a multitude of educational 
reforms, reflecting its diverse socio-economic and cultural landscapes. For instance, Japan’s recent 
shift towards “independent and interactive in-depth learning” and “active learning” articulated in the 
New National Curriculum Standards reform, seeks to connect what is learnt in schools with life and 
society outside the classroom (Yamanaka & Suzuki, 2020, p. 93); South Korea’s major national reform 
has focused on integrating technology and innovation in classrooms, building the capacities of in- 
service and pre-service teachers, merging early childhood education and childcare, and putting in 
place a devolution of government controls to the regions and local governments as a means to 
reinvigorate the Korean educational landscape (Ministry of Education, Korea, 2023). Similarly, India’s 
National Education Policy 2020 marks a significant overhaul, aiming to increase accessibility and 
inclusivity in education (Ministry of Education, India, n.d.), resonating with movements across the 
region for more equitable education systems.

The role of educational evaluation research

Over these past few decades, as economies burgeoned and societies transformed, many 
Asian countries embarked on ambitious educational reforms aimed at aligning curricula with 
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global standards, fostering innovation, and promoting inclusive education (Goodwin & Low, 
2020; Kim, 2022; Lin et al., 2014; Yakavets et al., 2023). To ascertain the outcomes and 
impacts of these reforms, the role of educational evaluation research has grown more salient. 
Kennedy and Lee (2008) highlighted the importance of educational evaluation in the pursuit 
of educational improvement in Asian societies. Educational evaluation has generally been 
understood as evaluating students’ performance (particularly in high-stakes assessments), the 
quality of educational organizations (specifically accountability and quality assurance), the 
effectiveness of their academic programmes (especially curricular reforms), the use of certain 
pedagogical practices, the relevance of curricular/educational policies, the value of teacher 
education, among others (Peng & Lee, 2009). As educational evaluation covers a broad 
spectrum of areas, this paper will tap on Coryn et al. (2016) intentionally broad definition 
of research on evaluation (RoE). In this paper, educational evaluation research is defined as 
“[a]ny purposeful, systematic, empirical inquiry intended to test existing knowledge, contri
bute to existing knowledge, or generate new knowledge related to some aspect of evalua
tion processes or products, or evaluation theories, methods, or practices” within the field of 
education (p. 161).

Practical implications and growing interest

The information gleaned from an educational evaluation research endeavour allows the stake
holders to ascertain the “‘merit, value, or worth’, ‘efficacy’, ‘effectiveness or efficiency’, or extent 
to which the program was ‘meeting its stated goals and objectives’” (Wanzer, 2021, p. 36). Such 
a value judgement is considered the primary purpose for evaluation by evaluators, policymakers, 
school leaders and practitioners (Wanzer, 2021). With such knowledge, the quality of education 
can be further improved, and steps can be taken to ensure that students have better and greater 
access to high-quality learning opportunities. In recent years, the growing interest in educational 
evaluation research in Asia (Cheng & King, 2017; Loh et al., 2023; Mazur & Woodland, 2017; 
Pascua & Chang, 2015) is driven by several factors, including the increasing recognition of the 
importance of education for economic development and social progress, the expansion of 
educational systems, and the growing diversity of student populations. Educational evaluation 
research offers valuable insights into the efficacy of pedagogical interventions, shaping future 
strategies and policy directions (Phillips, 2018).

Expanding educational evaluation in asia

Addressing the literature gap and objectives

Despite the growing interest in educational evaluation research in Asia, there has been no compre
hensive review of the field. Indeed, a comprehensive understanding of the methodologies, themes, 
and regional nuances of evaluation research in the Asian educational landscape remains fragmented. 
The western-centric bias in the existing literature inadvertently casts a shadow on the rich, diverse, 
and potentially contrasting perspectives from Asia. For instance, the unique challenges and innova
tions within Asian education systems, such as the balancing of traditional cultural practices with 
modern pedagogical approaches, often remain underrepresented. This scoping review aims to 
address this lacuna. By examining the educational evaluation research in the past decade, we seek 
to chart the evolution of educational evaluation research in Asia, highlighting its unique facets and 
contextual challenges. By doing so, it ultimately aims to enrich the global discourse on educational 
evaluation. The review will be of interest to a wide range of stakeholders, including researchers, 
policymakers, and practitioners. It will be particularly useful for those who are interested in learning 
more about the current state of educational evaluation research in Asia and in identifying areas for 
future research directions.

ASIA PACIFIC JOURNAL OF EDUCATION 553



Beyond Western-centric Bias in evaluation research

The burgeoning importance of evaluation research in educational domains cannot be understated. It 
is a tool by which educational stakeholders gauge the success of interventions, identify areas of 
improvement, reconsider the cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness of these educational initiatives in 
which to base decisions to inform about further investment in these enterprises. Leaders in the field 
had previously highlighted the lack of empirical RoE in general (e.g., Alkin, 2003; Christie, 2011; Mark, 
2008), and the value of placing “an additional focus of empirical inquiry and of meta-analyses of 
extant empirical work” (Christie, 2011, p. 13), so as to develop a sizable evidence base with which to 
offer insight and understanding of the discipline and aid in the refinement of its theories. Recent 
academic literature has seen a surge in systematic reviews, which aim to decode trends and 
synthesize findings in the field of evaluation research (see Brandon & Fukunaga, 2014; Christie & 
Fleischer, 2010; Coryn et al., 2011, 2017; Johnson et al., 2009; Lawaree et al., 2020; Vallin et al., 2015). 
However, a caveat emerges upon closer scrutiny. The vast majority of these reviews predominantly 
reflect the western Anglo-American context. This is understandable since the largest and most 
established evaluation association (i.e., American Evaluation Association) is situated in that context 
and logically its members would conduct the bulk of their evaluation research/endeavours in that 
same context (Coryn et al., 2016). This Western-centric bias unintentionally overlooks the wealth of 
diverse and potentially contrasting perspectives from other regions, especially Asia since 60% of the 
global population reside in this area. For instance, Henrich et al. (2010), in their “review of the 
comparative database from across the behavioural sciences” (p. 61), reported “substantial psycho
logical and behavioural variation among human populations” (p. 78). Importantly, their findings 
highlighted the fact that samples drawn entirely from “Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and 
Democratic societies” (Henrich et al., 2010, p. 61) may not apply to sample populations from other 
parts of the world. In fact, they underscored the need to have diverse populations in research 
programmes, because “[h]ow justified are researchers in assuming a species-level generality for their 
findings” when the findings are “largely based on findings from this subpopulation” (p. 61)?

This inadvertent oversight creates an epistemological gap. By marginalizing non-western para
digms, the universality, utility and translatability of findings and recommendations from these 
systematic reviews are, at best, limited. The nuanced intricacies of educational systems, pedagogical 
traditions, and societal expectations in Asia offer a fertile ground for evaluation research that could 
significantly contribute to, and transform, global educational perspectives. Given the identified gap 
in the literature and the paramount importance of understanding educational evaluation research in 
the Asian context, it is imperative to adopt a rigorous methodological approach. The challenge lies 
not just in cataloguing studies but in comprehensively understanding their context, scope, and 
relevance to both Asian and global educational landscapes. Thus, the following “Methodology” 
section delineates the systematic process we undertook to ensure a comprehensive, unbiased, and 
relevant scoping review. We detail our search strategy, criteria for inclusion and exclusion, data 
extraction, and analysis techniques, ensuring transparency and reproducibility in our endeavour to 
contribute meaningfully to the evaluation field.

Methodology

This study adopts a scoping review approach. A scoping review is “a form of knowledge synthesis 
that addresses an exploratory research question aimed at mapping key concepts, types of evidence, 
and gaps in research related to a defined area or field by systematically searching, selecting, and 
synthesizing existing knowledge” (Colquhoun et al., 2014, pp. 1292–1294). Unlike systematic reviews, 
which typically focus on specific research questions and often assess the quality of included studies, 
scoping reviews are particularly useful for examining emerging areas, where the literature might be 
heterogeneous and the research questions broad (Daudt et al., 2013; Pham et al., 2014).
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There are primarily four reasons for embarking on a scoping review: to 1) evaluate the breadth, 
diversity, and essence of the research evidence; 2) ascertain the merit of conducting 
a comprehensive systematic review; 3) consolidate and share the results of the research; and 4) 
pinpoint areas of unexplored terrain within the current body of research (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005; 
Levac et al., 2010; Pham et al., 2014). These objectives make scoping reviews an ideal method for 
fields where knowledge is rapidly expanding or highly varied, as they allow for the inclusion of 
a wide range of study designs and methodologies, thus providing a comprehensive overview of the 
available evidence.

The choice of a scoping review for this study is justified given the fragmented nature of educa
tional evaluation research in Asia. By mapping out the existing literature, this review aims to provide 
a broad understanding of the field, identifying key themes, methodologies, and gaps that have yet to 
be explored (Peterson et al., 2017; Pham et al., 2014). This is particularly important in the context of 
educational evaluation in Asia, where diverse educational systems, cultural practices, and develop
mental stages can result in varied research focuses and outcomes.

The steps for this scoping review follow the framework set out by Arksey and O’Malley (2005), 
ensuring a systematic and rigorous approach:

● Stage 1: Identifying the research question to guide the review and ensure relevance to the field.
● Stage 2: Identifying relevant studies through comprehensive and systematic search strategies 

across multiple databases and sources.
● Stage 3: Study selection based on predefined inclusion and exclusion criteria to ensure con

sistency and relevance.
● Stage 4: Charting the data involves extracting key information from each study, such as study 

design, context, outcomes, and limitations, to provide a detailed overview of the field.
● Stage 5: Collating, summarizing, and reporting the results to synthesize the findings in a way 

that highlights key insights, patterns, and areas needing further research. (p. 22)

By employing a scoping review, this study not only aims to map the current landscape of educational 
evaluation research in Asia but also to identify gaps and future research directions that can inform 
policy, practice, and further scholarly work. This approach is instrumental in providing 
a comprehensive understanding of the field, which is essential for advancing knowledge and 
improving educational practices across diverse contexts.

Research questions

The review will focus on the following questions:

● What are the principal topics and research methods employed in educational evaluation 
research across Asia?

● What key findings emerge from this scoping review of educational evaluation research in Asia, 
and what are their implications for researchers, policymakers, and practitioners?

Relevant studies: a systematic search

Firstly, our scoping review focused on evaluation-centric publications, drawing from the catalogue of 
journals highlighted by Coryn et al. (2016, 2017) and Lawaree et al. (2020) as pertinent to our 
investigation (see Table 1).

These 14 evaluation-oriented journals were selected because they cover a broad spectrum of 
evaluation-related topics and have published significant numbers of RoE articles. The criteria for 
selecting these journals included their focus on evaluation as a primary topic, their peer-reviewed 
status, and their contributions to the field of evaluation through the publication of articles that test 
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existing knowledge, contribute to existing knowledge, or generate new knowledge related to 
evaluation processes, products, theories, methods, or practices (Coryn et al., 2016, 2017; Lawaree 
et al., 2020). Since this scoping review intends to provide insights into the types of RoE investigations 
conducted, by focusing on these 14 journals, this paper aims to capture a comprehensive and 
representative sample of the RoE literature, thereby facilitating an analysis of trends, gaps, and 
directions for future research in the field of evaluation in Asia.

We manually searched for relevant articles, utilizing names of Asian states/cities as keywords. We 
categorized the search by geographical regions in Asia – East Asia, Southeast Asia, Central Asia, South 
Asia, and West Asia. Within each geographical region, we listed the countries/states (see Table 2).

As mentioned by Arksey and O’Malley (2005), from a pragmatic perspective, initial decisions must 
be made regarding the review’s scope in terms of its time frame and language considerations. The 
language was not an issue, since the 14 journals only published in the English language. However, for 
the timeframe, we chose the past decade for the review, i.e., 2012–2022. The year 2011 marked the 
25th anniversary of the American Evaluation Association (AEA); the American Journal of Evaluation 
published a series of anniversary issues for that year (volume 32) “to commemorate this significant 
milestone in the development of evaluation as a professional practice field and academic specialty” 
(Schwandt, 2011, p. 7). The final issue, 32(4), took stock of the past 25 years and exhorted the 
evaluation field to look forward for the next 25 years. Smith et al. (2011) anticipate that the field 
will be more culturally diverse and that evaluations will no longer assume cultural homogeneity but 
heterogeneity going forward. Smith et al. (2011) similarly anticipate a growth in international 
evaluation activities and in the profession. These views coupled with Christie’s (2011) exhortation 
to advance the field by conducting more empirical inquiry helped us to decide on 2012 as the 
starting point of our scoping review. The intent was to ascertain the growth of the field since that key 
juncture in 2011. In addition, Gargani (2012), a Past President of the AEA, made 10 predictions “about 
what will happen over the next ten years” in the field of evaluation (para. 2). This timeframe of 2012 
to 2022 is therefore used as a means of comparison with Gargani’s 10 predictions –

(1) Most evaluations will be internal.
(2) Evaluation reports will become obsolete.

Table 1. 14 evaluation-centric publications.

1 African Evaluation Journal (AEJ) 8 Evaluation Journal of Australasia (EJA)
2 American Journal of Evaluation (AJE) 9 Evaluation Review
3 Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation (CJPE) 10 Journal of MultiDisciplinary Evaluation 

(JMDE)
4 Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis 11 New Directions for Evaluation (NDE)
5 Evaluation: The International Journal of Theory, Research and Practice 

(EIJTRP)
12 Practical Assessment, Research and 

Evaluation
6 Evaluation & the Health Professions 13 Research Evaluation
7 Evaluation and Program Planning (EPP) 14 Studies in Educational Evaluation

Table 2. Search terms used within the evaluation-centric journals.

Geographical 
region States/Cities

East Asia China,1Hong Kong, Japan, 1Macao, Mongolia, South Korea, Taiwan
Southeast Asia Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, Timor-Leste, 

Vietnam
Central Asia Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan
South Asia Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Iran, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka
West Asia Bahrain, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Oman, Palestinian National Authority, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Syria, 

United Arab Emirates, Yemen
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(3) Evaluations will abandon data collection in favour of data mining.
(4) A national registry of evaluations will be created.
(5) Evaluations will be conducted in more open ways.
(6) The RFP will RIP.
(7) Evaluation theories (plural) will disappear.
(8) The demand for evaluators will continue to grow.
(9) The number of training programs in evaluation will increase.

(10) The term evaluation will go out of favour. (paras. 4-13)

Our scoping study’s search across 14 evaluation-centric journals, with the names of Asian states/ 
cities as keywords as well as in the article title, within the timeframe of 2012–2022, yielded a total of 
118 references.

Study selection: screening using inclusion/exclusion criteria

We screened the obtained 118 references based on specific inclusion criteria. These criteria 
were designed to ensure that the data we identified and analysed aligned closely with our 
research objectives and questions. We adopted the subsequent criteria to maintain uniformity 
in our decision-making process (see Table 3).

The methodical screening process started with evaluating article titles and abstracts; if the titles or 
abstracts did not specify whether the article met the inclusion criteria, the full text was subsequently 
read through and screened. Initially, two authors individually sorted and reviewed all 118 articles. To 
address any sorting divergences, periodic consultations/arbitrations were conducted with the first 
author (i.e., third reviewer). The screening process resulted in the omission of 56 articles. This scoping 
review draws from a collection of 62 articles focused on research in the field of Education and 
featured in journals centred on Evaluation (see Table 4); the complete list of articles analysed in this 
scoping review can be found in Appendix A.

Table 3. Inclusion/Exclusion criteria.

Articles were included when the articles Articles were excluded when the articles

(i) report evaluation research in these three different 
orientations in Evaluation:
(a) Theory – A contemplative discourse, viewpoint, or 

commentary related to a specific domain within 
the evaluation field;

(b) Practice – Empirical investigations evaluating sys
tems, establishments, programs, and the like;

(c) Method – Pertaining to advancements in metho
dology, encompassing evaluation instruments 
and techniques;

(ii) report evaluation research in the field of *Education.

(i) report research which used the Asian state as a subject 
of study, and which was done from outside of the Asian 
state using an outsider perspective;

(ii) report evaluation research outside the field of 
*Education.

*The field of Education is defined broadly for the inclusion/exclusion criteria.

Table 4. Number of papers.

1st level screening: 
A systematic search

2nd level screening: 
Inclusion/exclusion screening

Region All sectors Education

1 East Asia 60 43
2 Southeast Asia 20 7
3 Central Asia 2 1
4 South Asia 28 9
5 Western Asia 8 2
Total 118 62
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Data extraction

At this juncture, three authors independently reviewed and extracted the relevant data. A structured 
data extraction spreadsheet was used to extract and record the relevant information and various 
study characteristics. The spreadsheet provided clear guidance on which variables to extract, ensur
ing the research team could effectively address the research questions. The first level of information 
to be extracted was the general characteristics: Context (e.g., country/city of origin), Data collection 
methods (e.g., interviews, lesson observation, written reflections) and Participants (e.g., University 
lecturers, teachers, students). The next level of information was more evaluation-oriented: 
Evaluation levels, Evaluation focus/topics and Evaluation perspective. The Evaluation levels are 
meant to ascertain if the research studied at the policy/institutional, programmatic or classroom 
levels. This category of information was based on Mark’s (2008) evaluation context and Deng’s (2012) 
curriculum-making domains. The next category is that of the focus/topic of the evaluation research. 
We agree with Vallin et al. (2015) that there is a need to document “which topics have been most 
researched and the common designs and data collection methods employed in RoE” so that the 
findings from this review “can serve as a roadmap for where more research is needed” (p. 14). The 
final category is that of Evaluation perspective, which is essentially the extent stakeholders are 
involved in the evaluation. This is based on Johnson et al. (2009) category of “Stakeholder involve
ment”, which was added to reflect “the increased research focused on participatory evaluation 
approaches, stakeholder or decision-maker participation, and/or stakeholder or decision-maker 
involvement since 1985” (p. 382).

This data extraction/charting process was an iterative one. The spreadsheet was reviewed by the 
research team and pretested by the first three authors before being implemented. The three 
reviewers extracted the data characteristics from one paper for initial calibration, with another 
eight papers for clarification. This step was recommended by Levac et al. (2010), where “two 
researchers independently extract data from the first five to ten studies using the data-charting 
form and meet to determine whether their approach to data extraction is consistent with the 
research question and purpose” (p. 6). This step provided our team an opportunity to discuss the 
data that was extracted so as “to reach consensus about our data collection process and to include 
additional categories relevant to our research inquiry” (Daudt et al., 2013, p. 6). The three reviewers 
addressed any discrepancies through discussion and achieved a consensus on the final interpreta
tion, during the team meeting. Once consensus and mutual understanding were achieved, the three 
reviewers independently reviewed batches of 18, 18, and 26 articles. During the subsequent team 
meetings, the reviewers presented their data extraction and charting to facilitate discussion and 
clarify any potential disagreements. This collaborative approach ensured that all team members 
were aligned and that any discrepancies were promptly resolved. Finally, the extracted data was 
systematically collated and summarized to address the research questions and generate meaningful 
insights.

Findings & discussion

Having delineated the methodology employed in our research, we turn attention to the core 
findings and discussions that have emerged from our comprehensive scoping review. This next 
section presents an in-depth analysis of the general characteristics inherent in the field of educa
tional evaluation, followed by an exploration of the specific, evaluation-oriented characteristics that 
define this domain. Through this examination, we aim to shed light on the multifaceted nature of 
educational evaluation in Asia, highlighting both its overarching trends and its nuanced, method- 
specific details. This synthesis not only reflects the breadth and depth of the existing literature but 
also provides critical insights into the evolving landscape of educational evaluation.
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General characteristics

Contextual characteristics
Of the 62 articles, the bulk came from East Asia (n = 43; 69.4%): 26 (41.9%) were educational 
evaluation research on/from China, with eight from Hong Kong, six from Taiwan, two from Japan 
and one from South Korea. The region with the second highest came from South Asia (n = 9; 14.5%): 
five from Pakistan, two from India, one from Iran and one from Bangladesh. The region with the third 
highest came from Southeast Asia (n = 7; 11.3%): two from Vietnam, and one each from Brunei, 
Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand. West Asia had two articles: one from Syria and one 
from the United Arab Emirates, and Central Asia had one article: Kazakhstan.

A summary of the number of articles by region and by country can be found in Table 5:

China, including Hong Kong, contributed slightly more than half of the educational evaluation 
research (n = 34; 54.8%) in East Asia. The main driver in the Educational Evaluation scene outside of 
East Asia is Pakistan, with five papers ranging from 2015 to 2022.

This dominance by China in evaluation journals could possibly be due to the fact that 
monetary and academic rewards (such as promotion and research grant awards) are tied to 
publications in high impact journals (Hyland, 2023; Shao & Shen, 2012). However, with the recent 
change in policy to discourage such an “inappropriate” practice (Mallapaty, 2020, p. 18), there is 
a possibility the numbers might change in the next 10 years. Despite this change in policy, 
Hyland (2023) predicts that “China’s emergence as a publishing superpower . . . is unlikely to stall” 
(p. 401). It seems likely that educational evaluation research will continue to be driven by East 
Asia, with China as its leader. Interestingly, this is parallel to Vallin et al. (2015) analytical review 
of RoE articles in the American Journal of Evaluation, from 1998 to 2014. In their review, they 
found that 90% of the 177 RoE articles were published by North American authors, with the 
remaining 10% by non-North American authors.

Data collection characteristics
Of the 62 studies, the most common data collection method is the Questionnaire survey (n = 33; 
54.8%), and the second most common is the Interview (n = 15; 24.2%). This similar with two earlier 
reviews (Brandon & Fukunaga, 2014; Vallin et al., 2015). The evaluation literature is replete with 
studies using both surveys and interviews (Mertens & Wilson, 2019; Patton, 2015), since surveys 
enable evaluators to capture data from a huge population size, and interviews enable evaluators “to 
obtain descriptive and judgmental information from a wide range of persons who have important 
perspectives on a program, its setting, or its beneficiaries” (Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014, p. 546). In this 
regard, the educational evaluation methodology in Asia is similar with the practice in the wider 
evaluation world.

Both secondary data analysis and the administration of a test constitute the third most common 
data collection method (n = 11; 17.7%), followed by Document/textual analysis (n = 7; 11.3%). The 
prevalent use of certain research methodologies in Asia (i.e., surveys and tests: n = 44; 71.0%) 

Table 5. Educational evaluation research papers by region/state/city of origin.

Region State/city n Region State/city n

East Asia China 26 43 Southeast Asia Vietnam 2 7
Hong Kong 8 Brunei 1
Taiwan 6 Malaysia 1
Japan 2 Philippines 1
S. Korea 1 Singapore 1

South Asia Pakistan 5 9 Thailand 1
India 2 West Asia Syria 1 2
Bangladesh 1 United Arab Emirates 1
Iran 1 Central Asia Kazakhstan 1 1
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contributes to the thematic skewness in educational research. Quantitative methods, often used to 
evaluate learning outcomes, may overshadow qualitative and/or mixed method approaches better 
suited for exploring complex themes like leadership or policy. This methodological bias might 
inadvertently limit the scope of evaluation topics and points to the need for a more diversified 
methodological approach.

Participant characteristics
Of the 62 studies, the bulk of the sample population came from K-12 (n = 16; 25.8%) and university 
students, both undergraduate and postgraduate (n = 16; 25.8%). Teachers make up the third largest 
sample population (n = 20; 16.1%), with Parents constituting just 6.5% (n = 4) of the sample popula
tion. There is another category of stakeholders, comprising a mix bag of industry experts, policy 
makers, government officials, among others (n = 10; 16.1%). Since the focus is on educational 
evaluation, it is logical that the bulk of the evaluation is on students and teachers (n = 52; 83.9%).

Evaluation-oriented characteristics

Evaluation levels
Mark (2008) categorized evaluation context into three sub-categories of Societal, Organizational and 
Evaluation-specific (local). In the curriculum field, Deng (2012) specified three curriculum-making 
domains of policy/institutional, programmatic and classroom; these three domains correspond closely 
with Mark’s (2008) sub-categories. Within the institutional domain, the objective is to synchronize 
educational goals with societal aspirations, which inherently involves an ideological approach. An 
example of a study at the Institutional level is Zhang et al. (2020). Since higher education impacts the 
social development of the nation, this paper seeks to study the performance of Higher Education 
Institutes (HEIs) and the resource allocation to the different HEIs, so as ascertain the “development 
status of higher education more clearly and to narrow the regional gap in the field of higher 
education more effectively” (p. 2). In the programmatic domain, the task involves converting the 
principles outlined by the institutional domain into practical and applicable resources for schools, 
such as curriculum guides and teaching materials. An example of a study at the Programmatic level is 
Han (2018). This is a study of the validity of a Self-assessment (SA) and peer assessment (PA) 
undergraduate course, with two group of participants – student-participants coming from two 
different classes, and rater-participants from among lecturers and postgraduate students. The intent 
was to ascertain the value of programme for undergraduate students. In the classroom domain, the 
effort is centred on converting the curriculum defined at the programmatic level into actual learning 
experiences for students. An example of a study at the Classroom level is Hung (2018) which looked 
at how an elementary school teacher implemented peer assessment in her class, with a post- 
intervention survey of the students and a semi-structured instructor interview with the teacher. 
This study focuses on how the classroom teacher enacted an intervention for her own class. Since 
this Evaluation review focuses on Education, Deng’s (2012) domains allow a better representation of 
what is evaluated and at which level.

About 73% of the 62 studies were undertaken at the Institutional level (n = 45), followed by the 
Programmatic level (n = 11; 17.7%), and the Classroom level (n = 6; 9.7%).

Evaluation focus/topic
This scoping review reveals a significant emphasis on learning and teaching, with 19 instances 
highlighting this area (n = 19) (see Table 6). This prevalence underscores the centrality of pedago
gical methodologies and learning outcomes in the discourse on educational effectiveness. Such 
a focus suggests a trend towards evaluating educational environments not merely through out
comes but through a critical examination of the teaching and learning processes themselves. The 
Confucian heritage, a dominant cultural ethos in countries like China, Korea, and Japan, profoundly 
reveres education, emphasizing respect for teachers and the value of learning (Li, 2003). This cultural 
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dimension could be echoed in the substantial body of research focusing on pedagogical methods 
and learning outcomes, aligning with long-standing cultural values. This is further complemented by 
the notable emphasis on capacity, evident in 12 instances, which points to a growing recognition of 
the importance of developing and enhancing institutional and individual capabilities in education 
settings (n = 12). It is interesting to note that even though there are 19 instances on learning and 
teaching, which tends to be “classroom-related”, yet there is only 9.7% which are Classroom level 
studies. This is because a number of studies categorized as “learning and teaching” are similar to 
Nuncio et al. (2020). Nuncio et al. (2020) studied the implementation of an E-Learning Outreach 
Research Project across different schools, how teachers implemented it, what students gained from 
it, how attitudes towards the use of technology in learning changed as a result. Even though it is 
“learning and teaching” in focus, it is at the Programmatic level.

Performance and quality (n = 9), as well as assessment (n = 12), continue to be prominent areas, 
emphasizing the ongoing importance of evaluating both organizational and individual performance 
in education. This prevalence on evaluating assessment underscores the pivotal role that assessment 
plays in both gauging and enhancing educational outcomes. The methodologies used in these 
studies predominantly revolve around direct measures of student performance, thereby providing 
concrete data to inform educational practices. Furthermore, the emphasis on assessment is also 
reflective of a broader trend in educational evaluation, where tangible outcomes and quantifiable 
measures are increasingly favoured to evaluate both organizational and individual performance in 
educational settings. Globalization and the influence of international benchmarks, such as PIRLS2 

and PISA, have a pronounced impact on educational evaluation research in Asia. The drive to meet 
international educational standards often propels research towards empirical assessments of teach
ing methodologies and learning outcomes (Liu et al., 2020; Zhao, 2009). This global-local interplay 
highlights the challenge of aligning with international educational trends while addressing unique 
local educational needs in Asian countries.

In contrast, the areas of leadership3 (n = 1), evaluation4 practice (n = 2) and specific evaluation5 

tools (n = 3) are notably less represented in the literature. This disparity indicates a potential over
sight in the broader narrative of educational evaluation, where the roles of leadership in shaping 
educational policies and practices and the nuances of evaluation methodologies might be under
explored. This gap highlights a potential area for further research, as leadership is crucial in shaping 
the educational environment (Cravens & Hallinger, 2012; Liu et al., 2020). Moreover, the studies 
evaluating evaluation practices and tools will enhance the rigour of the field.

The allocation of research funding and the prevailing academic discourse significantly steer the 
thematic focus in Asian educational research. With a traditional emphasis on teaching and learning, 
research in these areas is often favoured due to aligned funding opportunities and academic 
incentives (Huang, 2015; Shao & Shen, 2012). In contrast, less emphasis on educational leadership 
or novel evaluation tools may reflect limited funding or academic recognition in these domains.

Table 6. Evaluation focus/topic.

Evaluation focus/topic Number

Learning/teaching 19
Capacity 12
Assessment 12
Performance/quality 9
Policy 5
Evaluation tool 3
Evaluation practice 2
Leadership 1
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Evaluation perspective
Fifty-three of the 62 studies are external evaluations. Most of the papers are not commissioned 
by stakeholders and tend to be driven by a research agenda. Research and evaluation seek 
different ends (Fitzpatrick et al., 2011). Research is meant to add knowledge to the field and 
contribute to the growth of theory within that field, whereas that is only a secondary con
sideration in evaluation studies (Fitzpatrick et al., 2011; Mark et al., 2000). Even though 50 of 
these papers were independently initiated and not requested by stakeholders, they still con
tribute to the advancement of knowledge because they are published in Evaluation journals 
overseen by field experts. Therefore, they are recognized as Evaluation research, meaning they 
aim to both assess and generate new insights, embodying the concept of research-oriented 
evaluation. This highlights the significant role of independent research in driving theoretical 
advancements and broadening the scope of educational evaluation. By not being limited to 
stakeholder-driven agendas, independent studies are free to explore innovative methodologies, 
diverse contexts, and emerging issues, thereby enriching the field with a wider array of 
perspectives and deepening our understanding of educational phenomena across different 
settings.

The remaining 9 papers are Internal research-oriented evaluations.

Conclusion

This review represents an important step towards creating a resource that evaluation researchers 
and scholars can use to traverse the wide and diverse educational landscape of Asia, and to provide 
a guide in exploring potential and empirical research areas to tackle prevalent issues in evaluation. 
Despite the modest number of studies reviewed, the scoping review highlights a diversity of 
evaluation topics of educational interest undertaken to date. We hope it contributes valuable 
insights into the efficacy of various pedagogical and innovative practices, guide the shaping of 
future educational strategies and offer directions in policymaking. This notwithstanding, the current 
landscape reveals significant gaps in educational evaluation research, particularly in areas of leader
ship and specific evaluation tools. Of note too is a lack of research in the use of evaluation theories or 
models to frame and appraise educational problems posed. We observed that much of the work to 
date leans towards research-oriented evaluation in knowledge generation. Addressing these gaps 
presents opportunities for a more comprehensive understanding of educational effectiveness. 
Research on educational leadership, for instance, could provide insights into the impact of leader
ship styles on educational outcomes in diverse Asian settings (Cravens & Hallinger, 2012); their 
respective roles in shaping formative evaluation processes; and the ways in each leadership type can 
offer different affordances to shape respective evaluation discourses. Similarly, focusing on the 
development and evaluation of innovative educational tools could enhance teaching practices 
and learning experiences, catering to the unique needs of different Asian educational systems 
(Nguyen et al., 2006; Wang, 2013; Wang & Lin, 2019). Testing the efficacy of prominent evaluation 
theories, expounded in the West, can reveal, and expand the rigour, relevance, and utility of these 
models in the culturally varied Asian educational landscape.

This scoping review provides an impetus by bringing together a body of education evaluation 
research undertaken in the Asian context. It aims to draw international attention to the state of 
educational evaluation work done in this region. In so doing, it seeks to offer direction to the 
development of an evaluation research agenda. Moving forward we think it is important to expand 
the review of educational evaluation in Asia to additional major education and educational psychol
ogy journals, to provide further empirical evidence to the thrust of observations made in this review 
and to examine if there are uncover areas of work that may not be evident in this current work. It 
would be remiss if such scholarly work were excluded in our efforts to develop and consolidate 
a comprehensive database of educational evaluation research in Asia.
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Notes

1. Even though Hong Kong and Macao are part of China, due to their histories, they have different educational 
systems from mainland China. As such, they are reviewed as distinct cities.

2. PIRLS: Progress in International Reading Literacy Study; PISA: Programme for International Student Assessment.
3. An example is Liu et al. (2021), where the paper explores the relationship between distributed leadership and 

teacher job satisfaction in the Chinese educational context, highlighting the crucial role of distributed leadership 
in educational reforms aimed at improving teacher work conditions and overall school effectiveness.

4. An example is Al Hudib et al. (2016), where the paper details two large-scale evaluation initiatives, and discusses 
the importance of interaction between people from different cultures, learning about professional standards of 
evaluation, and adapting to different cultures.

5. An example is Sato (2012), where the paper expounded on “a method to measure the effect, impact and 
efficiency of treatment through using the standardized mean difference (SMD) of the outcomes between the 
treatment and the control groups” (p. 231).
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