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ABSTRACT: Outcome-Based Education (OBE) 

has expanded from engineering accreditation to 

medical, vocational, language, and general 

education in China. This integrative review 

synthesizes 40 policy, conceptual, review, and 

empirical publications to examine its 

institutionalization, pedagogical enactment, 

assessment practices, and disciplinary variation. The 

literature associates OBE with clearer curriculum 

alignment, authentic learning tasks, and greater use 

of evidence in course improvement. Nevertheless, 

most effectiveness studies are short-term, single-site 

interventions that combine OBE with flipped 

learning, problem-based learning, simulation, or 

digital platforms, making independent causal 

attribution difficult. Implementation is further 

constrained by documentary compliance, 

mechanical outcome decomposition, faculty 

workload, and limited evidence from humanities and 

general education. The review therefore identifies 

OBE primarily as an organizing framework whose 

value depends on discipline-sensitive outcome 

design, valid assessment, professional judgement, 

and institutional mechanisms that convert evidence 

into sustained curricular improvement. 

KEYWORDS: Outcome-Based Education; Chinese 

higher education; literature review; curriculum 

reform; assessment; continuous improvementm 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 
Outcome-Based Education (OBE) is 

usually presented as a simple reversal of educational 

planning: educators first specify what students 

should be able to demonstrate, then design 

curriculum, teaching, and assessment backwards 

from those expectations. Spady [1] described this as 

organizing the educational system around the 

performances that matter at the end of learning, 

while Spady and Marshall [2] distinguished 

transformational outcomes from the narrower 

objectives associated with conventional instruction. 

Harden [3] later translated outcome orientation into 

medical education by connecting graduate roles, 

curriculum design, and assessment. Shen and Locke 

[6] further explained that OBE is grounded in the 

belief that all learners can achieve meaningful 

outcomes when educational expectations, learning 

opportunities, and instructional support are 

appropriately structured.These formulations share an 

insistence that outcomes are not an appendix to 

teaching; they are intended to govern the 

relationship among educational purpose, learning 

activity, evidence, and improvement. 

In China, OBE acquired institutional force 

through engineering education accreditation and 

subsequently entered undergraduate evaluation, 

applied-talent development, medical education, 

higher vocational education, and course reform. Gu 

et al. [5] documented the early localization of 

learning-output education at Shantou University. Li 

Zhiyi and Wang Zewu [12] later described outcome-

oriented course design as a ‘main line’ of teaching 

and a ‘bottom line’ of evaluation. The Ministry of 

Education’s undergraduate review scheme [10] and 

the 2024 engineering accreditation standards [23] 

further embedded student-centredness, outcome 

orientation, and continuous improvement in quality-

assurance practice. OBE in China is therefore 

neither only a teaching technique nor only an 

accreditation requirement; it is a framework through 

which programmes attempt to connect public 

expectations, graduate capabilities, course 

contributions, classroom activity, and evidence of 

achievement. 

The rapid spread of this framework has 

generated a large practice-oriented literature, but the 

literature is uneven. Engineering and health-sciences 

studies predominate, successful course interventions 

are reported more often than failed implementation, 

and OBE is frequently bundled with project-based 

learning, flipped classrooms, problem-based 

learning, simulation, or artificial intelligence. A 

higher post-test score in such studies cannot 

automatically be attributed to outcome orientation. 

At the same time, a purely critical reading that treats 

OBE as administrative measurement overlooks the 



 

   

International Journal of Engineering, Management and Humanities (IJEMH) 

Volume 7, Issue 4, Jul.-Aug., 2026 pp: 288-298   ISSN: 2584-2145 www.ijemh.com 

                                      

 

 

 

 

 

 

DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.22075945                              www.ijemh.com                                                 Page 289 

substantive curriculum redesign visible in several 

programmes. A review is therefore needed that 

distinguishes institutional adoption, pedagogical 

enactment, assessment practice, and evidence of 

effect. 

This article asks four questions: How has 

OBE been institutionalized in Chinese higher 

education? What changes to curriculum, teaching, 

and assessment are reported? How do 

implementation patterns differ by discipline and 

institution? What can the existing evidence 

legitimately support? By organizing the literature 

around these questions, the review gives priority to 

scholars’ arguments and empirical findings rather 

than to a general description of OBE principles. 

 

II. REVIEW DESIGN AND LITERATURE PROFILE 
 

The study adopts an integrative review 

design because the Chinese OBE field contains 

heterogeneous evidence: policy documents, 

accreditation standards, conceptual discussions, 

bibliometric analyses, curriculum cases, quasi-

experiments, survey research, and systematic 

reviews. A narrowly defined meta-analysis would 

exclude the institutional and conceptual literature 

required to explain how OBE is implemented, while 

a purely narrative account would make it difficult to 

judge the concentration and limitations of the 

evidence. The integrative design combines 

descriptive coding with thematic synthesis. 

Sources were located through combinations 

of ‘outcome-based education’, ‘OBE’, ‘China’, 

‘Chinese higher education’, ‘engineering education’,  

‘higher vocational education’, ‘general education’, 

‘curriculum’, ‘assessment’, and ‘continuous 

improvement’. Searches and reference-chain checks 

covered official Chinese policy and accreditation 

websites and peer-reviewed journal platforms. The 

cut-off date was 15 August 2026. Publications were 

included when they addressed OBE as a substantial 

organizing concept and examined Chinese higher 

education or provided foundational or review 

evidence necessary for interpretation. Items that 

merely mentioned OBE, lacked identifiable 

publication information, or concerned school 

education without relevance to higher education 

were excluded. 

The resulting analytical corpus contains 40 

publications. Thirty-three were published from 2021 

to 2026, while seven earlier works were retained 

because they established the conceptual basis of 

OBE or marked important stages of Chinese 

localization. The corpus is deliberately described as 

an analytical sample rather than a census of CNKI, 

Web of Science, or Scopus. Its statistics show the 

composition of the evidence synthesized in this 

article; they should not be interpreted as the total 

annual output of the field. Each publication was 

coded for year, disciplinary setting, study type, level 

of implementation, reported outcomes, and 

limitations. Full thematic coding focused on policy 

diffusion, backward curriculum design, pedagogy, 

assessment, continuous improvement, faculty work, 

governance, and disciplinary adaptation (See Table 

1). 

 

TABLE 1. REVIEW SCOPE AND CODING FRAMEWORK 

Component Specification 

Sources Official policy/accreditation documents and peer-reviewed journal 

publications 

Temporal scope Foundational publications plus current implementation evidence 

through 15 August 2026 

Unit of inclusion Publication in which OBE is a substantive framework, not a 

passing reference 

Coding dimensions Year; discipline; design; implementation level; outcomes; 

limitations; improvement evidence 

Interpretive rule Corpus statistics describe the reviewed sample and are not 
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database-wide bibliometric counts 

 

Figure 1 shows a clear concentration after 

2021. This pattern is partly related to the review’s 

emphasis on current implementation evidence, but it 

also corresponds with the diffusion of OBE beyond 

engineering accreditation. Recent publications 

increasingly examine medical curricula, higher 

vocational competence, digital instruction, New 

Liberal Arts courses, and programme-level quality 

improvement.Qin’s CiteSpace-based review [20] 

also showed that Chinese OBE research in 

vocational and application-oriented education was 

concentrated on curriculum design, talent 

cultivation, teaching reform, curriculum systems, 

and industry–education collaboration. The 

expansion is therefore thematic as well as 

numerical. 

 

 
FIGURE 1. ANNUAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE CODED CORPUS, 2018-2026 (N = 34) 

Disciplinary distribution is more revealing 

than publication growth. Engineering and health 

sciences account for the largest empirical clusters 

(Figure 2). Their dominance is not accidental: both 

fields possess externally articulated professional 

outcomes, established accreditation traditions, and 

assessment tasks in which performance can be 

observed. By contrast, humanities, language, and 

general education form a small group. The 

imbalance matters because conclusions drawn from 

technical and clinical programmes are often 

generalized to educational aims - interpretation, 

ethical judgement, cultural understanding, and 

reflective development - that require different kinds 

of evidence. 
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FIGURE 2. DISCIPLINARY COMPOSITION OF THE FULL ANALYTICAL CORPUS (N = 40) 

The study designs also constrain 

inference. Most empirical papers are course-level 

quasi-experiments, pre-post studies, or case reports. 

Programme-level curriculum analysis is less 

common, and longitudinal studies showing two or 

more completed improvement cycles are rare. 

Mahrishi and Ramakrishna’s international 

systematic review [38] reached a similar judgement: 

the acceptance of OBE is broader than the depth and 

comparability of its implementation evidence. The 

Chinese literature is rich in local innovation but 

remains weak in cross-institutional comparison, 

negative cases, implementation fidelity, and long-

term transfer of learning. 

 

III. INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF OBE 

IN CHINESE HIGHER EDUCATION 
The first strand of Chinese research treats OBE as 

an institutional response to accreditation and quality 

evaluation. Gu et al. [5] described Shantou 

University’s engineering reform as a reorganization 

of the programme around expected learning outputs 

rather than subject coverage. The Ministry of 

Education [10] later required institutions to place 

talent cultivation at the centre of classified 

undergraduate review and to strengthen self-

evaluation and quality culture. The China 

Engineering Education Accreditation Association 

[23] gives this orientation an operational form: 

programme objectives, graduation requirements, 

curriculum support, attainment evaluation, and 

continuous improvement must be demonstrably 

connected. 

This policy-accreditation route has produced a 

shared vocabulary across universities. Training 

objectives are decomposed into graduation 

requirements; graduation requirements are 

supported by courses; course objectives are mapped 

to teaching activities and assessment tasks; and 

attainment evidence is summarized for review. Li 

and Wang [12] regard this chain as a way of 

preventing teaching from drifting away from 

intended learning.Syeed et al. [17] likewise 

conceptualized engineering OBE as an 

interconnected process linking intended outcomes, 

curriculum delivery, assessment, and continuous 

quality improvement. Wang et al. [32], using 

network analysis in an environmental-design 

curriculum, similarly argue that OBE should be 

understood as a relational curriculum system rather 

than a collection of independent courses. These 

studies represent the strongest version of 

institutional OBE: the unit of analysis is the 

programme, and course reform is judged by its 

contribution to programme capabilities. 

The same arrangements can, however, become 

formalistic. When curriculum matrices are 

completed after syllabi and examinations have 

already been fixed, alignment is retrospective rather 

than designed. When acceptable attainment 

percentages become the main target, quality 

assurance rewards the production of evidence more 

than inquiry into learning. Morcke, Dornan, and 

Eika [4] warned that outcome frameworks may 

clarify expectations but also narrow education when 

complex professional formation is reduced to 

checklists. Chinese discussions of micro-courses by 

Wei, Shan, and Xu [22] make a parallel point: the 
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visibility of a new format does not demonstrate 

educational value unless objectives, activity, and 

evaluation are substantively aligned. 

The literature thus suggests two forms of 

institutionalization. In substantive 

institutionalization, departments negotiate the 

meaning of outcomes, examine curriculum 

coverage, redesign assessment, and use evidence to 

make collective decisions. In procedural 

institutionalization, teachers produce matrices, 

calculations, and reports mainly for inspection. Both 

may look similar in documentation. The difference 

lies in whether evidence changes subsequent 

teaching and programme decisions. 

 

IV. CURRICULUM, TEACHING, 

ASSESSMENT, AND CONTINUOUS 

IMPROVEMENT 
TEngineering studies provide the clearest 

accounts of backward design in practice. Zhang et 

al. [11] combined design-based learning with OBE 

in basic industrial engineering. Rather than treating 

industrial-engineering concepts as content to be 

delivered, the course placed students in authentic 

design problems through which conceptual 

knowledge became usable professional knowledge. 

Hu et al. [16] developed a hydraulic-engineering 

model integrating online resources, virtual 

simulation, theory, practice, and values education; 

they reported improvements in motivation, 

academic performance, independent learning, and 

innovation. Zheng et al. [15] likewise framed 

sustainable teaching as an alignment among 

intended outcomes, learning process, and 

evaluation. 

Jia and Li [30] add an important 

qualification. Their bidirectional model in 

theoretical mechanics does not present backward 

design as a one-way administrative decomposition. 

Engineering thinking shapes teaching, while 

personalized assignments generate evidence that 

returns to instructional design. This iterative relation 

is closer to the original logic of continuous 

improvement than a static curriculum map. It also 

shows that outcome orientation can coexist with 

differentiated learning, provided that common 

expectations do not force identical pathways for 

students with different levels of readiness. 

Studies of digital and blended learning 

reach a similar conclusion. Yao et al. [14] 

redesigned C programming around outcomes and 

student activity. Li et al. [24] integrated work-

process learning, flipped instruction, and BOPPPS, 

reporting stronger experimental performance. Wang 

and Yang [29] used an AI-supported assessment 

model in research-oriented curricula. These results 

do not show that technology is inherently outcome-

oriented. Wei et al. [22] explicitly reject that 

assumption, arguing that micro-courses have 

educational value only when they support 

meaningful, transferable learning. Technology is 

therefore an infrastructure for feedback and activity, 

not a substitute for curriculum judgement. 

In higher vocational education, Li and 

Rohayati’s structural-equation study [27] is 

especially useful because it investigates mechanism 

rather than only outcome difference. They found 

that the relationship between stated learning 

outcomes and graduate competence was mediated 

through project-based learning and assessment 

strategies, with assessment exerting the stronger 

mediating influence. The implication is decisive: 

writing clearer outcomes does not improve 

competence by itself. Outcomes matter when they 

reorganize the tasks students perform, the criteria by 

which performance is judged, and the feedback 

through which performance is improved. 

Work in language and general education 

remains smaller but challenges the assumption that 

OBE belongs only to professional programmes. Su 

and Li [7] proposed an outcome-oriented framework 

for general education at Tsinghua University. Hou, 

Gao, and Ahmad [39] reported the use of speaking, 

writing, revision, and performance tasks in a 

humanities general-education course. Mi, Hashim, 

and Hussin [37] found gains in the complexity, 

accuracy, and fluency of spoken English in a 

blended environment. These studies suggest that 

broad outcomes can be made visible, but not 

through the same instruments used for technical 

calculation. Analytical essays, portfolios, debate, 

presentation, reflective writing, and longitudinal 

samples are more defensible than a single objective 

test when the intended learning is interpretive or 

developmental. 

Assessment is the point at which the claims 

of OBE become testable. Premalatha [13] showed 

that course and programme outcome assessment 

requires an explicit relation among indicators, tasks, 

criteria, and aggregated decisions. In Chinese 

engineering accreditation, this relation is commonly 

expressed through course-objective attainment, 

programme-level graduation-requirement 

evaluation, and an improvement report [23]. The 

advantage is transparency: programmes must show 

what evidence represents an outcome and how 

conclusions are reached. The risk is circularity: if 

assessment items are weak or mappings are assigned 
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retrospectively, a precise attainment coefficient 

merely quantifies an invalid design. 

Medical education demonstrates both the 

promise and limitation of outcome-aligned 

assessment. Chen et al. [25] reorganized a basic 

medical curriculum into Crucial, Supporting, and 

Associated courses linked to 34 graduate outcomes; 

the programme subsequently reported standardized 

competence-test performance more than 20 

percentage points above the national average in 

2023. Yao et al. [26] redesigned anatomy for 

nursing students around clinically relevant learning. 

Liu et al. [28] found that an OBE-based flipped 

ophthalmology clerkship strengthened classroom 

engagement and case-analysis performance. These 

studies are persuasive because assessment required 

integration of knowledge with professional 

reasoning rather than recall alone. 

Other medical interventions combine OBE 

with strong pedagogical treatments. Yang et al. [18] 

integrated creativity theory and OBE in a workshop 

for newly recruited nurses. Li et al. [19] used OBE-

BOPPPS in clinical laboratory medicine. Li et al. 

[24] connected work-process learning, flipped 

instruction, and BOPPPS. Liu et al. [35] combined 

OBE with SPOC resources, case sequences, virtual 

platforms, and flipped experiments in medical 

morphology. Shi et al. [34] integrated OBE and 

problem-based learning in psychiatric clinical 

practice, while Zhang et al. [36] used an OBE 

workshop in manual therapy. Nearly all report 

favourable short-term outcomes or satisfaction. 

The bundle is also the main threat to causal 

interpretation. If an experimental group receives 

more active practice, clearer criteria, additional 

feedback, smaller-group interaction, or novel 

technology, the contribution of outcome 

specification cannot be isolated. OBE is better 

interpreted as the architecture that coordinates these 

elements than as an independent treatment. This 

distinction avoids two errors: attributing every 

improvement to OBE, and dismissing OBE because 

its effect cannot be separated from the learning 

design it intentionally organizes. 

Continuous improvement is even less well 

evidenced than initial redesign. Yan et al. [33] 

connect OBE with the Plan-Do-Check-Act cycle, 

arguing that assessment evidence should return to 

planning. Yet most course studies end after one 

intervention and one post-test. Few show the 

complete chain: an identified weakness, a justified 

curriculum change, implementation with the next 

cohort, new evidence, and a second decision. 

Without this temporal sequence, a report may 

contain an ‘improvement measure’ but not 

demonstrate improvement. 

 

 

V. DISCIPLINARY PATTERNS, 

IMPLEMENTATION TENSIONS, AND 

RESEARCH DIRECTIONS 
Engineering benefits from a relatively 

stable infrastructure of programme outcomes, design 

projects, laboratories, capstones, employer input, 

and accreditation review. Zhang et al. [11], Hu et al. 

[16], Yuan et al. [21], and Jia and Li [30] show that 

the strongest implementations preserve integrated 

engineering judgement through complex tasks. The 

weakness appears when broad abilities such as 

design, teamwork, ethics, and systems thinking are 

fragmented into numerous low-level indicators 

whose attainment can be calculated but whose 

educational meaning becomes uncertain. 

Health sciences possess a similarly strong 

rationale for observable outcomes because clinical 

practice requires the integration of knowledge, 

procedure, communication, and responsibility. The 

recent Chinese studies [18,19,24-26,28,34-36] 

consistently favour authentic clinical tasks and 

active learning. However, most are single-centre 

studies with convenience allocation, short follow-

up, and a mixture of examination scores and 

satisfaction.  

Claims about transfer to later clinical performance, 

patient care, or professional identity remain 

uncommon. 

Higher vocational and applied institutions use OBE 

to strengthen the relation among curriculum, 

workplace tasks, and graduate competence. Li and 

Rohayati [27] provide evidence that project activity 

and assessment are central mediators. The same 

institutions often face high teaching loads, uneven 

staff development, and limited data infrastructure. 

Outcome orientation is attractive because it provides 

a coherent applied mission, yet it is difficult to 

sustain when the institutional labour of project 

design, rubric calibration, employer collaboration, 

and data interpretation is underestimated. 

Humanities, social sciences, and general 

education expose the limits of uniform 

implementation. Zhao et al. [40] investigated 

probability and statistics in a New Liberal Arts 

context and identified engagement and self-efficacy 

as pathways to knowledge mastery, application, and 

cross-disciplinary thinking. The study illustrates that 

outcomes can include motivational and integrative 

dimensions. Su and Li [7] and Hou et al. [39] 
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similarly treat communication, interpretation, and 

reflection as demonstrable but not reducible to one 

correct response.  

Discipline-sensitive OBE should clarify 

standards of quality without prescribing a single 

interpretation. Rubrics need to support judgement, 

not replace it.The uneven distribution of research is 

itself a finding. As can be inferred from Table 2, the 

field knows considerably more about OBE in 

engineering classrooms and medical interventions 

than about institution-wide implementation, private 

universities, general education, and the humanities. 

This imbalance encourages the uncritical migration 

of technical assessment practices into domains 

where intellectual development is cumulative, 

dialogic, and contested. 

 

 

 

TABLE 2. COMPARATIVE SYNTHESIS OF IMPLEMENTATION PATTERNS 

Field 
Dominant 

implementation form 
Typical evidence Principal unresolved issue 

Engineering 

Programme mapping, 

projects, laboratories, 

capstones 

Design performance, 

rubrics, attainment data 

Fragmentation of integrated 

judgement 

Health sciences 

Clinical outcomes 

combined with active-

learning models 

Tests, clinical tasks, 

engagement, 

satisfaction 

Short follow-up and 

bundled interventions 

Vocational/applied 

Occupational outcomes, 

projects, work-process 

learning 

Competence surveys 

and practical 

performance 

Institutional capacity and 

employer participation 

Humanities/general 

education 

Communication, 

interpretation, reflection 

Writing, presentation, 

portfolio, self-report 

Validation of complex and 

longitudinal outcomes 

 

Four tensions recur across the literature. 

The first is the tension between clarity and 

reduction. Explicit outcomes help students and 

teachers understand expectations, but the demand 

for immediate measurability can privilege what is 

easily counted. Morcke et al. [4] and the Chinese 

general-education literature [39] imply that 

integrated judgement, ethical reasoning, and 

cultural understanding require multiple samples 

and qualitative interpretation. 

The second is the tension between 

accountability and learning. Accreditation needs 

comparable evidence; teaching improvement needs 

contextual explanation. A percentage can identify 

an outcome below a threshold, but it does not 

explain whether the cause lies in students’ prior 

preparation, curriculum sequence, task design, 

teaching, criteria, or resources. Wang et al. [32] 

therefore move analysis from a single course to the 

structure of the curriculum network. Jing and Ren 

[31] likewise translate engineering accreditation 

expectations into a multidimensional learning-

environment scale, showing that outcomes are 

shaped by relationships, practice opportunities, 

atmosphere, and institutional conditions. 

The third is the tension between reform 

ambition and faculty capacity. Backward design, 

authentic assessment, rubric development, 

moderation, data analysis, and feedback all require 

time and expertise. Asim et al. [9] identify faculty 

development as a central implementation condition, 

yet generic workshops often explain terminology 

without helping teachers redesign a real course or 

interpret student work. Katawazai [8] similarly 

found that insufficient faculty preparation, limited 

institutional support, and uneven understanding of 

student-centred learning constrained the 

implementation of OBE in public universities.The 

empirical studies reviewed here are labour-

intensive; their success frequently depends on 

unusually committed teams and additional project 

resources. Sustainability cannot be inferred from a 

successful pilot. 

The fourth is the tension between data 

production and data use. Universities can generate 

increasingly detailed attainment tables, but 
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fragmented systems often require repeated manual 

processing. When teachers regard the calculation as 

an external reporting duty, the data have little 

pedagogical effect. A meaningful improvement 

process begins after the number is produced: 

colleagues examine the student work represented 

by the number, question the validity of the task and 

rubric, identify a plausible cause, and decide what 

should change. Institutional governance must 

provide time, coordination, and authority for this 

inquiry. 

Future research should first move from 

one-cycle demonstrations to longitudinal 

improvement studies. Researchers should report the 

initial evidence, the reasoning behind a curriculum 

change, the fidelity of implementation, outcomes 

for a subsequent cohort, and the decision that 

follows. This design would test the defining claim 

of OBE - continuous improvement - rather than 

only the effectiveness of an initial innovation. 

Second, the field needs multi-institutional 

and comparative work. Differences among research 

universities, application-oriented institutions, 

private universities, and higher vocational colleges 

are not incidental background variables; they affect 

student preparation, staff workload, resources, 

governance, and the purposes attached to OBE. 

Comparative case studies and common-outcome 

studies could identify which mechanisms travel 

across institutions and which require local 

adaptation. 

Third, effectiveness studies should 

separate the components of reform more carefully. 

Where OBE is combined with PBL, flipped 

learning, workshops, simulation, or AI, researchers 

should describe the logic model and 

implementation fidelity. Factorial designs are not 

always feasible, but process data, comparison of 

task exposure, observation, and qualitative 

evidence can show whether change arose from 

clearer outcomes, increased practice, feedback, 

technology, or their interaction. 

Fourth, more research is required in 

general education and the humanities. The relevant 

question is not whether every educational aim can 

be converted into a narrow indicator, but how 

evidence can support defensible judgement about 

complex development. Portfolios, repeated writing 

samples, oral performance, structured observation, 

reflective commentary, and student progression 

across courses deserve systematic validation. 

Finally, research should examine OBE as 

organizational work. Faculty beliefs, assessment 

literacy, workload, data systems, departmental 

negotiation, student participation, and relations 

between academic and quality-assurance units are 

likely to determine whether OBE becomes 

substantive or ceremonial. This governance-

pedagogy relationship is more consequential than 

the choice of attainment formula. 

 

VI. CONCLUSION 
 

The literature indicates that OBE has 

become an important organizing framework in 

Chinese higher education, but its implementation is 

neither uniform nor complete. Engineering 

accreditation provided the institutional architecture; 

medical, vocational, digital, and language-

education studies have extended the framework 

through increasingly diverse learning tasks and 

assessments. The strongest evidence concerns 

clearer alignment and richer opportunities for 

authentic performance. The weakest concerns long-

term transfer, programme-wide improvement, 

humanities and general education, and the 

organizational conditions required to sustain 

reform. 

The available studies do not justify a 

simple claim that adopting OBE raises 

achievement. They support a more precise 

conclusion: when educators use outcomes to 

redesign worthwhile tasks, make criteria visible, 

collect appropriate evidence, and revise curriculum 

through professional inquiry, OBE can coordinate 

substantive reform. When outcomes are added 

retrospectively to existing documents and 

attainment calculation becomes an end in itself, 

OBE becomes ceremonial compliance. The future 

of OBE in China therefore depends less on 

expanding its vocabulary than on strengthening the 

quality of educational judgement linking purpose, 

practice, evidence, and governance. 
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