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ABSTRACT 

Between 2020 and 2020, educational boards worldwide have increasingly sought to dismantle entrenched gender biases 

through the design and implementation of gender-inclusive curricula. This study provides an in-depth examination of policy 

evolution, curriculum development processes, pedagogical practices, and stakeholder experiences across five major boards. 

Employing a convergent mixed‐methods design, we synthesized findings from a systematic document analysis of board 

guidelines, a survey of 200 teachers and senior students, and semi-structured interviews with board officials and teacher 

leaders. The analysis reveals a spectrum of implementation fidelity: while some boards have advanced comprehensive 

integration in all core subjects, others remain in nascent stages due to structural, cultural, and resource constraints. Teacher 

preparedness emerges as a critical determinant, with those receiving ongoing professional learning communities reporting 

greater confidence and more frequent use of inclusive pedagogies. Student feedback underscores the importance of safe 

classroom environments and culturally relevant materials. Despite progress, significant gaps persist in rural contexts, digital 

access, and assessment frameworks capable of capturing gender literacy. We identify six key enablers—leadership 

commitment, sustained capacity building, diversified resource provisioning, community partnerships, robust monitoring 

mechanisms, and cross-board collaboration—and four primary barriers—limited budgets, outdated materials, resistance 

from local stakeholders, and insufficient assessment tools. Drawing on these insights, we propose a multi-tiered 

implementation model that harmonizes policy directives with localized adaptations, recommends scalable digital modules, 

and advocates for participatory curriculum design. These recommendations aim to guide boards in achieving equitable, 

consistent, and culturally responsive gender-inclusive curricula that contribute meaningfully to Sustainable Development 

Goals 4 and 5. 

 

Figure-1.Achieving Gender-Inclusive Curricula 
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INTRODUCTION 

Globally, education systems have long grappled with the challenge of gender bias embedded within curricular content, pedagogical 

practices, and assessment mechanisms. Recognizing this, numerous educational boards initiated mandates between 2020 and 2020 

to foster gender-inclusive curricula—frameworks designed to present balanced gender representations, dismantle stereotypical 

narratives, and empower learners to critically engage with gender norms. These initiatives align with the United Nations’ Sustainable 

Development Goals, particularly SDG 4 (inclusive and equitable quality education) and SDG 5 (gender equality). Yet, translating 

high-level policy directives into classroom practice presents a complex set of interrelated challenges that encompass policy 

coherence, resource allocation, teacher capacity, cultural sensitivities, and evaluative rigor. 

 

Figure-2.Achieving Gender-Inclusive Education 
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Educational boards vary widely in structure and governance. International bodies like the International Baccalaureate (IB) and 

Cambridge Assessment International Education (Cambridge) operate alongside national boards with diverse mandates, such as 

Boards A, B, C, D, and E in this study. Each board’s scale, regulatory environment, and historical engagement with gender equity 

shape its approach to curriculum reform. For example, the IB’s 2020 Gender Equality Guide explicitly integrates gender analysis 

competencies into learner profiles, whereas some national boards issue more generalized policy statements without accompanying 

instructional materials. The implications of such variability are profound: differences in the clarity of guidelines, the availability of 

teacher support, and the rigor of monitoring mechanisms all influence the ultimate classroom enactment. 

Empirical evidence underscores the pivotal role of teachers as curriculum brokers. Studies (e.g., Sharma & Lee, 2020; 

González, 2020) indicate that teachers who participate in sustained professional development, including peer-learning communities 

and coaching, demonstrate higher implementation fidelity and student engagement. Conversely, superficial “one-off” workshops 

fail to produce lasting pedagogical change. Furthermore, resource ecosystems—textbooks, digital modules, classroom posters—

must align with policy goals. Audits (Khan et al., 2020) reveal that many rural schools continue to rely on outdated materials lacking 

gender-balanced content. In digitally underserved regions, the promise of online modules remains unrealized, exacerbating the 

equity gap. 

Student voices add another critical dimension. Safe and open classroom climates, culturally resonant content, and participatory 

pedagogies contribute to learners’ sense of agency in exploring gender issues. Yet, taboo topics and fear of backlash often limit 

frank discussions, particularly in conservative communities. Assessment practices also lag: few boards have developed tools to 

measure students’ gender literacy, leaving a disconnect between intended learning outcomes and evaluative methods. 

This manuscript investigates the multifaceted journey of gender-inclusive curriculum implementation across five boards between 

2020 and 2020. We aim to map adoption rates, assess teacher preparedness, analyze student perceptions, and identify institutional 

and contextual barriers. By triangulating policy analysis, survey data, and stakeholder interviews, we seek not only to illuminate 

current practices but also to chart a path forward. Our findings are intended to support policymakers, curriculum designers, teacher 

educators, and community partners in advancing cohesive, culturally responsive, and effective gender-inclusive education. 

LITERATURE REVIEW  

The quest for gender equity in education has deep roots, tracing back to the 1995 Beijing Declaration’s call to eliminate gender 

stereotypes in textbooks and teaching materials. Subsequent research throughout the early 2000s documented pervasive biases: 

women and girls underrepresented in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) content; men framed narrowly in 

humanities narratives; and the reinforcement of traditional gender roles through pedagogical examples. The UNESCO “Gender 

Equality in and through Education” report (2020) highlighted the systemic nature of these biases, catalyzing renewed global efforts. 

Curriculum frameworks subsequently evolved. The International Baccalaureate (IB) introduced explicit competencies around 

critical self-reflection on gender norms in its 2020 guide, while Cambridge Assessment International Education embedded case 

studies showcasing diverse gender role models. National boards issued parallel guidelines, though with varying levels of specificity. 

For instance, Board A’s 2020 Circular mandated gender auditing of all textbooks, whereas Board B released a broad policy 

statement without accompanying instructional resources. Comparative research (Singh, 2020; Adewale, 2020) underscores that 

policy specificity correlates with implementation strength. 
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Teacher preparedness emerges as a consistent theme. Sharma and Lee (2020) found that only 40 percent of teachers felt adequately 

trained after a single workshop, contrasting sharply with 85 percent confidence reported by those engaged in year-long professional 

learning communities. González (2020) further demonstrated that sustained peer coaching leads to adaptive pedagogical strategies—

teachers modifying lesson plans, incorporating gender-balanced examples, and facilitating critical discussions. Professional 

development literature thus advocates for multi-modal approaches combining theoretical grounding, practical modeling, and 

reflective practice. 

Resource provisioning constitutes another critical axis. Khan et al. (2020) conducted comprehensive textbook audits across rural 

and urban divisions, revealing that only 60 percent of rural schools had access to revised, gender-inclusive textbooks three years 

post-policy issuance. Outdated materials perpetuated stereotypes and undercut policy goals. Digital platforms offer promise: Reddy 

and Banerjee (2020) describe scalable online modules on gender topics, yet accessibility remains uneven due to infrastructure 

constraints (Xu & Li, 2020). This digital divide risks reinforcing existing inequities if unaddressed. 

Assessment practices have lagged behind. Most boards continue to use traditional examinations with multiple-choice or essay 

questions that do not explicitly assess gender literacy. Smith and Clarke (2020) critique the lack of validated tools for measuring 

students’ understanding of gender concepts, advocating for performance-based assessments and reflective portfolios. Without 

alignment between instructional aims and evaluative methods, policy aspirations risk remaining aspirational rather than actionable. 

Cultural context and community engagement are also vital. Patel (2020) and Williams and Ahmed (2020) highlight successful 

co-creation models where local NGOs, parent-teacher associations, and student councils collaborate to develop materials that 

resonate culturally and linguistically. Such participatory approaches build ownership and reduce resistance. In contrast, top-down 

mandates without community input often face backlash, particularly in conservative regions where gender norms are deeply 

entrenched. 

In sum, the literature identifies six interdependent dimensions of gender-inclusive curriculum implementation: policy specificity, 

teacher capacity building, resource provisioning, assessment alignment, digital infrastructure, and community partnership. Our study 

builds on these insights by empirically examining how they play out across diverse boards from 2020 to 2020, offering granular 

data and stakeholder perspectives to inform integrated strategies for sustained progress. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY  

The objectives of this research are fivefold, designed to capture both the breadth and depth of gender-inclusive curriculum 

implementation across educational boards from 2020 to 2020: 

1. Map Adoption Extent: Chart the timeline and scope of gender-inclusive curriculum mandates issued by selected boards 

(Boards A–E). This includes documenting policy issuance dates, subject coverage, and the presence of accompanying 

instructional materials. 

2. Assess Teacher Preparedness: Evaluate the professional development opportunities provided to educators, quantify their 

participation rates, and measure self-reported confidence and skills in delivering gender-inclusive lessons. We aim to 

correlate training modalities (one-off workshops versus sustained coaching) with implementation fidelity. 
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3. Analyze Student Perceptions and Outcomes: Investigate how senior secondary students perceive the gender-inclusive 

content, their level of engagement in related classroom activities, and any reported shifts in attitudes toward gender norms. 

This objective seeks to link curricular changes with learner experiences. 

4. Identify Barriers and Enablers: Through survey data and semi-structured interviews with board officials and teacher 

leaders, pinpoint institutional, cultural, and logistical factors that facilitate or impede effective implementation. Barriers 

may include resource shortages, cultural resistance, and assessment misalignment; enablers may involve leadership 

commitment, community partnerships, and digital innovations. 

5. Formulate Recommendations: Synthesize findings into a set of evidence-based, actionable recommendations tailored for 

policymakers, curriculum designers, teacher educators, and community stakeholders. These recommendations will address 

policy harmonization, scalable resource development, assessment reform, and strategies for engaging under-resourced and 

culturally diverse contexts. 

By achieving these objectives, the study seeks to contribute to both scholarship and practice, offering a comprehensive roadmap to 

enhance gender equity in education through curricular transformation. 

SURVEY SAMPLE  

A purposive stratified sampling strategy was employed to gather quantitative and qualitative data from 200 participants, including 

120 teachers and 80 senior secondary students across five boards (Boards A–E). Sampling strata included geographic location (urban 

versus rural), school type (public versus private), and subject specialization (STEM, humanities, commerce). 

• Teachers (n = 120): Participants comprised classroom instructors responsible for delivering core subjects (language arts, 

mathematics, sciences, social studies). They had at least two years of teaching experience and were actively employed 

during the 2020–2020 policy rollout. Demographically, 60 percent were female and 40 percent male; 55 percent taught in 

urban schools and 45 percent in rural settings. 

• Students (n = 80): Senior secondary students (grades 11–12), ages 16–18, who had completed at least one academic year 

under the gender-inclusive curriculum frameworks. Gender distribution was approximately equal, with 51 percent female 

and 49 percent male. Schools were selected to reflect diversity in board affiliation, urban–rural context, and public–private 

governance. 

The survey instrument included: 

• Likert-Scale Sections (1–5): Gauging perceptions of curriculum relevance (e.g., “The materials reflect diverse gender 

perspectives”), resource adequacy (e.g., “I have access to up-to-date textbooks”), and confidence (e.g., “I feel prepared to 

facilitate discussions on gender norms”). 

• Knowledge-Check Items: Multiple-choice questions assessing basic gender-literacy competencies aligned to 

board-specified learning outcomes. 

• Open-Ended Questions: Soliciting qualitative insights on classroom practices, contextual challenges, and suggestions for 

improvement (e.g., “Describe one example of how gender bias was addressed in your lessons”). 
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Data collection was conducted via an online survey platform over a four-week period in April–May 2020. Response rates were 

85 percent for teachers and 90 percent for students. Survey data were anonymized and subjected to descriptive and inferential 

statistical analysis. Qualitative responses were coded thematically to triangulate with quantitative findings and interview insights. 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  

This study employed a convergent mixed‐methods design, integrating quantitative survey data with qualitative document analysis 

and interviews to ensure comprehensive understanding and methodological triangulation. 

1. Document Analysis: We systematically reviewed policy documents, curriculum frameworks, board circulars, and 

textbook revision guidelines published between January 2020 and June 2020 for Boards A–E. Content coding extracted 

variables such as policy specificity, designated budget allocations, subject coverage, teacher support materials, and 

assessment mandates. A policy-implementation timeline was constructed for each board to contextualize adoption progress. 

2. Quantitative Survey: Survey responses from 200 participants were analyzed using SPSS. Descriptive statistics (mean, 

standard deviation, frequency distributions) characterized perceptions of curriculum relevance, resource adequacy, and 

confidence levels. Cross-tabulations examined differences by board affiliation, geographic context, and stakeholder role. 

Chi-square tests assessed associations between categorical variables (e.g., training participation and self-reported 

confidence). ANOVA compared mean scores across groups (e.g., urban versus rural teachers). 

3. Qualitative Interviews: Semi-structured interviews were conducted with ten board officials (curriculum designers, policy 

leads) and ten teacher leaders identified as high-performing implementers. Interviews probed strategic planning processes, 

resource mobilization strategies, monitoring and evaluation practices, and community engagement efforts. Audio 

recordings were transcribed verbatim and subjected to thematic coding in NVivo, focusing on emergent themes of enablers 

and barriers. 

4. Data Triangulation: We integrated findings across methods to validate results. For instance, policy timelines informed 

survey item interpretation (e.g., correlating training rollout dates with teacher confidence scores), while interview themes 

(e.g., reliance on NGO partnerships) were mapped against survey‐reported levels of community engagement. Convergence 

and divergence between data sources were analyzed to enhance the robustness and credibility of conclusions. 

Ethical approval was secured from the Institutional Review Board of [Anonymous University], and informed consent was obtained 

from all participants. Data confidentiality and anonymity were rigorously maintained throughout the research process. 

RESULTS 

Curriculum Adoption and Coverage: Document analysis revealed that Boards A, C, and E had achieved over 90 percent subject 

coverage of gender-inclusive modules by mid-2020, integrating content in language arts, social studies, sciences, and mathematics. 

Boards B and D lagged, with 65 percent and 70 percent coverage respectively, largely due to delays in textbook approvals and 

printing cycles. Urban schools consistently outperformed rural counterparts, with average coverage rates of 88 percent versus 

62 percent. 

Teacher Preparedness and Professional Development: Survey data showed that 72 percent of teachers participated in at least two 

formal professional development sessions focused on gender-inclusive pedagogy. Of these, 58 percent were part of sustained 

professional learning communities (PLCs), while the remainder attended one-time workshops. Mean confidence scores (on a 1–5 

scale) were significantly higher for PLC participants (M = 4.3, SD = 0.6) compared to workshop-only participants (M = 3.2, 
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SD = 0.8; p < .01). Rural teachers reported fewer PLC opportunities (42 percent participation) relative to urban teachers 

(78 percent). 

Student Engagement and Perceptions: Among senior secondary students, 85 percent agreed that the gender-inclusive curriculum 

presented balanced role models, and 76 percent felt classroom discussions were respectful and open. Female students reported higher 

engagement scores (M = 4.5/5) than male students (M = 3.9/5; p < .05). However, only 54 percent felt fully encouraged to discuss 

personal experiences related to gender, underscoring ongoing cultural sensitivities. 

Resource Allocation and Materials: Interviews with board officials indicated variability in dedicated budget allocations: Board C 

allocated 10 percent of its annual curriculum budget for gender-inclusive materials, while Board D allocated just 4 percent. 

Qualitative feedback from teachers highlighted gaps in locally contextualized resources, with 47 percent expressing a need for 

region-specific case studies and stories. 

Assessment Alignment: Only Boards A and C had piloted gender-literacy assessment tools—performance tasks and reflective 

journals—while other boards relied solely on standard examinations. Survey respondents from pilot schools reported stronger 

alignment between instructional goals and evaluative measures, with 68 percent rating the assessments as “highly relevant.” 

Community and Stakeholder Engagement: Boards partnering with local NGOs and parent-teacher associations (Boards A, C, 

and E) demonstrated smoother rollout processes. Teacher leaders credited co-created modules with increased cultural resonance, 

noting that community workshops reduced resistance. In contrast, top-down implementations in Boards B and D faced pushback 

from some parent groups. 

CONCLUSION 

The period 2020–2020 has seen noteworthy progress in embedding gender-inclusive curricula across diverse educational boards. 

Policy directives have matured from broad statements to detailed frameworks with explicit learning outcomes. Yet, implementation 

fidelity remains uneven, shaped by disparities in resource provisioning, professional development, digital infrastructure, and 

community engagement. Teacher preparedness—particularly through sustained PLC participation—emerges as a pivotal enabler, 

directly linked to higher confidence and richer pedagogical practices. Student feedback underscores the transformative potential of 

inclusive content but highlights the need for safe, culturally sensitive spaces for dialogue. 

Key barriers persist: rural schools face infrastructure deficits; budget allocations for supplementary materials vary widely; and 

assessment systems often lack tools to capture gender literacy. Cultural resistance in certain contexts underscores the importance of 

participatory curriculum design and stakeholder buy-in. To address these challenges, we recommend: 

1. Policy Harmonization: Boards should develop standardized yet adaptable guidelines, facilitating cross-board 

collaboration and shared resource repositories. 

2. Scalable Professional Development: Expand PLC models with virtual and hybrid formats to reach rural educators, 

supplemented by micro-credentialing in gender-inclusive pedagogy. 

3. Resource Diversification: Invest in both print and digital materials, prioritizing local relevance through co-creation with 

community partners. 
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4. Assessment Innovation: Adopt performance-based and reflective assessment tools to align evaluative practices with 

learning objectives. 

5. Community Partnerships: Formalize collaborations with NGOs, parent associations, and student councils to foster 

ownership and mitigate resistance. 

6. Robust Monitoring: Implement real-time dashboards tracking curriculum coverage, training participation, and student 

engagement metrics. 

By operationalizing these recommendations, educational boards can accelerate the journey toward equitable, gender-inclusive 

classrooms, contributing meaningfully to broader societal goals of gender equality and inclusive development. 
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