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Abstract 

Individuals are interested in the outcomes of this inquiry regarding educational assessment, 

particularly the changes in formative, summative, and adaptive assessment approaches in the 21st 

century, in terms of their efficacy, student engagement, and fairness. Cross-sectional surveys were 

conducted on 500 students and faculty members in various education contexts with the help of a 

combination of quantitative and qualitative data. Therefore, based on the results, adaptive 

assessments, which change across the learning process depending on students’ abilities, show the 

highest level of effectiveness and learners’ engagement, emphasizing the personalization of the 

learning process and the absence of test-related anxieties. Feedback-oriented formative 

assessments ensure ongoing learning and engagement from assisting in helping students and other 

learners improve their performance. On the other hand, the summative tests as imperative for the 

assessment purpose lack the pedagogy in pinpointing the thinking skills and providing equal 

chances. Some of the difficulties may entail technological hurdles, inadequate preparation of 

teachers, and scarcities of resources and personnel; thus, the study advocates for more focused 

interventions to enhance the usage of enhanced procedures. The research therefore aligns the 

findings with current literature on the possibility of adopting a formative, summative, and adaptive 

assessment integration model to develop fair, inclusive, and effective learning environments for 

learners. Theoretical and practical implications for policy and practice along with directions for 

further research are considered in the context of the findings, stressing the need for educator, 

policymaker, and technologist cooperation to optimize the potential of state of the art practices in 

assessment. 
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Introduction 

Education in the 21st century is greatly influenced by technology, globalization and the shift from 

traditional content based learning towards the acquisition of competencies. While these approaches 

can work in a number of contexts, they are not ideal for a more complex approach to learning in 

the digital environment. For improved educational assessment and essential learner skills such as 

critical thinking, problem solving and collaboration to be observed, new and creative approaches 

must be employed. These and other practices should not only focus on academic learning 

outcomes, but also assess equity, access, and learning continuance (Darling-Hammond & Snyder, 

2000). 

Currently, there are three main categories of assessment, namely formative, summative, and 

adaptive assessment that have effectively addressed the learners’ requirements of modern society. 

Examples of these include formative assessments which include tests that give timely feedback 

that may help students to improve their performance, have been proved to improve the 

performance of students by increasing their participation and utilization of learning strategies that 

are appropriate (Black & Wiliam, 1998). These assessments ensure that the educators are in a 

constant process of developing the students, and the educators are given an opportunity to change 

their strategies depending on the student under consideration. 

On the other hand, formative assessments are used to check students’ progress and periodically to 

determine the achievements made midway through a course or a program. While they are still 

active components of accountability frameworks and mass assessments, academics maintain that 

pure traditional terminal assessments usually do not provide an essential understanding of a 

learner's sophisticated skills (Harlen, 2007). In addition, their emphasis on end products as opposed 

to the processes, may alienate many students and maintain inequities (Shepard, 2000). 

The most recent advancement of assessing student abilities is through adaptive testing that builds 

on the concept of using technology to change the difficulty of questions based on the candidate’s 

performance while in the test. Literature has shown that the use of adaptive assessments enhances 

test accuracy, decreases student stress and generates significant information for the instructors 

(Weiss, 2011). These dynamic formative tools, powered by algorithms, allow educators to address 

individual learning needs, providing educators with a glimpse into the future of the assessment 

procedures (Siemens 2013). 

In this regard, the use of the new approaches of the assessment practices becomes the urgent need 

in order to solve multifaceted problems of the modern learning process. These are handicaps such 

as; the ability to teach and address the learning needs of diverse leaning styles and help all students 

have equal opportunity in learning throughủng using technology for teaching purposes (Brown, 

2019). The purpose of this research is to explore the developing functions of formative, summative 

as well as adaptive testing in the twenty-first century. It also explores their possibilities to stimulate 

students’ engagement, improve the educational results and contribute to the goals of educational 

systems all over the world. 

Moreover, this paper underscores the need of educationists, policymakers, and technologists to 

work together in establishing holistic model solutions for assessment. Such frameworks has to 

address the question of accountability as well as support the development of skills necessary for 

work within the frame of the digital environment. As a result, this study aims at potentially 

contributing to the definition of new innovative practices based on the relations between such kinds 

of assessments and their technological supports. 

 

Literature Review 

There is a revolution in the way that educational assessment has been carried out within the 21 st 

century that seems to have been revolutionary due to factors such as increased use of IT and 

innovations in pedagogical models and student-centered learning systems. The conventional 

methods of assessment, especially the ones that primarily entail summative forms of assessment, 
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have been criticized for their failure to embrace the pluralism of learning needs and the dynamic 

face of learning environments (Torrance, 2012). This has called for formative, summative, and 

adaptive assessment strategies that respond to contemporary education learning settings and fair, 

inclusive, and personalized learning. 

Differentiation through formative assessments is upheld as an essential avenue for improving 

learning outcomes by constant feedback dialogue between the instructors and the learners. 

Whereas summative assessments are useful in summarizing achievement, formative assessments 

provide the student with information to develop his learning plan on the areas that are hard for him 

or her and the ones that are easy to grasp (Sadler, 1989). According to Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick 

(2006) formative assessments encourage the learners to play an active part and regulate 

themselves. 

Technological advancement has however increased the use of formative assessment practices by 

integrating it into the technological practices. Technology-assisted interface as LMS and online 

quizzing facilitates real time monitoring and comprehension analysis, thereby, helping a trainer to 

understand the need of intervention as well as mapping with the individual student specifications 

(Shute, 2008). In addition, the incorporation of formative assessments that are in a game format 

has proven to cause a higher motivation and student engagement among the learners making the 

class lively (Deterding et al., 2011). However, some issues are still there, for example, the 

provision of fair access to technology products, concern over privacy rights in technology for data 

gathering (Williamson, 2017). 

Summative assessment continues to be an indispensable component of educational assessment 

since it offers a one-time overview of the outcomes of the learning process at the end of a particular 

learning period. They pointed out that summative assessment is useful for providing accountability 

data and for standardizing the process of bringing about change, however, it is weak in assessing 

higher-order cognitive skills and may actually perpetuate, rather than address, inequalities 

(Brookhart, 2011). According to the researchers, authors of numerous articles, conformity 

assessments like tests and achievements standardized assessments, as well as end of the year 

evaluations do not adequately reflect students’ ability to solve complex problems, think critically 

and creatively that is vital in the 21st century summative assessment (Stiggins, 2002). 

This particular type of summative assessment has been developed in the recent past and seeks to 

overcome some of these drawbacks through the use of performance based tasks and multimedia. 

The above approaches are expected to embrace a wider set of competency profiling, such as 

innovativeness, teamwork and technology application (Moss, 2008). Though, the use of such 

assessments at large is not easily practiced as it has its share of pros and cons regarding practicality 

and cost involved as discussed by Ravitch (2010) in response to poor educational infrastructures 

in many organizations. 

Adaptive testing differs from the traditional form of assessment by increasing the measure of 

difficulty depending on a student’s performance thus becoming an excellent form of assessment. 

It has been proved that this approach enhances reliability of the assessments as well as decreases 

the level of test stress especially for learners with different abilities (van der Linden & Glas, 2010). 

This makes adaptive testing especially useful in providing targeted learning to address the 

knowledge deficits, which is perhaps why De Ayala (2009) holds it in high regard. 

Adaptive testing has seen its applicability boosted by further uses of artificial intelligence (AI), 

machine learning. These technologies allow prediction of children’s performance, and suggest 

effective learning strategies based on big data (Chen et al., 2020). Nonetheless, controversy arises 

around algorithmic bias and the moral right and wrong of fairly and transparently expounding on 

the inherent properties of AI-assisted testing (Binns, 2018). 

The usage of formative, summative and adaptive assessments is another trend that has been slowly 

introduced into the sphere of educational assessment as a response to the need for both educational 

development and control. This hybrid model has been designed to capitalise on the benefits of 
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these two sorts of assessments but at the same time avoid some of the weaknesses inherent of either 

type (Cizek, 2010). For instance, there is the formative assessment which offers real time 

information for instruction, the adaptive which informs the areas that learners are struggling with 

and the summative which tests learners’ mastery of content. 

Research has also shown that the use of integration such as the ones proposed above is even more 

beneficial for students’ learning and is inclusive in nature. Pellegrino et al. further explain how 

assessments can be used to connect with curriculum standards and learning instruction so that the 

various learners are supported. However, it needs continuous professional development for 

teachers, high-quality technology support, and effective policies in support of E-learning 

(Heritage, 2010). 

Modern technology has proved to be very instrumental in bringing about change in the approaches 

to educational assessment especially with regard to the possibilities of bringing personalization, 

flexibility, and immediate feedback into the processes. The use of the learning analytics, e-

portfolios, and intelligent systems has opened a new frontier for teachers to understand the learning 

process of learners and even make decisions as per the results obtained (Siemens & Long 2011). 

Furthermore, the incorporation of virtual and augmented reality with the assessments has been 

adopted to enrich student engagement and promote assessments for complex skills (Chiu et al., 

2018). 

However, there are still a number of issues over adopting fair IT usage and the digital divide in 

present-day society. Literature emphasizes the role of user-oriented thinking when designing 

technologies where their use should be as inclusive as possible (Selwyn, 2016). However, there is 

a lack of data privacy and algorithmic transparency that need to be dealt with, in order to break the 

problematic cycle and ensure the fair practice of technology in the educational process 

(Williamson & Eynon, 2020). 

The literature also affirms the importance of developing the new formative assessment culture to 

correspond with the realities of this century of learning. The formative and the summative 

assessments, as well as the adaptive ones all have their specific place within teaching and learning 

process as well as the general assessment of students’ performance. When they combine these 

approaches and use technology as a tool, educators are in a position of designing and developing 

fairness across the classroom that supports the needs of all learners as they provide them with the 

requisite tools to thrive in today’s dynamic world. But, improvements in challenges more on 

accessibility, equity, and other ethical issues that surround their use are still essential for the UI 

innovations. 

 

Methodology 

This paper’s methodological section describes the research paradigms, data gathering, and analysis 

techniques, sampling approach, and other facets of technique used in this research. The study uses 

both qualitative and quantitative research designs since the objective of the study is to identify the 

functions of formative, summative and adaptive assessments in the current society. This way the 

study strives to obtain the richness of experiences and the ways in which these assessment types 

facilitate learning outcomes and shape education processes. 

 

Research Design 

This research uses an explanatory sequential design of mixed-methods research, whereby the 

quantitative and qualitative data is gathered and analyzed successively. In the quantitative phase, 

the emphasis is made on the numbers that would help to compare the perception and impact of 

formative, summative and adaptive forms of assessment. The second method which is the 

qualitative phase elaborates from the quantitative study by use of interviews and focus group 

discussion among educators and students. The chosen design enables the analysis of the research 

problem in its entirety and helps to achieve better validity and reliability of the data obtained. 
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Data Collection Methods 

Sources of information for this study included self-administered questionnaires, standardized 

achievement tests, interviews, and classroom observations. In the quantitative phase 

questionnaires were completed by students and teachers in various learning environments to look 

at their perceptions of formative, summative and adaptive assessments. These surveys included 

Likert scale questions to gauge the effectiveness, engagement and perceived fairness of an 

undertaking. 

Similarly, assessment data were examined to compare the results of learning with regard to various 

kinds of assessments. For the qualitative phase of the study, purposive sampled educators were 

asked to complete semi-structured interviews regarding the implementation of innovative and 

diverse assessment practices. First of all, a series of classroom observations as informed by 

Scherr’s formative and adaptive assessment principles was conducted to assess the application of 

these assessments in real-life settings. 

 

Sampling Strategies 

The study used purposive sampling technique so that individuals who could offer adequate and 

quality information in relation to the research questions could be included in the study. The 

participants of the study were teachers and learners of both primary, secondary and tertiary 

institutions. An equal number of Schools and institutions were selected to incorporate a diversity 

of geographical location; socio economic status and technological resources available. The 

quantitative phase targeted 500 participants while 30 educators and 20 students consented to be 

interviewed as part of the qualitative phase. This sample size was deemed appropriate to optimize 

the proportion of statistical power and to ensure that further qualitative evaluation is reachable. 

 

Analytical Procedures 

The data analysis proceeded through both quantitative and qualitative methods. Survey and 

assessment data collected quantitatively were statistically analyzed using statistical software 

applicable for completing descriptive statistics, correlation analysis as well as multiple regression 

analysis on assessment practice and learning outcomes. Cohort differences were analyzed to 

determine the degree of learning and the amount of change attributable to formative, summative, 

and adaptive assessments. 

Interviews and classroom observation data which were collected were analyzed under different 

themes in a qualitative method. Interviews were transcribed and analyzed to understand best 

practices of innovative assessment, strengths and weaknesses, and important strategies. Data were 

analyzed using the qualitative thematic analysis protocol by synthesizing the codes into themes, 

pregnant with interrelated components, and cross-checked by two researchers for credibility and 

triangulation. 

 

Ethical Considerations 

The research received ethical clearance from the institutional review board of the participating 

affiliated university. Informed consent was obtained for all subjects based on informed consent 

forms explaining the purpose, procedures, and risk factors of the study. The identification of the 

participants was voluntary, and confidentiality as well anonymity were guaranteed. All collected 

data during the study were kept confidential, and data collected were to be used for analysis only 

for research. Particular emphasis was placed on such aspects as ethical use of student performance 

data which could be a sensitive topic and compliance of all calculations with the existing rules of 

data protection. 
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Limitations of the Methodology 

Several limitations are worth discussing despite the fact that the use of the mixed-methods 

approach enables vast exploration of the research problem. First, the use of survey data is a 

limitation because the respondents may give self-biased data. Second, due to the purposive 

sampling technique that was used, this study can be highly generalizable from a wide range of 

people, but have strong representation across some groups. Finally, the generality of the present 

study with regard to the educational contexts of assessment may not adequately reflect the 

differences in cultures or institutions. 

 

Results 

The results of the study are presented in this section. Data were analyzed to evaluate the 

effectiveness, engagement, and challenges associated with formative, summative, and adaptive 

assessments. The findings are structured around key themes, supported by tables, figures, and 

interpretations. 

 

Effectiveness of Different Assessment Types 

Table 1: Perceived Effectiveness of Assessment Types (N = 500) 

Assessment 

Type 

Mean Score (1-

5) 

Standard Deviation 

(SD) 

Percentage of Positive Responses 

(%) 

Formative 4.5 0.7 90 

Summative 3.8 0.9 76 

Adaptive 4.7 0.6 94 

Table 1 shows the perceived effectiveness of different assessment types as rated by participants. 

Adaptive assessments scored the highest mean (4.7), indicating strong perceptions of 

effectiveness, followed by formative assessments (4.5). Summative assessments had a lower mean 

score (3.8), suggesting that participants found them less effective in promoting learning. These 

findings highlight the potential of adaptive assessments in personalizing learning experiences and 

formative assessments in fostering continuous improvement. 

 

Engagement Levels with Assessment Types 

 

 
Figure 1: Student Engagement Across Assessment Types 
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A bar chart depicting engagement levels (measured on a scale of 1-5) for formative, summative, 

and adaptive assessments is provided. Engagement was highest for adaptive assessments, followed 

by formative assessments. 

Assessment Type Engagement Score (Mean ± SD) 

Formative 4.3 ± 0.8 

Summative 3.5 ± 1.0 

Adaptive 4.8 ± 0.5 

Figure 1 demonstrates that adaptive assessments are associated with the highest engagement scores 

(4.8 ± 0.5). This finding aligns with the personalized nature of adaptive testing, which dynamically 

adjusts difficulty levels. Formative assessments also show high engagement (4.3 ± 0.8), reflecting 

their interactive feedback mechanisms. Summative assessments exhibit the lowest engagement, 

suggesting that students find them less stimulating. 

 

Learning Outcomes Associated with Assessment Types 

Table 2: Mean Learning Outcome Scores by Assessment Type (Scale: 0-100) 

Assessment Type Pre-Test Mean (SD) Post-Test Mean (SD) Improvement (%) 

Formative 65 (8) 78 (7) 20 

Summative 67 (9) 76 (8) 13 

Adaptive 63 (10) 82 (6) 30 

Table 2 highlights the learning improvements associated with each assessment type. Adaptive 

assessments yielded the highest improvement (30%), followed by formative assessments (20%). 

Summative assessments showed the lowest improvement (13%). The results suggest that adaptive 

and formative assessments better support skill development and knowledge retention compared to 

traditional summative methods. 

Challenges in Implementing Assessment Types 

 

Figure 2: Reported Challenges by Educators 
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A pie chart illustrates the distribution of reported challenges in implementing different assessment 

types. 

Challenge Type Percentage (%) 

Technological Barriers 35 

Lack of Teacher Training 28 

Time Constraints 25 

Student Resistance 12 

Figure 2 reveals that technological barriers (35%) are the most frequently reported challenge in 

implementing innovative assessments, followed by a lack of teacher training (28%). Time 

constraints (25%) and student resistance (12%) are also significant concerns. These findings 

indicate the need for targeted interventions, such as professional development and infrastructure 

improvements, to facilitate the adoption of modern assessment practices. 

 

Equity and Accessibility of Assessments 

Table 3: Equity Scores Across Assessment Types (Scale: 1-5) 

Assessment Type Equity Mean (SD) 

Formative 4.1 ± 0.6 

Summative 3.5 ± 0.8 

Adaptive 4.6 ± 0.5 

 

Table 3 shows that adaptive assessments scored the highest in equity (4.6 ± 0.5), indicating their 

ability to cater to diverse learning needs. Formative assessments also demonstrated relatively high 

equity scores (4.1 ± 0.6), while summative assessments lagged behind (3.5 ± 0.8). These findings 

highlight the potential of adaptive assessments in promoting inclusivity. 

 

Correlation Between Assessment Types and Student Satisfaction 

 

Table 4: Correlation Matrix (Pearson’s r) 

Variables Formative Summative Adaptive 

Student Satisfaction 0.67 0.45 0.78 

Table 4 presents a correlation matrix showing the relationships between assessment types and 

student satisfaction. Adaptive assessments exhibit the strongest positive correlation (r = 0.78), 

followed by formative assessments (r = 0.67). Summative assessments have a weaker correlation 

(r = 0.45). These results emphasize the importance of personalized and interactive assessment 

methods in enhancing student satisfaction. 

This study shows that adaptive assessments are the most beneficial and engaging among the three 

types that were being compared. They also support the proportional distribution of study places 

and correlate with students’ satisfaction most closely. Satisfactory evidence was identified in the 

exclusion of formative assessments, both of which reveal significant benefits in enhancing 

students’ learning and participation but very little in contemporary education. Technological 

difficulties and inadequate preparation are some of the issues that need to be overcome in order to 

achieve the potential of innovative approaches to assessment. 
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Discussion 

Thus, the results of this study can be useful to understand the benefits, interest, and fairness of 

formative, summative, and adaptive assessments from the perspective of 21st-century learning. 

This section discusses the results, reviews the related studies and draws the practical 

recommendations for educational practice and policy. However, it also points to limitations of the 

present work and provides directions for further research. 

Effectiveness of Assessment Types 

The results do confirm that adaptive assessments are regarded as having the highest level of 

effectiveness and formative assessments as being slightly less effective than the adaptive ones, 

while the summative assessments are seen as having the lowest level of effectiveness. This is in 

line with Schunk et al., (2020) that noted that adaptive assessments facilitate feedback and help 

identify learning needs. Dynamic assessments achieve the changes in the level of difficulty of the 

tests during the process, which increases accuracy and helps learners of different learning rates 

(Eggen & Verschoor, 2006). These conclusions are supported by this study indicating that adaptive 

assessments recorded the best learning improvement of 30 percent. 

Timely quizzes were also similar to Andrade and Brookhart’s (2020) work because students valued 

their formative uses and the extent to which such checks promoted self-regulation and mental 

awareness. The enhancement in learning outcomes (20%) proved meaningful in the present study; 

for self and others this supports the assertion that formative assessments assist learners in 

recognizing their deficiencies and making realistic goals (Panadero & Jonsson, 2013). However, 

this plan risks becoming bogged down in an issue highlighted by Carless (2007) – the difficulty of 

delivering fairly and sustainably effective formative tools and the requisite teacher training to 

support them. 

On the other hand, summative assessment, though important for formative purposes, recorded a 

relatively lower level of perceived effectiveness. The rationale for this finding, therefore, agrees 

with Baird et al. (2014) that whereas formative assessments require curriculum based, high level 

skills planning and problem solving skills, summative assessments only demand factual recall. 

These assessments offer various achievement standards; however, they lack effective ways to 

support the instructional practices, for this reason different approaches are crucial. 

Engagement with Assessment Types 

Here, one will note that the levels of engagement in the assessment options are as follows; highest 

to the lowest: the adaptive assessments; secondly, the formative assessments; and lastly the 

summative assessments. The above results are in support of previous studies including that of 

Parsons et al. (2018) that seek to identify motivational values in personalized and interactive 

assessments. For this reason, adaptive assessments are also highly beneficial due to the fact that 

learners are provided with only that much challenge which is sufficient to engage them but not 

cause them stress, as the assessments self adjust according to the learner’s ability level (Wauters 

et al., 2010). These findings are in line with this view since positive correlation between the 

assessments and students’ satisfaction was established in this study. 

Engagement was also linked to formative assessments though it was found to be high when the 

assessments formative were done using ICTs. For instance, Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick (2006) 

identified that feedback processes integration of formative assessments facilitate student 

ownership of commendations. However, it depends on the quality of feedback provided by the 

teacher and the congruence of assessment activities with the learning activities to be performed by 

the learner (Shute, 2008). 

The low levels of engagement noted especially toward summative assessments are consistent with 

their usability as static and high stakes. Harlen & James (1997) also argues an array of evidence 

on summative assessments which also undermines the mastery oriented culture in the classroom. 
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From these findings it is clear that while high stakes tests are required for summative assessment 

they should be underpinned by more motivating approaches. 

Equity and Accessibility of Assessments 

This study found teachers rated the adaptive assessments highest for equity, because they offer 

equal opportunities to learners with different learning abilities. This finding is in line with the 

Baker’s (2010) view about the possibilities of the adaptive technologies in meeting the variability 

of students’ performance and knowledge. But the risks in algorithmic bias and divided society still 

persist, as Kizilcec and Lee (2020) noted. 

Equity ratings were also positive for formative assessment tasks especially when the educators in 

the classroom have been trained to use them well. Wiliam (2011) in his work claims that formative 

assessments make all students to be on the same scale, that is they are all given constructive 

comments as well as chances of improvement. Still, the availability of such technology as well as 

teacher professional development is very essential on the achievement of fair formative practices. 

Finally, lower equity ratings were given to summative assessments. According to Shepard (2019), 

tests provide extensions of existing inequity and do not allow for culturally or linguistically diverse 

learning. These studies suggest a need to adjust the assessment strategies in formative assessment 

with concern to likeness as noted below. 

Challenges in Implementation 

The findings present major issues with regard to integrating new practices in assessment, such as 

technological limitations, poor teacher preparation, and poor time management. The above 

conclusions accord with Fullan’s (2011) study suggesting that professional development and 

infrastructure supports are notable in educational innovations. According to Williamson (2017), 

there are great ethical and practical advantages of integrating technology in the assessment 

systems. 

Teacher training emerged as another worrying trend in this study, as Darling-Hammond et al. 

(2005) have noted that teacher professional learning must remain ongoing in order for formative 

and adaptive assessment to be used effectively. Solving these challenges means that several actors 

should be involved including educators, policymakers, and technology developers. 

Comparison with Other Studies 

The understandings in this study corroborate increasing literature calling for the adoption of 

integrative assessment paradigms. For example, Pellegrino et al. (2016) describe the concept of 

the formative, summative, and adaptive model and then suggest how they must be combined in a 

single evaluation system. The high satisfaction levels observed in this study for adaptive 

assessments are therefore consistent with other studies by van der Linden and Glas (2010) on 

motivational value of tailored tests. Also, the equity issues identified in the uses of summative 

assessments address concerns raised by Ravitch (2010) in her general criticism of traditional 

standardized testing. 

Nevertheless, the present research departs with other studies in that they focused more on the 

implementation concerns like absence of structures and professional development for teachers. 

Some prior research (e.g., Shute, 2008) has reviewed conceptual merits of innovative assessments 

but this study realizes the task of investigating pragmatic issues affecting their implementation. 

Implications for Practice and Policy 

The studies call for a more balanced view of how learners perform, and how best the different 

versions of formative, summative, and adaptive models can be optimally utilized. A focus on 

teacher training and the development of a sound technological environment should be considered 

to promote equal opportunities of implementing and using advanced forms of assessment. 
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However, there are questions about data privacy and algorithmic bias that must be resolved for 

users to have confidence in adaptive systems that have been proposed. 

 

Teachers should be encouraged into incorporating formative assessments as part of teaching and 

learning strategies, accompanied by technologies that foster feedback and interaction. However, 

formative and summative assessments should be slightly redone in order to include performance 

based tasks and critical skilled segments. Last, adaptive assessment should be extended to deliver 

individualized learning as well as to the students with special requirements. 
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