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Abstract  Keywords 

In this study, we aimed to examine the relationship between 

academic burnout and the classroom assessment environment. A 

causal–comparative model was employed in this study, which 

was carried out with 496 high school students in the provinces of 

Batman and Diyarbakir in Turkey in the spring of 2013–2014. The 

Maslach Burnout Inventory–Student Form (MBI-SF), which was 

developed by Schaufeli et al. (2002) and adapted into Turkish by 

Capri, Gunduz and Gokcakan (2011), was employed in the study 

to measure the students’ levels of academic burnout. Then, in 

order to determine the students’ perceptions of the classroom 

assessment environment, the Classroom Assessment Environment 

Scale (CAES), which was developed by the researchers of this 

study, was used. Cluster analysis was performed with the 

purpose of grouping students who have similar perceptions of the 

classroom assessment environment. This analysis produced three 

separate clusters. Then, analysis of variance was performed in 

order to determine whether the students’ levels of academic 

burnout differed by the groups that had emerged out of the 

cluster analysis. The findings demonstrated that the students’ 

levels of academic burnout differed significantly in accordance 

with their perceptions of the classroom assessment environment. 

Therefore, it could be suggested that the students’ perceptions of 

the classroom assessment environment constitute a significant 

variable for the prediction of their levels of academic burnout. 
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Introduction 

The Concept of Burnout 

Burnout, which is among the most important problems of modern times (Capulcuoglu & 

Gunduz), was first theorized in the 1970s by Freudenberger. According to Freudenberger (1974), if the 

tasks that an individual is expected to fulfill exceed his/her energy and power, the individual feels 

ineffective, disappointed, and demotivated, and thus burnt out (Hotchkiss, 2008; Schwarz Cook, 2006). 

Although the notion of burnout was coined by Freudenberger (1974), most of what is known about the 

concept today is based on the theorization of Maslach and Jackson (1981) (Soliemanifar & Shaabani, 

2012). Maslach and Jackson (1981) define burnout as a three-dimensional structure that features 
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emotional exhaustion, desensitization, and low sense of personal accomplishment. Emotional 

exhaustion constitutes the essential component of burnout (Maslach, Jackson & Leiter, 1996) and refers 

to the individual’s emotional jadedness (Lin & Huang, 2010). Therefore, emotional exhaustion 

represents the inner aspect of burnout (Saglam Arı & Cına Bal, 2008). The incongruity between the 

nature of a task and the characteristics of the person who is expected to carry out that task is the 

source of burnout. Individuals who experience emotional exhaustion feel that they lack the energy 

required to start a new work day or a new task. The second dimension of burnout is desensitization, 

which refers to the loss of idealist emotions about and interest in a given task (Maslach & Goldberg, 

1998), and the person exhibits negative, insensitive, and rigid attitudes towards individuals that 

he/she needs to interact with as part of the work (Kim, Lee, Kim, Choi & Lee, 2014). Thus, it could be 

stated that desensitization represents the interpersonal aspect of burnout (Budak & Surgevil, 2005). 

Decline in the feeling of personal accomplishment constitutes the third dimension of burnout. This 

dimension is characterized by the individual’s tendency to perform negative self-evaluations (Skaalvik 

& Skaalvik); he or she also experiences feelings of inefficacy when fulfilling the requirements of a task 

(Yang, 2004).  

The notion of burnout was initially used for people who work in jobs that require serving 

individuals, such as nurses, doctors, teachers, lawyers, law enforcement officials, and psychologists 

(Maroco & Campos, 2012; Maslach, Schaufeli & Leiter, 2001). However, more recent research 

demonstrated that burnout is not a concept that is limited to jobs that necessitate close relationships 

with other people; in fact, it can be observed in all other professions (Leiter & Schaufeli, 1996). Since 

essential activities pertaining to studying can also be seen as work, students might also experience 

burnout (Schaufeli, Martinez, Pinto, Salanova, & Bakker, 2002). In other words, although students are 

not employees, from a psychological perspective, the practices that they are expected to perform (such 

as attending classes, participating in classroom activities, doing homework, and passing exams) are 

considered to be work (Lian & Huang, 2010). Therefore, burnout can be experienced not only by 

employees, but also by students who are required to fulfill certain academic tasks (Parker & Salmena-

Aro, 2011). Pines, Aronson and Kafry (1981), in their study in which they comparatively analyzed 

levels of burnout among university students, nurses, and advisors, determined that the scores that 

students got from the burnout scale ranged from the middle to the upper end of the scale. The authors 

interpreted this finding as being an indicator of the fact that students can also experience burnout. 

Burnout experienced by students is referred to as school-related burnout (Aypay, 2011; Kiuru, Aunola, 

Nurmi, Leskinen & Salmela-Aro, 2008; Salmela-Aro & Upadyaya, 2014) or academic burnout 

(Rostami, Abedi & Schaufeli, 2012; Zhang, Klassen & Wang, 2013). Throughout this study, we 

preferred to use the latter terminology.  

Academic Burnout 

Academic burnout refers to the chronic stress that students experience due to course load, 

exam anxiety, and other psychological factors (Shih, 2012; Yang, 2004). As in the original theory 

pertaining to the concept of burnout, academic burnout is also described in terms the dimensions of 

emotional exhaustion, desensitization, and a low sense of personal accomplishment (Schaufeli et al., 

2002). Academic emotional exhaustion refers to chronic fatigue emerging from school-related work 

and anxiety about school, whereas academic desensitization can be defined as one’s indifference to 

school-related activities, his or her distant attitude towards school, a loss of interest in academic 

activities, and seeing these activities as meaningless endeavors. A low sense of personal academic 

accomplishment, on the other hand, refers to the student’s tendency to negatively assess his/her 

academic works, as well as his/her self-perception as an incompetent student (Salmela-Aro, Kiuru, 

Leskinen, & Nurmi, 2009). 
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Studies in the literature demonstrate that academic burnout is linked with many personal and 

contextual factors. Some of the personal factors that affect academic burnout are self-efficacy (Yang, 

2004), fear of failure, suspicion about activities (Zhang, Gan & Cham, 2007), gender (Balkis, Duru, 

Bulus & Duru, 2011; Bas, 2011; Gunduz, Capri & Gokbakan, 2012; Kalantarkousheh, Araqi, Moslem & 

Mirzaee, 2013; Sever & Aypay, 2011), exam anxiety (Capulcuoglu & Gunduz, 2013), the ability to cope 

with stress (Capulcuoğlu & Gunduz, 2013; Gan, Shang, Zhang, 2007), stress concerning academic 

expectations (Aypay, 2011), subjective well-being (Aypay & Eryilmaz, 2011), life satisfaction (Rostami  

& Abedil, 2012), achievement goal orientation (Shih, 2012), a tendency to procrastinate (Balkis, 2013), 

and locus of control (Kalantarkousheh et al., 2013). On the other hand, among the contextual factors 

that affect academic burnout are perceived social support (Jacobs & Dodd, 2003; Kutsal & Bilge, 2012), 

parents’ attitudes (Capulcuoglu & Gunduz, 2013), classroom environment (Adie & Wakefield, 2011; 

Salmela-Aro, Kiuru, Pietikäinen & Jokela, 2008; Valickienea, Zukauskienea & Raiziene, 2011), learning 

materials presented to students in the classroom, academic guidance, and independent learning 

opportunities (Charkhabi, Abarghuei & Hayati, 2013). Contextual factors that have a definitive impact 

on academic burnout, such as teacher social support, quality of learning conditions, academic 

guidance, and independent learning opportunities presented to students in the classroom, are among 

the components that constitute the classroom environment (Banks, 2012). Thus, it could be stated that 

the classroom environment and its components affect academic burnout. One of the most important 

components is the classroom assessment environment (Banks, 2012; Brookhart & DeVoge, 1999).  

Classroom Assessment Environment 

Brookhart (1997) defines the classroom assessment environment as the perception of the 

classroom environment as created by the students via assessment objectives, assessment tasks, 

performance measures used in assessment, and feedback provided by the teacher (As quoted in: 

Alkharusi, Aldhafri, Alnabhani & Alkalbani, 2013). In other words, students’ perceptions of the 

classroom assessment practices constitute the classroom assessment environment (Brookhart & 

DeVoge, 1999). Students’ perceptions of the classroom assessment environment are examined under 

two headings: Learning-Oriented Assessment Environment (LOAE) and Performance-Oriented 

Assessment Environment (POAE) (Alkharusi, 2011). Those assessment environments in which 

assessment-related tasks are characterized by a moderate level of difficulty, assessment criteria are 

clearly defined, individual progress is prioritized over students’ performances when compared to 

their peers (social comparisons), students are given feedback as to how to identify and eliminate 

deficiencies, learning-related efforts are more emphasized than the final outcome, mistakes are seen as 

natural components of the learning process, and students are given the chance to correct their 

mistakes ultimately create learning-oriented assessment perceptions among students. On the other 

hand, performance-oriented assessment perceptions are created among students by assessment 

environments where assessment-related tasks are difficult, exam grades are prioritized over learning, 

students’ performance is prioritized over their effort, and social comparisons are taken as the criteria 

for success (Alkharusi, 2010). Students’ levels of learning- and performance-oriented assessment 

perceptions affect their beliefs about their self-efficacy, their achievement goal orientations, and their 

academic performances (Alkharusi, 2008; Brookhart, Walsh & Zientarski, 2006). For instance, while 

higher performance-oriented perceptions lead to lower beliefs of self-efficacy, higher learning-oriented 

perceptions lead to higher beliefs of self-efficacy (Alkharusi, 2009).  
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Relationship between Academic Burnout and the Classroom Assessment Environment 

Academic burnout plays an important role in many student behaviors, such as in the 

relationships that the students establish with teachers and other students in the learning process 

(Neumann, Finaly-Neuman & Reichel, 1990). Therefore, endowing students with desired behaviors 

from a cognitive and sensorial perspective is closely linked with the prevention of academic burnout, 

which largely depends on the identification of factors that create and reinforce it (Grayson & Alvarez, 

2008). This fact has rendered the question: “What are the variables that contribute to the prediction of 

academic burnout?”, which is one of the most essential problems to which answers are sought in 

research on student burnout (Charkhabi, Abarghuei & Hayati, 2013). While addressing this question, 

Grayson and Alvarez (2008) distinguished variables that can be changed and controlled (such as 

teacher social support and school environment) from demographic variables that are impossible or 

difficult to alter (such as gender, family income, and parents’ educational level). Thus, research that 

will examine the relationships between contextual factors (such as the school culture and classroom 

environment) and academic burnout are expected to contribute to the efforts aimed at preventing 

student burnout. Given the fact that academic burnout tends to be affected by the classroom 

environment (Adie & Wakefield, 2011; Valickienea, Zukauskienea & Saule, 2011), and that one of the 

main components that constitute the classroom environment is the assessment environment (Banks, 

2012), it is thought that student burnout and the classroom assessment environment are interrelated 

structures. However, no studies were found in the literature that investigated the relationship 

between academic burnout and the classroom assessment environment. Since academic burnout 

brings about numerous negative characteristics such as depression (Capri & Yedigoz Sonmez, 2013), 

lack of motivation, increased tendency to absenteeism, dropout (Meier & Schmeck, 1985; Yang, 2004), 

and low academic achievement (Balkis, 2013; Balogun, Hoeberlein, Schneider & Katz, 1996), 

identifying the assessment practices that work in favor of, as well as those that work against, academic 

burnout is of great importance – both for the students’ health and for the functioning of the education 

system (Aypay & Eryilmaz, 2011). By examining the relationship between academic burnout and the 

classroom assessment environment, it might be possible to determine what kind of an assessment 

environment should be established in order to decrease students’ experience of academic burnout. In 

this respect, it is important to contribute to the relevant literature by conducting a study in which the 

relationship between academic burnout and the classroom assessment environment is investigated. 

Aim of the Research 

In this research, we aimed to examine the relationship between academic burnout and the 

classroom assessment environment. With this aim, it is hypothesized that students’ levels of academic 

burnout will differ by their perceptions of the classroom assessment environment. 
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Method 

Research Model 

The causal–comparative model was employed in this study. In studies that use this model, 

groups are formed based on the independent variable, and whether or not these groups differ with 

respect to the dependent variable is tested (Balci, 2009; Buyukozturk, Kilic Cakmak, Akgun, Karedeniz 

& Demirel, 2010). Students’ levels of academic burnout serve as the dependent variable, and the 

students’ perceptions of the classroom assessment environment serve as the independent variable. 

Hence, we will obtain a research model that will be used to evaluate whether students’ perceptions of 

the classroom assessment environment is a variable that affects their levels of academic burnout. 

Study Group 

The research was carried out in spring 2013–2014 with 496 high school students from the 

provinces of Batman and Diyarbakir. Of the participants, 259 (52.22%) attended high school in 

Batman, whereas 237 (47.78%) attended high school in Diyarbakir; 233 (47%) were girls while 263 

(53%) were boys. Moreover, 149 (30.0%) attended the 9th grade, 145 (29.20%) attended the 10th grade, 

and 202 (40.70%) attended the 11th grade. Various factors were influential in choosing our research 

group. Taking into consideration the accessibility principle, we conducted our research in Batman and 

Diyarbakir. Our study was conducted at four high schools; of them, two high schools were in Batman 

(one Anatolian high school and one Anatolian vocational high school), and two high schools were in 

Diyarbakir (Anatolian high schools). It needs to be emphasized that these high schools are owned by 

the Turkish government. Students who participated in the research were in grades 9 to 11. Students in 

grade 12 were studying for university entrance exams; as such, they received rapport and did not 

attend school in March 2014. Since we collected data during that period, we could not communicate 

with these students. As a result, our research group did not include students in grade 12. 

Data Collection Instruments 

The Maslach Burnout Inventory-Student Form (MBI-SF) and Classroom Assessment 

Environment Scale (CAES) were employed as the data collection instruments in this study.  

The Maslach Burnout Inventory–Student Form (MBI-SF) 

The MBI-SF was employed in order to determine the students’ levels of academic burnout. 

The MBI-SF was developed by Schaufeli et al. (2002) and adapted into Turkish by Capri, Gunduz and 

Gokcakan (2011). The scale contains three dimensions: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and 

personal accomplishment. The scale had 16 items in total. There were six items pertaining to personal 

accomplishment and five items pertaining to emotional exhaustion and desensitization. The original 

MBI-SF was graded on a 7-point Likert scale. In its Turkish version, however, a 5-point Likert-type 

grading scale was used. According to Seker and Gencdogan (2006), five point Likert-type grading at 

most make sense in Turkish. When more than five points is written, we see points that contain almost 

the same meaning. For that reason, the Turkish version of the scale is different than the original scale, 

and has only 5-point Likert-type grading. The construct validity of the Turkish version of the MBI-SF 

was examined through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Based on the CFA results, items 12 and 15 

were removed since their t-values were not significant, and item 6 was also removed since it 

correlated with factors beyond its dimension. After removing these three items from the scale; the 

CFA was repeated and the following fit indexes were obtained: RMSEA=.080, χ2/sd=5.9, TLI=.93, 

CFI=.95, GFI=.93, AGFI=.90, and SRMR=.049. A modification was applied since the fit indexes were not 

within acceptable limits. As part of this operation, the error variances between items 4–7 under 

emotional exhaustion, 2–5 under desensitization, and 8–11 under personal accomplishment were 

correlated. In the CFA that was repeated after the modifications, a structure that contained 13 items 

and three factors with adequate fit indexes (RMSEA, .049; χ2/sd=2.87, TLI=.97, CFI=.98, GFI=.97, 

AGFI=.95, SRMR=.037) was obtained (see Table 1). The reliability coefficients for the measures of the 

Turkish version of the MBI-SF were calculated using Cronbach’s alpha and the test–retest method. For 

the measures, the following Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were obtained: emotional exhaustion (.76), 

desensitization (.82), and personal accomplishment (.61). On the other hand, the test–retest reliability 
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coefficients of the measures were as follows: emotional exhaustion (.76), desensitization (.74), and 

personal accomplishment (.70). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients calculated in this study for the 

measures obtained from the emotional exhaustion, desensitization, and personal accomplishment 

subscales were .65, .77, and .56, respectively. Measures with reliability coefficients greater than .70 are 

considered reliable (Buyukozturk, 2010). However, since Cronbach’s alpha coefficients tend to rise as 

the number of items on the scale increases (Urbina, 2004), a reliability coefficient greater than .50 is 

considered adequate for the reliability of measures in scales that have a limited number of items 

(Nunnally, 1978; Raines-Eudy, 2000). Therefore, it could be stated that the reliability coefficients 

calculated for the measures obtained from the MBI-SF’s sub-dimensions fall within acceptable limits. 

Table 1 highlights the MBI-SF’s dimensions, a sample item for each dimension, as well as the 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients calculated for the measures obtained from these dimensions.  

Table 1. Number of Items, Sample Items, and Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients for the Measures 

Obtained from the MBI-SF’s Dimensions 

Dimensions 
Number 

of Items 
Sample Items 

Cronbach's  

Alpha 

Emotional Exhaustion 5 
Studying or attending a class is really a 

burden for me 
.65 

Desensitization 4 
I am suspicious about the importance of my 

courses 
.77 

Personal Accomplishment 4 
I can effectively resolve the problems that I 

encounter in my studies 
.56 

Classroom Assessment Environment Scale (CAES)  

In order to measure the students’ perceptions of the classroom assessment environment in the 

research, the CAES (which had been developed by the researchers of this study) was employed. The 

Classroom Assessment Environment Scale developed by Alkharusi (2009, 2011) was used when 

writing down the items that were to be included in the CAES. We emailed Alkharusi and obtained 

permission to use his scale. Then, some of the items on the scale developed by Alkharusi (2009, 2011) 

were translated into Turkish and added to the CAES item pool. For instance, the item, “In this class, the 

assignments and activities are related to students’ everyday lives”, was translated verbatim to Turkish. Yet, 

some items that exhibited cultural and linguistic differences were partly changed during translation, 

and they were then added to the CAES item pool. To establish an item pool that completely reflects 

the structure to be measured, we consulted two experts on scale item preparation. One of these 

experts studies measurement and evaluation, and the other expert studies curriculum and instruction. 

Both of them obtained their PhD in their field of study. Following their suggestions, the item “In this 

class, exam results intend to inform students about their academic development” was added to the scale. The 

CAES’s item pool was produced based on the dimensions of LOAE and POAE. An item pool was 

formed with nine items that reflect LOAE and ten items that reflect POAE. Then, in order to ensure 

the CAES’s content and face validity, opinions were obtained from three assessment and evaluation 

experts, as well as from two curriculum and instruction experts. Since defining the content (scope) 

related to a subject requires judgment, experts and developers of the assessment instrument should 

share definitions (Tavsancil, 2010). Especially in multidimensional instruments that consist of more 

than one subscale, experts should decide whether the items, which are written down to determine the 

different dimensions of the construct that is being measured, are relevant (or not) to the dimension 

that they are expected to fall under (DeVellis, 2003). Thus, the experts were asked to assess the scale 

based on the LOAE and POAE dimensions, which had been taken as the basis when developing the 

scale. Based on the experts’ opinions, it was decided that no items needed to be removed from the 

LOAE. On the other hand, of the experts we consulted, three of them said that instead of the item, “It 
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is hard to have good grades in the exams of this class”, it would be better to use the item, “The exams of this 

class are hard for students”, so as to evaluate the POAE. Following their suggestion, we eliminated this 

item from the scale. Subsequently, 18 items (nine reflecting LOAE and nine reflecting POAE) 

remained on the scale. The scale was administered to the students using a 5-point Likert-type grading 

scale, and responses ranged from “Strongly Agree (5)”“Strongly Disagree (1)”. For construct validity 

of the comments based on the measures obtained from CAES, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and 

CFA were performed. The EFA yielded a construct with two factors and 18 items that explained 

31.52% of the total variance. By considering the contents of the items that were aggregated under the 

factors, as well as the theoretical structure, the first factor was named LOAE whereas the second was 

named POAE. The LOAE consists of nine items that explain 20.93% of the total variance. Factor loads 

of the LOAE’s items ranged between .33 to .63. On the other hand, the POAE consisted of nine items, 

which contributed to 10.60% of the total explained variance. The factor loads of the POAE’s items 

ranged from .33 to .69. CFA was performed in order to check the EFA results and the measurement 

model that was theoretically constructed. The findings obtained from the CFA demonstrated that the 

fit indexes (χ2/sd=1.84, GFI=.91, AGFI=.88, CFI=.96, NFI=.91, NNFI=95, IFI=.96, RMSEA=.056, 

SRMR=.056, PNFI=.79 and PGFI=.71) were adequate. Given the fact that a minimum of 30% is taken as 

the criterion for the ratio of variance explained in EFA (Bayram, 2009; Buyukozturk, 2010), that the 

items’ factor loads are above the lower limit of .30 (Costello & Osborne, 2005; Pallant, 2005), and that 

the fit indexes obtained from the CFA fall within acceptable limits, it could be stated that construct 

validity of the measures obtained using CAES is ensured. The reliability of the measures obtained 

from the CAES was calculated via Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, and the test–retest method. 

The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated as .73 for measures obtained from both the LOAE 

and POAE. The composite reliability coefficients were found to be .75 and .76 for measures obtained 

from the LOAE and POAE subscales, respectively. On the other hand, the reliability coefficients 

obtained through the test–retest method were the same (.93) for the measures obtained from both 

subscales. Measures with reliability coefficients greater than .70 are considered reliable (Tezbasaran, 

1997). Thus, the reliability coefficients obtained via Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, and the 

test–retest methods can be regarded as evidence for the reliability of the measures. An item analysis 

was performed in order to determine the discriminatory power of the CAES’s items and to assess the 

predictive power of the total score. As part of the item analysis, the adjusted item total correlation was 

examined and 27% sub-upper group comparisons were made. In the analysis, it was determined that 

adjusted item total correlations ranged between .32 and .52 in the LOAE, and .26 and .54 in the POAE, 

and that the t-values regarding the differences between the 27% sub and upper groups were 

significant for all items on the scale. Adjusted item total correlations above .30 and significant t-values 

obtained through the 27% sub-upper group comparisons are considered to exhibit an item’s 

discriminatory ability (Erkus, 2012). Based on these criteria, it could be stated that all items on the 

CAES are discriminatory. Table 2 presents the CAES’s dimensions, a sample item from each 

dimension, as well as the Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, and test–retest reliability coefficients 

calculated for the measures obtained from these dimensions. 
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Table 2. Number of Items, Sample Items, and Reliability Coefficients for Measures Obtained from the 

CAES’s Dimensions 

Dimensions 
Number 

of Items 
Sample Items 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Test-retest 

Reliability 

LOAE 9 

Assessment practices performed 

in this classroom enable students 

to see their strengths and 

weaknesses 

.734 .753 .932 

POAE 9 

In assessments in this classroom, 

greater emphasis is placed on 

students’ exam grades than on 

their efforts. 

.730 .761 .927 

When interpreting the sub-dimensions of the LOAE and POAE, it was decided that the mean 

values between 1.00–1.80 be interpreted as “Strongly Disagree”, 1.81–2.60 as “Disagree”, 2.61–3.40 as 

“Unsure”, 3.41–4.20 as “Agree”, and 4.21–5.00 as “Strongly Agree”. Therefore, if the mean scores that the 

students received from the LOAE and POAE were between 1.00–1.80, it was interpreted that their 

perceptions of the dimension are very low. The other intervals and interpretations are as follows: 1.81–

2.60 low, 2.61–3.40 medium, 3.41–4.20 high, and 4.21–5.00 very high. 

Procedure 

The research data were collected in spring 2013–2014. The scale was administered to the 

students in a classroom setting in the presence of the researcher. Prior to administering the data 

collection instruments, the students were given information about the purpose of the research. They 

were assured that the data to be collected would be used only for research purposes and that they 

would not be shared with any other person or institution. It was also made clear that participation in 

the study would be on a voluntary basis. In addition, the researcher made it clear to them that 

responding to the scale honestly would be of utmost importance for the collection of valid and reliable 

data. The first part of the instrument included items about the variables of gender and class in order to 

collect demographic data. There were two possible ways to match the MBI-SF and CAES responses of 

a given student: by administering both of the scales simultaneously, or by asking the students to 

provide their names for each of the scales. Since we thought that the latter might prevent them from 

providing honest responses, we used the former method. Most of the students finished filling out the 

instruments within 15–20 minutes. 

Data Analysis 

We conducted a causal–comparative study in which students’ academic burnout was the 

dependent variable, and where their perceptions of the classroom assessment environment served as 

the independent variable. In causal–comparative research, data analysis involves two steps. The first 

step is to group the data according to the independent variable; the second step is to check whether 

there is a difference among groups in terms of their relationship to the dependent variable (Fraenkel & 

Wallen, 2006). Therefore, in the data analysis process, cluster analysis was first performed in order to 

group those students who had similar perceptions of the classroom assessment environment. Cluster 

analysis is a multivariate statistical technique used for the purpose of dividing objects into similar 

(homogenous) groups with respect to the feature in question (Ozdamar, 2010; Romesburg, 2004). 

Thus, cluster analysis groups individuals together based on their similar responses to a certain 

variable (Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 1984; Ucar, 2010). In this study, with the aim of grouping the 

students in terms of their perceptions of the classroom assessment environment, cluster analysis was 

performed on scores taken from the LOAE and POAE. In the analysis, the non-hierarchical cluster 

method of k-means was employed. Non-hierarchical cluster methods are preferred when the 

researcher has is aware of the number of clusters beforehand (Cokluk, Sekercioglu & Buyukozturk, 

2012). It was predicted in this research that the students’ perceptions of the classroom assessment 



Education and Science 2014, Vol 39, No 176, 51-68 M. İlhan & B. Çetin 

 

59 

environment would fall under one of three clusters: i) high learning-oriented perception and low 

performance-oriented perception, ii) medium-level learning- and performance-oriented perception, 

and iii) low learning-oriented and high performance-oriented perception. Given the existence of a 

negative correlation between the LOAE and POAE, it was assumed that clusters with both low or both 

high learning- and performance-oriented perceptions would not emerge. Therefore, the number of 

clusters was determined as three. 

Following the cluster analysis, we attempted to determine whether the students’ academic 

burnout levels would differ with respect to their perceptions of the classroom assessment 

environment. To this end, one-way multivariate analysis of variance (one-way MANOVA) was 

performed in order to test whether the students’ scores from the MBI-SF’s sub-dimensions of 

emotional exhaustion, desensitization, and personal accomplishment would differ with respect to the 

groups that had emerged as a result of the cluster analysis. In order to do this, we first needed to test 

whether the assumptions regarding MANOVA are met or not, because MANOVA brings about 

numerous additional conditions (Akbulut, 2010), while at the same time providing the advantages of 

considering the relationships between dependent variables (Field, 2005) and controlling for a possible 

Type I error (Bray & Maxwell, 1982; Stevens, 2009; Stangor, 2010). For this reason, before performing 

the MANOVA, we tested whether the data would meet the assumptions regarding the MANOVA. We 

found out that the following assumptions were met: univariate and multivariate normality, non-

presence of extreme values in the dataset, linearity, multilinear correlation, and singularity. However, 

the Box’s M-test gave a significant result, which means that the assumption of homogeneity of 

matrices is violated. In such cases in which the MANOVA’s assumptions are not met, applying an 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) for each variable in relation to the dependent variable set is suggested. 

On the other hand, applying an ANOVA for each variable instead of applying MANOVA increases 

the likelihood of obtaining significant results, which are in fact insignificant, and thus may lead to 

Type I errors during the course of measurement (Akbulut, 2010). Therefore, if such a procedure is 

followed, Bonferroni correction should be carried out in order to keep a potential Type I error under 

control (Hinton, 2005). According to the Bonferroni correction, the P-value should be controlled firmly 

(Akbulut, 2010). Thus, the normal P-value (generally, .05) should be divided into the number of 

ANOVA (the number of dependent variables) to be performed, and then the value obtained should be 

taken as the criterion for significance (Pallant, 2005). Since the dependent variable set had three 

variables (emotional exhaustion, desensitization, and personal accomplishment), .05 was divided into 

3 [.05/3=.016] and .016 was taken as the criterion for significance while interpreting the one-way 

ANOVA results. In case the ANOVA results would point to significant differences, the Scheffe test 

was performed in order to determine the source of difference. Also, effect size was calculated to 

determine the size of the difference. The effect size shows the size of the difference between means. 

For the effect size, there are various statistics such as Cohen’s d, Cohen’s f, and Eta square. Eta square 

is preferred because it shows the ratio of variance in the dependent variable, as explained by the 

independent variable(s), and because it is among the analysis outcomes that are provided by the SPSS 

software for certain statistics such as variance analysis (Pallant, 2005). According to Cohen (1988), the 

difference between means is low if the Eta square value is between .01 and .06; it is medium if the 

value is between .06 and .14, and it is high if the value is .14 or greater (Akbulut, 2010, Pallant, 2005). 
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Results 

This section presents the research findings. First, cluster analysis was performed on the 

students’ CAES scores. Cluster analysis yielded three clusters, with 131 (26.41%) students in the first, 

163 (32.86%) in the second, and 202 (40.73%) in the third. For these three clusters, descriptive statistics 

regarding the LOAE and POAE are presented in Table 3.  

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics regarding the LOAE and POAE for the Three Clusters that Emerged in 

the Cluster Analysis 

Clusters n Dimension X  sd Minimum Maximum Range Interpretation 

1 131 
LOAE 2.23 .46 1.00 3.1 2.11 Low 

POAE 4.00 .45 2.89 5.00 2.11 High 

2 163 
LOAE 3.68 .38 2.78 4.78 2.00 High  

POAE 2.45 .44 1.00 3.33 2.33 Low 

3 202 
LOAE 2.98 .40 1.89 3.89 2.00 Medium 

POAE 3.11 .30 2.11 3.89 1.78 Medium 

Table 3 shows that the LOAE and POAE mean scores of cluster 1 students are 2.23 and 4.00, 

respectively. Based on the score intervals that were taken as reference when interpreting the CAES, it 

could be stated that cluster 1 students have low learning-oriented perceptions and high performance-

oriented perceptions of the classroom assessment environment. The LOAE and POAE mean scores of 

cluster 2 students are 3.68 and 2.45, respectively. Based on the score intervals that were taken as a 

point of reference when interpreting the CAES, it could be stated that cluster 2 students have high 

learning-oriented perceptions and low performance-oriented perceptions of the classroom assessment 

environment. Finally, the LOAE and POAE mean scores of cluster 3 students are 2.98 and 3.11, 

respectively. Based on the score intervals that were taken as a point of reference when interpreting the 

CAES, it could be stated that cluster 2 students have both medium-level learning-oriented and 

performance-oriented perceptions of the classroom assessment environment. The LOAE and POAE 

mean scores of these three groups are also presented in Graph 1.  

 
Graph 1. LOAE and POAE Mean Scores of the Clusters that Emerged in the Cluster Analysis 
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In order to determine whether or not the differences between the LOAE and POAE mean 

scores received by students who fell under the different clusters were statistically significant, ANOVA 

was performed. ANOVA produced the result that the differences between both the students’ LOAE 

[F(2,493)=467.98, p<.01] and POAE [F(2,493)=596.78, p<.01] mean scores were statistically significant. 

Following this finding, we also tested, via one-way ANOVA, whether the students’ emotional 

exhaustion, desensitization, and personal accomplishment mean scores differed with respect to the 

clusters. Table 4 presents the relevant findings. 

Table 4. ANOVA Results of the Emotional Exhaustion, Desensitization, and Personal 

Accomplishment Scores by Cluster 

MBI-SF 

Dimensions 
Clusters n X  sd df F p 

Eta 

Squared 

Source of 

Difference 

Emotional 

Exhaustion 

1 131 3.99 .82 

2-493 49.52 .00 .17 

There exist 

significant 

differences for 

all paired 

comparisons 

2 163 2.89 1.14 

3 202 3.36 .81 

Desensitization 

1 131 3.76 1.01 

2-493 77.64 .00 .24 2 163 2.35 .90 

3 202 2.96 .97 

Personal 

Accomplishment 

1 131 3.15 .88 

2-493 25.51 .00 .09 2 163 3.75 .67 

3 202 3.41 .66 

Cluster 1: low LOAE, high POAE; Cluster 2: high LOAE, low POAE; Cluster 3: medium-level LOAE and POAE 

Table 4 demonstrates that significant differences exist in all of the dimensions of academic 

burnout with respect to the clusters that emerged as a result of the cluster analysis. The highest mean 

score belongs to cluster 1 in the dimensions of emotional exhaustion and desensitization, which is 

followed by clusters 3 and 2, respectively. Based on the students’ mean scores for the LOAE and 

POAE across all clusters, it could be stated that emotional exhaustion and desensitization increased as 

the performance-oriented perception of the classroom assessment environment also increased; 

conversely, emotional exhaustion and desensitization decreased as learning-oriented perception 

increased. The Eta squared values indicated that the students’ perceptions of the classroom 

assessment environment have a 17% effect on their levels of academic emotional exhaustion, whereas 

they have a 24% effect upon the students’ levels of desensitization. Based on the criteria used in 

interpreting the Eta square values, it could be stated that both of these effects are high.  

On the other hand, on the dimension of personal accomplishment, cluster 2 had the highest 

mean score, followed by clusters 3 and 1, respectively. Based on the student’s mean LOAE and POAE 

scores across all clusters, it could be stated that personal accomplishment increases as the learning-

oriented perception of the classroom assessment environment increased; conversely, it decreases as 

performance-oriented perception increases. The Eta squared value calculated for this dimension 

indicates that the students’ perceptions of the classroom assessment environment have a 9% (medium-

level) effect on their levels of academic accomplishment. Graph 2 shows the students’ mean scores for 

the sub-dimensions of the MTE-OF according to the groups in the clustering analysis. 
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Graph 2. Students’ Mean Scores for the Sub-Dimensions of the MTE-OF According to the Groups in 

the Clustering Analysis 

Discussion 

In this study, we aimed to examine the effect of students’ perceptions of the classroom 

assessment environment on their levels of academic burnout. The findings indicated that students’ 

levels of emotional exhaustion and desensitization decreased, and their levels of personal 

accomplishment increased as their learning-oriented perceptions of the classroom assessment 

environment increased. On the other hand, as their performance-oriented perceptions of the classroom 

assessment environment increased, their levels of emotional exhaustion and desensitization also 

increased, while their levels of personal accomplishment decreased. While the dimensions of 

emotional exhaustion and desensitization of the MBI-SF consist of expressions that support academic 

burnout, the dimension of personal accomplishment consists of expressions that do not support 

academic burnout. Therefore, it could be stated that there exists a negative correlation between 

students’ learning-oriented perceptions of the classroom assessment environment and their levels of 

academic burnout, and a positive correlation between their performance-oriented perceptions and 

their levels of academic burnout. Thus, the research findings confirm the hypothesis of the study in 

that students’ levels of academic burnout would differ with respect to their perceptions of the 

classroom assessment environment.  

The findings of the current research are supported by the findings from other studies, in that 

students’ perceptions of school and the classroom environment affect their cognitive and emotional 

processes (Kuperminc, Leadbeater & Blatt, 2001). Many studies in the literature have determined that 

the perception of the classroom environment and academic burnout are interrelated structures. For 

instance, in the longitudinal study carried out by Salmela-Aro et al. (2008), it was found that a 

negative perception of school environment positively predicts academic burnout. Valickienea, 

Zukauskienea and Raiziene (2011) also found that the students’ perceptions of the school and 

classroom environment have an impact upon academic burnout. Yet another study (which featured 

findings parallel to those of the current study) was conducted by Adie and Wakefield (2011), who 

designed it as a correlational study. They measured students’ academic burnout using the MBI-SF and 

determined the students’ perceptions of the classroom environment by employing the Learning 

Environment Scale. The researchers observed significant correlations between students’ perceptions of 

the classroom environment and their levels of academic burnout. The studies listed above support our 

finding that there exists a significant correlation between academic burnout and students’ perceptions 

of the classroom assessment environment. 
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Conclusion 

This study indicated that students’ levels of perception of the classroom assessment 

environment serve as a variable that affects the students’ levels of academic burnout. These results 

greatly contribute to the literature on academic burnout, as well as on the classroom assessment 

environment. The literature suggests that there are many individual and contextual factors that affect 

academic burnout; yet, the relationship between the classroom assessment environment and academic 

burnout was not questioned. This research explored this relationship, and contributes not only to the 

academic literature, but also to practice. The research results will serve as a guide for practices that 

intend to overcome academic burnout. The section “Implications for Practice” offers recommendations 

for using our research results in practice. 

Implications for Practice 

The statistically significant relationships found in this study between students’ levels of 

academic burnout and their perceptions of the classroom assessment environment bring about several 

suggestions for practice. The findings that emotional exhaustion and desensitization increase and 

personal accomplishment decreases as students’ performance-oriented perceptions of the classroom 

assessment environment increase indicate that a performance-oriented assessment environment 

triggers academic burnout. Therefore, in order to prevent academic burnout, practices that lead to the 

emergence of a performance-oriented assessment environment in a classroom should be avoided. In 

this respect, social comparisons between students should be avoided, tasks pertaining to assessment 

should not be too difficult for students, and students’ efforts should be given priority over their 

performances.  

As learning-oriented perceptions of the classroom assessment environment increase, personal 

accomplishment increases and emotional exhaustion and desensitization decrease. This can lead to the 

conclusion that learning-oriented assessment environments reduce academic burnout. Therefore, in 

order to prevent academic burnout, assessment practices that would contribute to the emergence of a 

learning-oriented assessment environment in a classroom setting should be given a degree of 

importance. Academic burnout can be prevented through the creation of a learning-oriented 

assessment environment by emphasizing efforts to learn rather than performing well, prioritizing 

students’ individual progress over their comparative performances, giving them meaningful feedback 

about the assessment results, creating assessment tasks that are of medium-level difficulty, informing 

students about the assessment criteria, and seeing mistakes as integral components of the learning 

process.  
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Limitations of the Research and Implications for Future Studies 

Certain limitations exist in the current study, and it is believed that these limitations can be 

overcome by future studies. First, the relationship between the students’ perceptions of the classroom 

assessment environment and academic burnout was investigated in this study by using a study group 

that consists of high school students. Thus, it is of great importance to test whether the significant 

correlations observed between the students’ perceptions of the classroom assessment environment 

and academic burnout can be found in other samples, thus establishing generalizability of the 

findings. Second, it was found in this study that 17% of emotional exhaustion, 24% of desensitization, 

and 9% of personal accomplishment could be predicted by students’ perceptions of the classroom 

assessment environment. This finding implies that 83% of emotional exhaustion, 76% of 

desensitization, and 91% of personal accomplishment are predicted by other variables. Other studies 

on the prediction of academic burnout demonstrate that among these variables are one’s beliefs of 

his/her self-efficacy (Yang, 2004), perfectionism (Zhang, Gan & Cham, 2007), subjective well-being 

(Aypay & Eryilmaz, 2011), perceived social support (Kutsal & Bilge, 2012), ability to cope with stress, 

exam anxiety, parental attitudes (Capulcuoglu & Gunduz, 2013), achievement goal orientation (Shih, 

2012), academic tendency to procrastinate (Balkis, 2013), and locus of control (Kalantarkousheh et al., 

2013). Conducting a study in which all these variables are addressed together can help produce a 

model that predicts a much larger portion of the total variance regarding academic burnout. 

Moreover, the production of such a model can also guide efforts to reduce students’ levels of academic 

burnout. Finally, it might be useful to carry out experimental research on the topic in order to obtain 

stronger evidence for the existence of a cause and effect relationship between perceptions of the 

classroom assessment environment and academic burnout. That a causal–comparative model was 

employed in the current , and that interpretations were made on the basis of findings obtained from 

other such studies renders our study more limited when compared to experimental studies (Balci, 

2009, Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). Therefore, there is a need for experimental research on the subject in 

order to be able to draw the conclusion that students’ levels of academic burnout differ with respect to 

their perceptions of the classroom assessment environment. 
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