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Abstract 
Assessment practices shape how students experience learning, interpret 
classroom expectations, and respond to instructional processes. In science 
education, assessment tasks are especially important because they can direct 
students either toward learning-focused engagement or toward performance-
based comparison. Against this background, the present study examined middle 
school students’ perceptions of classroom assessment environments and 
assessment tasks in science classes. It also investigated whether these perceptions 
varied according to gender and whether students’ views of assessment tasks 
predicted their perceptions of learning-oriented and performance-oriented 
assessment environments. The study was conducted using a correlational survey 
design. Participants were 2,277 students studying in Grades 6, 7, and 8 in the 
central district of a province in Türkiye. Data were gathered through the 
Perceptions of the Classroom Assessment Environment Scale and the 
Perceptions of Assessment Questionnaire. Descriptive statistics, dependent 
samples t-test, Friedman test, MANOVA, Pearson correlation analysis, and 
multiple regression analysis were used to analyze the data. The results indicated 
that students perceived their classroom assessment environment as more 
performance-oriented than learning-oriented. Perceptions of assessment tasks 
also varied significantly across dimensions; authenticity had the highest mean 
score, whereas congruence with planned learning had the lowest. Significant 
gender differences were observed in both the classroom assessment 
environment and assessment task perceptions, but the effect sizes were limited. 
Regression results showed that positive perceptions of assessment tasks 
predicted learning-oriented assessment environments positively and 
performance-oriented environments negatively. Overall, the findings indicate 
that assessment tasks designed to be meaningful, transparent, authentic, and 
responsive to students may support more learning-oriented assessment 
environments in science classes.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Assessment practices, being an essential component of the instructional process, are commonly 
utilized by teachers to monitor and guide their teaching efforts (Linn, 1990). Assessment practices are 
carried out in order to determine the effectiveness of the activities in the learning and teaching process and 
to give feedback on the inputs and outputs to the system. For this purpose, quantitative and qualitative data 
collected from students are analyzed and interpreted (Cizek, 1997; McMillan, 1997). Students develop 
perceptions in accordance with the assessment activities that teachers have carried out in their classes for 
different purposes and forms. In this context, teachers’ assessment practices create an assessment 
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“environment” or “character” perceived by students for each class (Brookhart, 1997). Students have general 
perceptions of this environment, which is called the classroom assessment environment (CAE) (Brookhart 
& DeVoge, 1999). Recent studies emphasize that CAE is shaped not only by pedagogical intentions but 
also by systemic limitations such as teacher training, institutional policy, and workload (Desie et al., 2025; 
Özer Özkan & Ozkan, 2025). 

There is a close relationship between assessment and teaching processes in students’ meaningful 
learning (Alt, 2018). The assessment types applied in the classroom are critical in creating student-centered 
learning environments (Sluijsmans et al., 1998). Formative assessments play an important role in creating a 
supportive classroom climate (Pinger et al., 2018). According to Fraser (1998), the classroom learning 
environment encompasses the social, physical, psychological, and instructional conditions that shape 
learning experiences and impact students’ achievement and attitudes. The classroom as a learning 
environment, it is characterized by its structural features (e.g., class size, course duration) and aspects of 
teaching quality (Pinger et al., 2018). McMillan (2010) suggests that multiple elements of teaching quality, 
including the classroom climate, play a crucial role in shaping the effectiveness of assessment practices. The 
fact that the two subscales of the Constructivist-Oriented Learning Environment Survey (COLES) (Aluri 
& Fraser, 2019), which are widely used in determining students’ perceptions of the classroom learning 
environment, are directly related to assessment applications shows the strong relationship between 
assessment practices and classroom learning environment. In addition, classroom assessment is undergoing 
a transformation globally with the integration of digital tools and policy-driven reforms, which alter how 
feedback, monitoring, and assessment design are implemented (Babatimehin et al., 2025; Orim et al., 2025). 
Based on this, CAE can be considered as a sub-component of the classroom learning environment. 
However, the concept of CAE focuses on more narrow and direct assessment activities compared to the 
learning environment. In addition, Brookhart (2004) argues that the CAE reflects the instructional process 
in the classroom. 

The notion of the Classroom Assessment Environment (CAE) was initially introduced into the 
academic literature by Stiggins and Conklin (1992). The classroom assessment environment (CAE) was 
later redefined by Brookhart (1997) based on theoretical perspectives in assessment and motivation. It is 
understood as the environment perceived by students, shaped by various teacher-related factors including 
attitudes, assessment goals and tasks, performance standards, feedback practices, and outcome monitoring. 
Different types of CAE are perceived by students based on teachers’ different assessment practices. When 
the relevant literature is examined (Alkharusi, 2007; Church et al., 2001; McMillan & Workman, 1998), 
although the types of CAE are classified in different ways, they are generally categorized into two groups 
in many studies conducted in recent years. These are called “learning-oriented” and “performance-
oriented” (Alkharusi, 2009; Cheng et al., 2015). 

In the general sense, the learning-oriented assessment environment (LOAE) represents an 
assessment environment that focuses on improving students’ performance and is based on how much 
students learned about the subject rather than the grade they received during the assessment process. 
Evidence from both Türkiye and other developing contexts suggests that classroom assessment 
environments tend to be perceived more as performance-oriented due to institutional priorities and exam-
driven education systems (Özer Özkan & Ozkan, 2025).On the other hand, a performance-oriented 
assessment environment (POAE) is an assessment environment in which the students’ grade is important 
rather than learning, and a comparison is made between the performances of the students through their 
grades (Alkharusi, 2011). While in a LOAE, the main purpose of assessment applications is to improve the 
learning levels of students, in a POAE, the main purpose is to determine the learning levels of students. 
Accordingly, while it is seen that in the LOAE the understanding of “assessment for learning” is prevalent, 
in the POAE the understanding of “assessment of learning” is prevalent (Buldur, 2014b). 

PCAE (perceptions of the classroom assessment environment) change with different practices that 
teachers perform in their lessons, and one of the most important components of classroom assessment 
practices is the assessment tasks assigned to students. Assessment tasks assigned to students in the CAE 
and students’ motivations for these tasks affect their perceptions of the assessment tasks (POAT) 
(Brookhart & Bronowicz, 2003). In this context, students develop opinions about how they are evaluated, 
and these opinions affect their motivation for the lesson (Buldur, 2014a; Dorman & Knightley, 2006). 
According to McMillan and Workman (1998), teachers can enhance student motivation through various 
assessment strategies. These include making assessment expectations transparent, using real-life-related 
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tasks, informing students in advance about assessment criteria, applying a variety of assessment techniques, 
and providing constructive feedback following the assessment process. Similarly, Cavanagh et al. (2005), 
who emphasized that students’ perceptions of assessment tasks (POAT) have a significant impact on their 
motivation, developed a scale to determine POAT. In this scale, they identified five dimensions. These 
dimensions are: “congruence with planned learning (CWPL)”, “authenticity (AUT)”, “student consultation 
(SC)”, “transparency(TRAN)”, and “accommodation of student diversity (ASD)”. 

 

1.1. Purpose of Study 

In light of the theoretical explanations, it can be said that students’ perceptions of assessment have 
important effects on many cognitive and affective characteristics of them, and teachers’ assessment 
practices provide students with these perceptions (Ames, 1992; Brookhart, 1997). Students’ perceptions of 
assessment activities conducted under the teacher’s control within the classroom are significant. These 
activities affect many characteristics of students, such as motivational beliefs (Alkharusi, 2009), 
achievement-goal orientations (Church et al., 2001; Wang, 2004), attitudes towards school (İlhan, 2017), 
perceptions of the metacognitive-oriented classroom learning environments (Buldur & Baygül, 2018), and 
academic burnout (İlhan & Çetin, 2014). 

When the relevant literature is analysed, it becomes clear that many studies have examined students’ 
PCAE (Alkharusi, 2011; Alkharusi, 2012; Buldur & Doğan, 2014; Church et al., 2001; İlhan, 2017; Wang, 
2004). However, although the concept of CAE has been studied in the literature for many years (Alkharusi, 
2007; Alkharusi, 2009; Brookhart, 1997; Stiggins & Conklin, 1992; Wang, 2004), it has only been discussed 
in Turkey in recent years, with only a few studies having been conducted (Buldur, 2014a; Buldur & Baygül, 
2018; Buldur & Doğan, 2014; İlhan, 2017). It is therefore thought that this research will contribute to the 
existing literature. 

Recently, classroom assessment has been experiencing significant shifts due to emerging trends in 
educational technology, formative practices, and policy-oriented reforms. According to Desie et al. (2025), 
the implementation of classroom assessment in secondary education continues to be influenced by teachers’ 
beliefs, institutional support, and pedagogical challenges, especially in developing contexts. Similarly, Orim 
et al. (2025) emphasize that technology acceptance, particularly the perceived ease of use and usefulness, 
directly affects the integration of automated assessment tools, reshaping how assessment is planned, 
delivered, and interpreted. In line with this, Babatimehin et al. (2025) underline the importance of school-
based assessment (SBA) as a holistic evaluation framework that emphasizes formative feedback and student 
development, yet highlights persistent issues such as inadequate teacher training and systemic 
implementation gaps. These contemporary insights broaden the scope of classroom assessment by linking 
it not only to instructional quality and student motivation but also to digital transformation and policy 
alignment. 

Many studies in the literature have also examined POAT (Alkharusi, 2012; Brookhart & DeVoge, 
1999; Cavanagh et al., 2005; Dhindsa et al., 2007; Gao, 2012). However, there are very few studies examining 
the students’ POAT in Turkey (Buldur, 2014a; Cakan, 2011). Moreover, one of these studies (Buldur, 2014a) 
was carried out with middle school students, while the other was carried out with university students (Cakan, 
2011). In this direction, it is thought that the study is important in terms of providing new information on 
the relevant subject. 

When relevant literature is examined, the students’ PCAE and assessment tasks as separate topics 
were studied; however, there is a limited number of studies examining the relationship between students’ 
PCAE and assessment tasks (Alkharusi et al., 2014; Cheng et al., 2015). However, it is noteworthy that there 
is no study examining the relationship between students’ PCAE and their POAT in Turkey. 

Therefore, the aim of this research is to examine the relationship between middle school students’ 
perceptions of the CAE and their POAT, in relation to continuing their education in Turkey. The study’s 
research question is as follows: 

1. Is there a significant difference between the sub-dimensions of students’ PCAE? 
2. Do students’ perceptions of the CAE differ significantly in terms of gender? 
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3. Is there a significant difference between the students’ perception of sub-dimensions regarding the 
assessment tasks? 

4. Do students’ perception scores of assessment tasks differ significantly in terms of gender? 
5. How do students’ PCAE relate to their POAT? 

 

2. METHODOLOGY 

2.1. Research Design 

This study was structured within a correlational survey framework. This design was considered 
appropriate because the study focused on identifying the relationships between PCAE and their POAT, 
without any experimental manipulation (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009). 

 

2.2. Participants 

Participants were selected from middle school students in Grades 6, 7, and 8 who were enrolled in 
schools located in the central district of a province in Türkiye. The approximate age range of the participants 
was between 11 and 14 years. Criterion sampling was adopted to determine the study group. Accordingly, 
the study included students who had taken science courses from the same science teacher for at least two 
semesters. This criterion was adopted to ensure that the students had sufficient experience with the 
teacher’s classroom assessment practices and could therefore provide more consistent PCAE and POAT. 

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

  n f (%) 

Gender 

Girl 1161 50.9 

Boy 1116 49.1 

Total 2277 100 

Grade 

6th grade 555 24.6 

7th grade 794 34.8 

8th grade 928 40.6 

Total 2277 100 

 

As shown in Table 1, the gender distribution of the participants was relatively balanced. In addition, 
the participants were distributed across the 6th, 7th, and 8th grade levels, with the highest proportion of 
students enrolled in the 8th grade. 

 

2.3. Research Instruments 

In this study, the “Students’ PCAE Scale” (SPCAES), developed by Alkharusi (2011) and adapted 
into Turkish by Buldur (2014a), was used to determine the participants’ perceptions of the CAE within the 
scope of the science course. The SPCAES consists of 15 five-point Likert items and measures two 
dimensions: LOAE and POAE. The response categories range from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 
agree. In the present study, the overall internal consistency coefficient for the SPCAES was .74. 

The Students’ Perceptions of Assessment Questionnaire (SPAQ) was employed to assess how 
students perceived the assessment tasks used in science classes. This instrument was originally developed 
by Cavanagh et al. (2005) and later adapted into Turkish by Buldur (2014a). The SPAQ consists of 24 items 
and five factors: TRAN, AUT, SC, CWPL, and ASD. It is a four-point Likert-type questionnaire, with 
response categories scored as 1 = always, 2 = often, 3 = sometimes, and 4 = almost never. The SPAQ 
yielded an overall internal consistency coefficient of .88 in this study. 

The possible total scores range from 15 to 75 for the SPCAES and from 24 to 96 for the SPAQ. For 
the SPCAES, scores are interpreted separately for the LOAE and POAE factors. Higher scores on each 
factor indicate stronger perceptions of the corresponding assessment environment type. For the SPAQ, 
lower scores indicate more frequent perceptions of assessment task characteristics, as the response 
categories range from 1 = always to 4 = almost never.  
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Both instruments included negatively worded items. Before the statistical analyses, these items were 
reverse-scored so that all items were coded in the same direction and the total and subscale scores could be 
interpreted consistently. The administration of the instruments took about 15 to 20 minutes. 

 

2.4. Data Analysis 

Information on the statistical techniques used in the analyses is given in Table 2. 

Table 2. Information on The Statistical Techniques Used in the Analysis 

 

As seen in Table 2, quantitative data were analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics version 25, and the 
significance level for hypothesis testing was set at p < .05. The dependent samples t-test was used to 
determine whether students’ PCAE differed significantly according to the types of assessment 
environments, while the Friedman test was used to determine whether their POAT differed significantly 
across sub-dimensions. MANOVA, one of the multivariate statistical techniques, was conducted to examine 
whether students’ PCAE and POAT differed significantly in terms of gender. Lastly, multiple regression 
analysis was employed to investigate the relationship between students’ PCAE and their POAT. 

 

3. RESULTS  

3.1. Findings Related to the Students’ PCAE 

The normality assumption was tested before the analyses to determine whether the students’ PCAE 
differed according to the learning and POAE types. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was performed, and 
skewness- kurtosis coefficients were examined in order to test the assumption of normality. A dependent 
samples t-test was applied to determine significant differences in students’ mean scores related to types of 
CAE perceptions, given that the assumption of normal distribution was fulfilled. Table 3 shows the findings 
from the dependent samples t-test examining the significance of differences in students’ mean scores across 
CAE types. 

Table 3. Dependent Samples T-Test Results of Students’ Mean Scores for Classroom Assessment Environment 
Types 

SPCAES 
Group n M SD df t p 
LOAE 2277 2.12 0.63 2276 50.77 <.001 
POAE 2277 3.34 0.78 

 

As shown in Table 3, the dependent samples t-test revealed a significant difference between LOAE 
(M = 2.12) and POAE (M = 3.34) [t(2276) = 50.77, p < .05]. The effect size (d = 1.06) indicates a large 
difference (Green & Salkind, 2005). The situation shows that students perceive the CAE as more POAE. 

 

3.2. Gender-Based Differences in SPCAES Scores: Findings 

Prior to conducting the MANOVA to examine gender-based differences in SPCAE, test 
assumptions were evaluated. Normality was checked through the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test and the 
distributional indicators of skewness and kurtosis. The results indicated that the assumption of normal 

Scales Factors 
Differences 

Between Factors 
Gender 

Relationship Between 
Two Scales 

SPAQ 

CWPL 

Friedman Test MANOVA 
Multiple Regression 

Analysis 

AUT 
SC 

TRAN 
ASD 

SPCAES 
LOAE Dependent 

Samples t-test 
 

MANOVA 
POAE 
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distribution was satisfied. In addition, Mahalanobis distances were examined to test the multivariate 
normality assumption, and it was observed that there was no extreme value disrupting the multivariate 
normality. The MANOVA test was performed because the necessary assumptions were provided as a result 
of the Levene F test result for the homogeneity of variances assumption (p>.05) and the Box M test for the 
equality of covariance matrices (Box M =10.97, p >.05). The distribution of the average scores of the 
students’ perceptions regarding the types of CAE in terms of gender is shown in Table 4. 

Table 4. The Average Scores of SPCAE Types in Terms of Gender 

SPCAES 

Categories of 
Scale 

Boy Girl Total 

n M SD n M SD n M SD 

POAE 1116 3.21 0.79 1161 3.46 0.75 2277 3.34 0.78 

LOAE 1116 2.20 0.64 1161 2.04 0.61 2277 2.12 0.63 

 

Based on the data in Table 4, the MANOVA test was conducted to determine whether the average 
scores related to the participants’ perceptions of CAE types differ according to their genders. The 
MANOVA results revealed a statistically significant gender-based difference in students’ average scores for 
CAE types (Wilks’ Lambda = 0.97, F(2, 2274) = 37.76, p < .05, η² = .03). A pair-wise multiple comparison 
test was performed to determine which factors differed significantly. According to the test result, it was 
concluded in terms of gender that LOAE scores differed significantly in favor of male students, while 
POAE scores differed significantly in favor of female students (p<.05). Based on the calculated effect size, 
gender had a small impact on students’ perceptions of the CAE (Pallant, 2007). 

 

3.3. Findings on the Students’ POAT 

Descriptive information about the sub-dimensions of students’ POAT is demonstrated in Table 5. 

Table 5. Descriptive Information on the Sub-Dimensions of POAT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As can be viewed in Table 5, it stands out that there are differences between the average scores of 
the participants regarding the sub-dimensions of their perceptions about the assessment tasks. A one-way 
analysis of variance test (ANOVA) was planned for repeated measurements in order to examine whether 
these score differences were significant or not; however, the assumption of sphericity, which is one of the 
assumptions to be provided for this analysis, could not be met according to the result of the Mauchly test 
(p<.05). Therefore, differences among the repeated measurements were examined using the Friedman test. 

The scores of the students regarding the sub-dimensions of the POAT are in order from low to high: 
CWPL (M=1.86), ASD (M=1.93), SC (M=1.96), TRAN (M=1.97), and AUT (M=2.04). When the average 
scores are examined, it is observed that the mean score of the AUT dimension is higher than the other 
dimensions. Friedman was used to determine whether this difference was significant or not. The results of 
the Friedman test indicated significant differences among the sub-dimensions of POAT [χ²(4, N = 2277) 
= 220.024, p < .05]. To identify which dimensions differed significantly according to the Friedman test 
results, the Wilcoxon signed-rank test and pairwise comparisons were conducted. Significant differences 
were found between the average scores of the following dimensions in the paired comparisons, and the 
differences in the other paired comparisons were not found to be significant. Accordingly, pairwise 
comparisons revealed significant differences in the following cases: 

 
Categories of the Scale 

Total 

n M SD 

SPAQ CWPL 2277 1.86 0.57 
SC 2277 1.96 0.59 

AUT 2277 2.04 0.60 
TRAN 2277 1.97 0.60 
ASD 2277 1.93 0.60 
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- in favor of the AUT factor between the average scores of the AUT dimension and the other four 
dimensions (p<.05) 

- against the factor of CWPL between the average score of the CWPL dimension and the other four 
dimensions (p<.05) 

- in favor of the SC dimension between the average score of the SC dimension and the ASD dimension 
(p<.05) 

- in favor of the TRAN factor between the average score of the TRAN dimension and the ASD 
dimension (p<.05). 

 

3.4. Findings on the Differences Between Gender in Students’ POAT 

Before the MANOVA test, which was planned to determine whether students’ POAT assessment 
tasks differed in terms of gender or not, the assumptions of the test were examined. Accordingly, 
preliminary analyses were conducted to evaluate whether the data met the normality assumption. The 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test results and the skewness-kurtosis coefficients indicated that the distribution was 
within acceptable limits. In addition, Mahalanobis distances were examined to test the multivariate 
normality assumption, and values that disrupted the multivariate normality (17 individuals exceeding the 
critical value of 15.08) were excluded from the analysis by applying the Mahalanobis correction. The 
MANOVA test was performed because the necessary assumptions were provided as a result of the Levene 
F test result (p>.05) for the homogeneity of variances assumption and the Box M test for the equality of 
covariance matrices (Box M =29.37, p>.05). Table 6 presents the distribution of students’ average scores 
on their POAT by gender. 

Table 6. The Average Scores Related to the Students’ POAT According to Gender 

Categories of the Scale 
Boy Girl Total 

n M SD n M SD n M SD 

SPAQ CWPL 1102 1.94 0.55 1158 1.77 0.54 2260 1.86 0.55 

SC 1102 2.07 0.59 1158 1.87 0.56 2260 1.95 0.58 

AUT 1102 2.10 0.60 1158 1.97 0.57 2260 2.04 0.59 

TRAN 1102 2.05 0.59 1158 1.89 0.58 2260 1.97 0.59 

ASD 1102 1.99 0.58 1158 1.86 0.58 2260 1.93 0.58 

 

Based on the data in Table 6, as a result of the MANOVA test, it was determined that there was a 
significant difference between the average scores of the sub-dimensions of perceptions about assessment 
tasks in terms of gender (Wilks’ Lambda=0.97; F(5.2254)=12.41; p< .05; η²=.03). Results from the pairwise 
multiple comparisons indicated statistically significant differences across all sub-dimensions in favor of male 
students (p < .05). Despite these differences, the effect size suggested that gender exerted only a minor 
influence on students’ POAT sub-dimensions (Pallant, 2007). 

 

3.5. Relationship Between SPCAES and POAT 

Multiple regression analysis was conducted in order to reveal the extent to which POAT was 
perceived to have an impact on their perceptions about the SPCAE. Prior to the multiple regression 
analysis, test assumptions were evaluated. To assess normality, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was 
conducted, and skewness-kurtosis values were examined. The results confirmed that the assumption of 
normal distribution was satisfied. In addition, Mahalanobis distances were examined to test the multivariate 
normality assumption, and values that disrupted the multivariate normality assumption (54 individuals 
exceeding the critical value of 15.08) were excluded from the analysis by applying the Mahalanobis 
correction. Furthermore, the relationships between the sub-dimensions of students’ perceptions about the 
CAE and POAT were examined for the multiple connectedness assumption. Table 7 presents the 
correlation results for the relationships between students’ PCAE and POAT. 
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Table 7. Findings on the Relationships Between SPCAES and POAT 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

SPAQ CWPL 1       
SC .58* 1      
AUT .56* 0.57* 1     
TRAN .62* .63* .54* 1    
ASD .58* .63* .58* .59* 1   

SPCAES 6. POAE -.30* -.28* -.22* -.25* -.28* 1  
7. LOAE .48* .49* .46* .46* .47* -.31* 1 

(*) p<.05 

Table 7 shows that the correlations among the predictor variables did not exceed .80. The 
multicollinearity diagnostics also supported this result, as all VIF values were below 10 and all tolerance 
values were higher than .20. Based on these indicators, the multicollinearity assumption was considered to 
be satisfied (Field, 2005), and multiple regression analysis was subsequently performed. 

 

3.5.1. Findings on the Relationship Between Students’ Perceptions of the LOAE and their POAT 

The multiple regression analysis results regarding the perceptions of the LOAE are demonstrated in 
Table 8. 

Table 8. The Results of the Multiple Regression Analysis Indicating the Relationship Between LOAE Perceptions 
and Assessment Tasks 

LOAE 

Variable B Standard Error ß T p 

SPAQ 

Constant 0.63 0.05 - 13.74 <.001 
CWPL 0.20 0.03 .18 7.09 <.001* 
SC 0.19 0.03 .17 6.63 <.001* 
AUT 0.14 0.03 .13 5.60 <.001* 
TRAN 0.10 0.03 .09 3.59 <.001* 
ASD 0.14 0.03 .13 5.09 <.001* 

 

Table 8 reports the multiple regression results regarding the predictive role of assessment task 
variables in LOAE. The findings indicated that ASD, SC, AUT, CWPL, and TRAN were collectively 
significantly related to LOAE perceptions (R = .579, R² = .336, F(5, 2217) = 213.88, p < .05), explaining 
34% of the variance. Based on standardized coefficients, all predictors were statistically significant (p < .05), 
with CWPL (β = .18), SC (β = .17), AUT (β = .13), ASD (β = .13), and TRAN (β = .09) contributing 
positively to LOAE perceptions. According to the regression analysis, the equation predicting LOAE 
perceptions is as follows: 

 

 

3.5.2. Findings on the Relationship Between Students’ Perceptions of the POAE and Their POAT 

The findings on multiple regression analysis regarding the perceptions of the POAE are 
demonstrated in Table 9. 
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Table 9. The Multiple Regression Results for Predicting POAE from Assessment Task Variables 

 POAE 

SPAQ 

Variable B Standard Error ß t p 

Constant 4.40 0.07 - 63.86 <.001 
CWPL -0.24 0.04 -.16 -5.54 <.001* 
SC -0.15 0.04 -.11 -3.59 <.001* 
AUT 0.01 0.04 .01 0.03 .98 
TRAN -0.04 0.04 -.03 -0.10 .32 
ASD -0.13 0.04 -.10 -3.30 <.001* 

 

Table 9 summarizes the regression model predicting POAE from students’ perceptions of 
assessment task variables. The findings indicated that AUT, SC, ASD, CWPL, and TRAN were collectively 
significantly related to POAE perceptions (R = .334, R² = .112, F(5, 2217) = 53.27, p < .05), explaining 
approximately 11% of the variance. Based on standardized coefficients, CWPL (β = –.16), SC (β = –.11), 
and ASD (β = –.10) were significant predictors (p < .05), whereas AUT (β = .01) and TRAN (β = –.03) 
were not statistically significant. 

According to the regression analysis, the equation predicting POAE perceptions is as follows: 

 

 

4. DISCUSSION 

The first research question addressed SPCAES by comparing their LOAE and POAE scores. 
Findings revealed that the classroom assessment environment was significantly perceived by participants as 
being oriented toward performance. In a similar study conducted with high school students, İlhan (2017) 
determined parallel results that the participants generally perceived the CAE as POAE. In contrast to the 
current findings, previous research has suggested that participants tend to view the classroom assessment 
environment as predominantly LOAE (Alkharusi, 2007; Buldur, 2014a; Church et al., 2001; Wang, 2004). 

When the relevant literature is investigated, it was determined that the participants perceived the 
CAE as more POAE than in this study (İlhan, 2017), while in some studies it was concluded that they 
perceived it as more LOAE (Alkharusi, 2007; Alkharusi, 2009; Buldur, 2014a; Wang, 2004). As possible 
reasons for this difference between studies, it can be considered that the countries where the studies are 
conducted are different, the participant groups in which the study are different (secondary school, high 
school, university), or the assessment practices of the teachers are different. It can be said that new studies 
based on different research designs are needed in order to investigate the reasons for these differences in 
depth. 

In response to the second research question, gender-based differences in students’ perceptions of 
the CAE were explored. The results indicated that girls predominantly perceived the environment as 
performance-focused, whereas boys associated it more with an LOAE approach. In many studies, different 
from the results obtained in the research, in students’ PCAE, significant differences were found in favor of 
male students in the POAE type (Alkharusi, 2011; Alkharusi, 2015; Buldur, 2014b), and in favor of female 
students in the LOAE type (Alkharusi, 2011; Alkharusi, 2015). In addition, in the study of Buldur (2014b), 
it was determined that the perceptions of the LOAE did not differ significantly according to gender. As a 
result of this study, the average scores of the students regarding the types of CAE in terms of gender were 
determined to be that the perceptions of the LOAE differed in favor of boys, and the perceptions of the 
POAE in favor of girls. Although statistically significant gender-based differences were found, these 
findings should be interpreted cautiously because the effect size was small. Therefore, effect size values 
should be considered together with p values when interpreting the practical importance of findings (Field, 
2005; Pallant, 2007). In the present study, the mean scores of boys and girls were relatively close to each 
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other, and the effect size value was small (η² = .03), suggesting that the practical impact of gender on 
students’ perceptions of the classroom assessment environment was limited. 

The third research question examined variation in students’ POAT scores across sub-dimensions. 
The findings indicated that students’ perceptions differed statistically across these dimensions. 

In line with the present findings, Cakan (2011), in a study conducted with university students, found 
that the POAT sub-dimensions were ranked in the following order based on average scores: awareness, SC, 
CWPL, TRAN, and ASD. There is a partial parallelism between the findings obtained in Cakan’s (2011) 
study and the results of this research. As a result of this study, the students’ perception average scores for 
the assessment tasks are from the highest to the lowest, respectively, AUT, SC, TRAN, ASD, and CWPL; 
while in Cakan’s (2011) study, there is a difference in the order of the dimensions of ASD and CWPL. The 
relatively higher score for AUT is noteworthy because authentic assessment tasks can help students connect 
assessment activities with meaningful, real-life learning contexts. Gulikers et al. (2006) reported that 
students’ perceptions of assessment AUT and alignment were associated with deeper learning and the 
development of generic skills. 

In the fourth research question, it was aimed to determine whether the students’ POAT differed 
according to gender. According to result analyzes, it was determined that the boys’ POAT in all dimensions 
were higher than the girls’ POAT. In parallel with the result obtained in this study, Cakan (2011) found in 
his study that boys have higher perceptions about assessment tasks compared to girls. Unlike the findings 
obtained in this study, in their study, Dhindsa et al. (2007) examined the relationship between POAT and 
gender. They reported a significant difference in the CWPL factor in favor of female students, while a 
significant difference was observed in the SC factor in favor of male students. However, no significant 
differences in gender were found in the dimensions of AUT, TRAN, and ASD. Similarly, Gao (2012) found 
that there was a significant difference in the POAT. Similar to the present findings, boys had significantly 
higher scores in the AUT dimension. In contrast, the same study reported a significant difference in the 
TRAN dimension in favor of girls, which differs from the results of the present study. On the other hand, 
it was found that there was no significant gender difference in some dimensions (ASD, CWPL, and SC) of 
POAT. In a study with different results, Alkharusi (2012) found that POAT did not differ significantly in 
terms of gender. Again, Alkharusi et al. (2014) found significant gender differences in the dimensions of 
CWPL, AUT, SC, and TRAN, all favoring female students. However, ASD scores did not differ 
significantly. 

Considering the studies examining whether the perceptions of the participants regarding the 
assessment tasks differ according to gender, it is observed that the studies were conducted with university 
students (Cakan, 2011) and high school students (Alkharusi, 2012; Dhindsa et al., 2007; Gao, 2012). It is 
noteworthy that these studies have reached different results. Consistent with the findings of this study, 
several previous studies have also reported significant gender differences in favor of male students in the 
AUT dimension (Cakan, 2011; Dhindsa et al., 2007; Gao, 2012), SC (Dhindsa et al., 2007), ASD (Cakan, 
2011), TRAN (Cakan, 2011), and CWPL (Cakan, 2011). Diversely, in some studies it was found that 
significant differences in favor of female students in factors of CWPL (Alkharusi et al., 2014; Dhindsa et 
al., 2007), TRAN (Alkharusi et al., 2014; Gao, 2012), AUT (Alkharusi et al., 2014), and SC (Alkharusi et al., 
2014). Moreover, some studies have indicated that POAT does not vary significantly by gender (Alkharusi, 
2012). 

When the results obtained in the related studies are examined, it stands out that there is no common 
conclusion about whether the POAT differ according to their gender. In addition to the studies in which it 
was found that there was no difference in terms of gender, it was also found that there were differences in 
favor of boys in some studies and in favor of girls in some studies (Cakan, 2011; Dhindsa et al., 2007). It is 
thought that these differences in the results of the research may be specifically related to the sample groups 
in which the studies were carried out, and generally related to the countries where the studies were carried 
out and the education systems in these countries. 

The findings of this study resonate with recent literature underscoring both global and local 
challenges in implementing effective classroom assessment. For instance, Özer Özkan and Ozkan (2025) 
revealed that while formative assessment is conceptually accepted by teachers in Türkiye, practical 
implementation remains inconsistent due to limited professional development and contextual constraints. 
Similarly, Desie et al. (2025) emphasized that factors such as teacher workload, lack of training, and policy 
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ambiguities may hinder the effective use of classroom assessments. These findings align with the present 
study in that the classroom assessment environment is shaped not only by student and teacher perceptions 
but also by teachers’ assessment purposes, feedback practices, instructional decisions, institutional 
conditions, and broader systemic dynamics (Brookhart, 1997; Desie et al., 2025; Özer Özkan & Ozkan, 
2025). 

In the fifth research question, it was aimed to determine how and to what extent the dimensions of 
ASD, CWPL, SC, TRAN, and AUT regarding the POAT predict the perceptions of the CAE. Multiple 
regression analysis showed that all dimensions of the POAT significantly and positively predicted students’ 
perceptions of the LOAE. In contrast, CWPL, SC, and ASD were found to significantly and negatively 
predict perceptions of the POAE. This finding generally shows that students’ POAT predicts POAE 
perceptions negatively and LOAE perceptions positively. This pattern is theoretically consistent with the 
nature of LOAE, which emphasizes meaningful assessment tasks, feedback, student involvement, and 
improvement of learning rather than merely grading or comparing students (Alkharusi, 2011; Brookhart, 
1997; Brookhart & DeVoge, 1999). In this regard, students’ positive POAT are expected to be associated 
with their perceptions of a LOAE, since assessment tasks constitute one of the core components through 
which students experience and interpret classroom assessment practices (Brookhart, 1997; Brookhart & 
Bronowicz, 2003; Cavanagh et al., 2005). 

In parallel with this result obtained in the research, Alkharusi et al. (2014) determined that POAT 
predicted perceptions of POAE, in the dimensions of SC and ASD as positively and significantly, and in 
the dimensions of TRAN, CWPL, and AUT as negatively and significantly. They determined that all 
dimensions of POAT predict perceptions of LOAE positively and significantly. In another study aiming to 
determine which POAT predicts perceptions of CAE, Cheng et al. (2015) found that POAT predicts 
perceptions of the POAE in the dimensions of CWPL, SC, AUT, and TRAN positively and significantly, 
while it predicts the dimension of ASD negatively and significantly. In addition, they determined that all 
dimensions of POAT positively and significantly predicted their perceptions of the LOAE. 

When we look at the studies investigating the PAOT what extent to predict the PCAE (Alkharusi et 
al., 2014; Cheng et al., 2015), it was determined that the SC dimension positively predicts the POAE 
perceptions, while different results were achieved in other dimensions. Furthermore, in both studies, it was 
determined that all dimensions of POAT positively predicted perceptions of LOAE. In this context, in this 
study and other studies examining how POAT predicts the types of CAE, different results were found 
regarding the relationship between perceptions of POAE and POAT. However, the findings were similar 
with respect to the relationship between students’ LOAE perceptions and POAT. 

 

5. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The findings of this study have several practical implications for educators, researchers, curriculum 
developers, and educational stakeholders. For teachers, the results suggest that science classroom 
assessment environments should be structured in a more LOAE way by using meaningful assessment tasks, 
providing timely and constructive feedback, clarifying assessment criteria, and involving students in 
assessment processes. Since students’ POAT were found to predict their SPCAES, teachers should design 
assessment tasks that are authentic, transparent, CWPL, responsive to student differences, and open to SC. 
For curriculum developers, the findings indicate that assessment-related components of science curricula 
should emphasize not only grading and achievement monitoring but also formative assessment, student 
participation, feedback quality, and task AUT. For school administrators and policymakers, the results 
highlight the need for professional development activities that support teachers’ assessment literacy and 
help them create LOAE assessment cultures. For researchers, the study suggests that future research should 
examine how classroom assessment environments and assessment task perceptions interact across different 
grade levels, school contexts, and subject areas. 

 

6. LIMITATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS 

In this study, the performance of students in the PCAE and in assessment tasks was investigated 
only in terms of gender. Other studies on this subject have included different demographic variables in 
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their research models. Furthermore, students’ PCAE and POAT may not fully reflect the assessment 
practices carried out in the classroom. Future studies may draw on qualitative evidence from interviews and 
classroom observations to gain a more detailed understanding of how students experience assessment 
practices.  

 

Acknowledgment. The authors gratefully acknowledge the support provided by the Scientific Research Projects 
Directorate of Sivas Cumhuriyet University. 

Research Ethics. Ethical approval for the study was granted by the Social and Human Sciences Scientific Research 
and Publication Ethics Committee of Sivas Cumhuriyet University, with the reference number 60263016-050.06.04-
E.289787. 

Data Availability Statement. The dataset is available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request. 

Conflicts of Interest. The authors declare no conflict of interest. This article is based on part of the first author’s 
master’s thesis, supervised by the second author.  

Funding. Financial support was provided by the Scientific Research Project Fund of Sivas Cumhuriyet University 
under Project No. EGT-076. 

 

REFERENCES 

Alkharusi, H. (2007). Effects of teachers’ assessment practices on ninth grade students’ perceptions of classroom assessment environment 
and achievement goal orientations in Muscat science classrooms in the Sultanate of Oman [Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
Kent University, USA]. Retrieved from http://rave.ohiolink.edu/etdc/view?acc_num=kent1184698876  

Alkharusi, H. (2009). Classroom assessment environment, self-efficacy, and mastery goal orientation: A causal model. 
INTI Journal: Special Issue on Teaching and Learning, 104–116. http://eprints.intimal.edu.my/id/eprint/409 

Alkharusi, H. (2011). Development and datametric properties of a scale measuring students’ perceptions of the 
classroom assessment environment. International Journal of Instruction, 4(1), 105–120. 
https://izlik.org/JA44PA53DZ 

Alkharusi, H. (2012). Canonical correlational models of students’ perceptions of assessment tasks, motivational 
orientations, and learning strategies. International Journal of Instruction, 6(1). https://izlik.org/JA72JZ43TF 

Alkharusi, H. (2015). An evaluation of the measurement of perceived classroom assessment environment. International 
Journal of Instruction, 8(2), 45–54. https://doi.org/10.12973/iji.2015.824a 

Alkharusi, H., Aldhafri, S., Alnabhani, H., & Alkalbani, M. (2014). Modeling the relationship between perceptions of 
assessment tasks and classroom assessment environment as a function of gender. The Asia-Pacific Education 
Researcher, 23(1), 93–104. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-013-0090-0 

Alt, D. (2018). Teachers’ practices in science learning environments and their use of formative and summative 
assessment tasks. Learning Environments Research, 21, 387–406. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-018-9259-z 

Aluri, V. L., & Fraser, B. J. (2019). Students’ perceptions of mathematics classroom learning environments: 
Measurement and associations with achievement. Learning Environments Research, 22(3), 409–426. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-019-09282-1 

Ames, C. (1992). Classrooms: Goals structures and student motivation. Journal of Educational Psychology, 84(3), 261–271. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.84.3.261 

Babatimehin, T., Opesemowo, O. A. G., Ogunsakin, I. B., & Ogungbaigbe, T. S. (2025). Assessing teachers’ knowledge 
of school-based assessment practices in Nigeria secondary schools. Discover Education, 4, Article 110. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44217-025-00512-8 

Brookhart, S. M. (1997). A theoretical framework for the role of classroom assessment in motivating student effort 
and achievement. Applied Measurement in Education, 10(2), 161–180. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15324818ame1002_4 

Brookhart, S. M. (2004). Classroom assessment: Tensions and intersections in theory and practice. Teachers College 
Record, 106(3), 429–458. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9620.2004.00346.x 

http://rave.ohiolink.edu/etdc/view?acc_num=kent1184698876
http://eprints.intimal.edu.my/id/eprint/409
https://izlik.org/JA44PA53DZ
https://izlik.org/JA72JZ43TF
https://doi.org/10.12973/iji.2015.824a
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-013-0090-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-018-9259-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-019-09282-1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.84.3.261
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44217-025-00512-8
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15324818ame1002_4
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9620.2004.00346.x


 

Baygül & Buldur (2026) The role of students’ perceptions of assessment tasks in science… 

 

158  

 

Journal of Research in Mathematics, Science, and Technology Education, Vol. 3, No. 3, pp. 146–159  

Brookhart, S. M., & Bronowicz, D. L. (2003). “I don’t like writing. It makes my fingers hurt”: Students talk about their 
classroom assessment. Assessment in Education: Principles, Policy and Practice, 10(2), 221–242. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0969594032000121298 

Brookhart, S. M., & DeVoge, J. G. (1999). Testing a theory about the role of classroom assessment in student 
motivation and achievement. Applied Measurement in Education, 12(4), 409–425. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15324818AME1204_5 

Buldur, S. (2014a). The effects of formative assessment process via performance-based techniques on teacher and student. (Thesis No. 
354654) Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Gazi University, Turkey.National Thesis Center. 

Buldur, S. (2014b). The investigation of the relationship between the students’ perceptions about the classroom 
assessment environment and their achievement-goal orientations: Gender perspective. Education and Science, 
39(176), 213–225. http://dx.doi.org/10.15390/EB.2014.3730 

Buldur, S., & Baygül, A. (2018, April). Examining the relationship between middle school students’ PCAE and their 
perceptions of the metacognitive-oriented classroom environment. In X. International Congress of Educational 
Research, Nevşehir, Turkey. 

Buldur, S., & Doğan, A. (2014). Adaptation of the students’ perceptions of the science and technology course 
classroom assessment environment scale (SPCAES) into Turkish. Education and Science, 39(176), 199–211. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.15390/EB.2014.3729 

Cakan, M. (2011). Cross-cultural aspect of the perceptions of assessment task inventory. International Journal of 
Humanities and Social Science, 1(10), 136–142. Retrieved from 
https://ijhss.thebrpi.org/journals/Vol_1_No_10_August_2011/18.pdf 

Cavanagh, R., Waldrip, B., Romanoski, J., & Dorman, J. (2005). Measuring student perceptions of classroom 
assessment. Paper presented at the Annual Conference of the Australian Association for Research in Education, Sydney. 
https://aare.edu.au/data/publications/2005/cav05748.pdf 

Cheng, L., Wu, Y., & Liu, X. (2015). Chinese university students’ perceptions of assessment tasks and classroom 
assessment environment. Language Testing in Asia, 5(1), 13. http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40468-015-0020-6 

Church, M. A., Elliot, A. J., & Gable, S. L. (2001). Perceptions of classroom environment, achievement goals, and 
achievement outcomes. Journal of Educational Psychology, 93(1), 43–54. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
0663.93.1.43 

Cizek, G. J. (1997). Learning, achievement, and assessment: Constructs at a crossroads. In G. J. Cizek (Ed.), Handbook 
of classroom assessment (pp. 1–32). https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-012554155-8/50003-X 

Desie, Y., Habtamu, K., Asnake, M., Minaye, A., Tibebu, A., Mamaru, A., Tefera, D., Zeleke, S., & Andualem, T. 
(2025). Classroom assessment in secondary schools in Ethiopia: Teachers’ attitudes, perceived practices, and 
challenges. Assessment in Education: Principles, Policy & Practice, 32(1), 98–121. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2025.2467674 

Dhindsa, H. S., Omar, K., & Waldrip, B. (2007). Upper secondary Bruneian science students’ perceptions of 
assessment. International Journal of Science Education, 29(10), 1261–1280. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500690600991149 

Dorman, J. P., & Knightley, W. M. (2006). Development and validation of an instrument to assess secondary school 
students’ perceptions of assessment tasks. Educational Studies, 32(1), 47–58. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03055690500415951 

Field, A. (2005). Discovering statistics using SPSS. Sage. 

Fraenkel, J. R., & Wallen, N. E. (2009). How to design and evaluate research in education (7th ed.). McGraw-Hill Companies. 

Fraser, B. J. (1998). The birth of a new journal: Editor’s introduction. Learning Environments Research, 1(1), 1–5. 
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1023/A:1009994030661 

Gao, M. (2012). Classroom assessments in mathematics: High school students’ perceptions. International Journal of 
Business and Social Science, 3(2), 63–68. Retrieved from 
https://ijbss.thebrpi.org/journals/Vol_3_No_2_Special_Issue_January_2012/7.pdf 

Green, S., & Salkind, N. (2005). Using SPSS for Windows and Macintosh: Understanding and analyzing data. Pearson. 
https://dl.acm.org/doi/abs/10.5555/2563627 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0969594032000121298
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15324818AME1204_5
http://dx.doi.org/10.15390/EB.2014.3730
http://dx.doi.org/10.15390/EB.2014.3729
https://ijhss.thebrpi.org/journals/Vol_1_No_10_August_2011/18.pdf
https://aare.edu.au/data/publications/2005/cav05748.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40468-015-0020-6
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.93.1.43
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.93.1.43
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-012554155-8/50003-X
https://doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2025.2467674
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500690600991149
https://doi.org/10.1080/03055690500415951
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1023/A:1009994030661
https://ijbss.thebrpi.org/journals/Vol_3_No_2_Special_Issue_January_2012/7.pdf
https://dl.acm.org/doi/abs/10.5555/2563627


 

Baygül & Buldur (2026) The role of students’ perceptions of assessment tasks in science… 

 

159  

 

Journal of Research in Mathematics, Science, and Technology Education, Vol. 3, No. 3, pp. 146–159  

Gulikers, J., Bastiaens, T. J., Kirschner, P. A., & Kester, L. (2006). Relations between student perceptions of 
assessment authenticity, study approaches, and learning outcomes. Studies in Educational Evaluation, 32(4), 381–
400. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2006.10.003 

İlhan, M. (2017). The predictive role of students’ perceptions of classroom assessment environment on their attitudes 
towards school. Kastamonu Educational Journal, 25(1), 111–128. https://izlik.org/JA36DX77HH 

İlhan, M., & Çetin, B. (2014). Development of Classroom Assessment Environment Scale (CAES): Validity and 
reliability study. Education and Science, 39(176), 31–50. http://dx.doi.org/10.15390/EB.2014.3334 

Linn, R. (1990). Essentials of student assessment: From accountability to instructional aid. Teachers College Record, 91(3), 
422–436.https://doi.org/10.1177/016146819009100303 

McMillan, J. H. (1997). Classroom assessment: Principles and practice for effective instruction. Allyn and Bacon.  

McMillan, J. H. (2010). The practical implications of educational aims and contexts for formative assessment. In H. 
L. Andrade & G. J. Cizek (Eds.), Handbook of formative assessment (pp. 41–58). Routledge.  

McMillan, J. H., & Workman, D. J. (1998). Classroom assessment and grading practices: A review of the literature. Metropolitan 
Educational Research Consortium. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED453263 

Orim, F. S., Ofem, U. J., Edam-Agbor, I. B., Nsan, N. N., Okri, J. A., Ekpang, P., Ogunjimi, B., Egbe, I. M., Ukatu, 
J. O., Angrey, C. U., Undie, M. A., Akin-Fakorede, O., Abua, D., & Asukwo, P. (2025). Implementation of 
automated classroom assessment in higher education using the technology acceptance model. Discover 
Education, 4, Article 87. https://doi.org/10.1007/s44217-025-00481-y 

Özer Özkan, Y., & Ozkan, M. (2025). Decoding teachers’ dilemma: Unveiling the real obstacles to implementing 
formative assessment in the classroom. Journal of Qualitative Research in Education, 41, 95–118. 
https://doi.org/10.14689/enad.41.2062 

Pallant, J. (2007). SPSS survival manual. McGraw-Hill. 

Pinger, P., Rakoczy, K., Besser, M., & Klieme, E. (2018). Interplay of formative assessment and instructional quality—
Interactive effects on students’ mathematics achievement. Learning Environments Research, 21(1), 61–79. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-017-9240-2 

Sluijsmans, D., Dochy, F., & Moerkerke, G. (1998). Creating a learning environment by using self-, peer-, and co-
assessment. Learning Environments Research, 1(3), 293–319. 
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1023/A:1009932704458 

Stiggins, R. J., & Conklin, N. F. (1992). In teachers’ hands: Investigating the practices of classroom assessment. State University 
of New York Press.  

Wang, X. (2004). Chinese EFL students’ perceptions of classroom assessment environment and their goal orientations in the college 
English course [Unpublished master’s thesis, Queen’s University, Kingston, Ontario, Canada]. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2006.10.003
https://izlik.org/JA36DX77HH
http://dx.doi.org/10.15390/EB.2014.3334
https://doi.org/10.1177/016146819009100303
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED453263
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44217-025-00481-y
https://doi.org/10.14689/enad.41.2062
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-017-9240-2
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1023/A:1009932704458

