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The present study aims to examine the construct of the classroom goal struc-
ture. Achievement goal theory of motivation suggests that two types of class-
room goal structures can be identified: mastery goal structure and performance
goal structure.

The study presents the results of the Russian adaptation of the Approach
to Instruction (Patterns of Adapted Learning Survey) scale which can be used
to assess classroom goal structures from the perspective of teacher practices.
The survey is built on a data that comes from a survey on a sample of fifth-grade
teachers (N = 656) conducted in the fall of 2020. The study includes a descrip-
tion of the steps for adaptation of the scale into Russian. The study presents the
results of confirmatory factor analysis and describes the adjustments to the ini-
tial model. The adapted scale demonstrated a good fit to the empirical data and
adequate internal consistency.

The Russian-language version of the scale can be used by researchers in fu-
ture studies of the educational environment in the classroom in the context of
learning motivation. The scale could potentially be employed in future studies
examining the factors that determine students’ educational outcomes as well as
the development of social-emotional skills.

school, teacher practices, classroom goal structure, achievement goal theory,
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Within the school curriculum, students are expected not only to
achieve academic success but also to develop their social-emo-
tional skills, such as their ability to be persistent, achieve identi-
fied goals, cooperate, and act with empathy and tolerance [OECD,
2021]. The school learning environment should enable students
both to acquire the necessary academic knowledge and to develop
social-emotional skills.

The achievement goal theory suggests that the educational en-
vironment can be characterised by its dominating achievement ori-
entation: mastery goal orientation or performance goal orientation
[Ames, 1992]. According to the achievement goal theory, those goal
orientations determine the classroom goal structure [Ames, 1984;
Meece, Anderman, Anderman, 2006; Bardach et al., 2019].

Teachers' instructional practices are one of the factors shap-
ing the classroom goal structure [Stodolsky, Salk, Glaessner, 1991;
Ames, 1992; Kaplan et al., 2002; Meece, Anderman, Anderman,
2006]. For instance, by displaying the work of the highest achiev-
ing students as an example, teachers promote the performance
goal structure. Whereas by recognizing even the slightest prog-
ress of each student, teachers bring mastery goals to the forefront
and promote the corresponding goal structure in the classroom. In
addition to the above, the outlined instructional practices can also
determine students’ perception of the learning environment and
subsequently influence their personal motivational beliefs about
education [Ames, 1992; Urdan, Midgley, Anderman, 1998; Ander-
man et al., 2001; Friedel et al., 2007; Park et al., 2016; Luftenegger
et al., 2017; Fokkens-Bruinsma, van Rooij, Canrinus, 2020]. Motiva-
tional beliefs determine what value students attribute to their ed-
ucation, as well as the way they interpret their academic successes
and failures [Anderman, Urdan, Roeser, 2003].

Studies demonstrate that the classroom goal structure cor-
relates with students’ emotional well-being [Baudoin, Galand, 2017;
Johnson, Johnson, 2005], positive attitude towards school [Roeser,
Midgley, Urdan, 1996], use of effective learning and self-regulation
strategies [Wolters, 2004], self-efficacy [Murayama, Elliot, 2009], and
growth mindset [Dweck, Leggett, 1988].

Even though the concept of classroom goal structure is highly
significant for students’ academic success and their personal devel-
opment, research into it hasn't so far received the attention it de-
serves. Specifically, very few studies have explored this subject in
Russia [Korotkevich, 2019; Maloshonok, Semenova, Terentyev, 2015;
Nikitskaya, 2019]. In addition, most of those studies focus on the
classroom goal structure from the students’ perspective [Ames, Ar-
cher, 1998; Urdan, Midgley, Anderman, 1998; Patrick, Kaplan, Ryan,
2011; Skaalvik et al., 2017], and not on teachers' self-reports about
their instructional practices.
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The purpose of the present study is to adapt the tool for assess-
ing the classroom goal structure from the perspective of teachers’
instructional practices using a Russian sample.

Research into the classroom goal structure, as well as students’ per-
sonal motivational beliefs, began in the 1980s. It was part of an ef-
fort to examine educational motivation and determine predictors
of students' high academic achievement. Those studies led to the
emergence of the achievement goal theory [Dweck, Leggett, 1988;
Elliot, Harackiewicz, 1996], which studied different types of students'
educational goals and the goal structure in the classroom [Ames,
1984; 1992].

The achievement goal theory initially identified two types of
personal goals in education: mastery goals and performance goals
[Dweck, 1986; Nicholls, 1989]. Those who pursue mastery goals as-
pire to ongoing academic improvement, which is accompanied by
a positive perception of effort [Ames, Archer, 1988]. Students with
a mastery goal orientation enjoy completing difficult tasks, even if
they make many mistakes in the process. Performance goals make
students gravitate towards demonstrating their superiority. They
are linked with the desire to reach externally imposed standards
of success with minimal effort, which would indirectly attest to
their high competence [Elliott, Dweck, 1988]. A student with a pro-
nounced performance goal orientation would enjoy being the only
one in the class who can answer the teacher’s question.

The dichotomous model of classroom goal structure is analo-
gous to students’ personal motivational beliefs. The model identi-
fies mastery goal structure and performance goal structure [Ames,
1992; Urdan, Midgley, Anderman, 1998; Wolters, 2004].

The mastery goal structure in the classroom encourages stu-
dents to work towards a deep understanding of learning material
and continual improvement of their skills [Ames, 1992]. In such a
learning environment, mistakes are perceived as part of the learn-
ing process and students are given creative assignments associat-
ed with effort [Urdan, Midgley, Anderman, 1998]. The performance
goal structure, on the contrary, implies that the purpose of studying
is showcasing one’s skills in comparison to the other students’ skills,
and thus encourages social comparison [Ames, 1992; Urdan, Midg-
ley, Anderman, 1998]. Teachers in classrooms with performance
goal structures are inclined to emphasise the importance of com-
petition, announce grades publicly, and group students based on
their academic performance [Park et al., 2018].

The classroom goal structure can affect the personal achieve-
ment motivation of students. When students perceive their class-
room goal structure as mastery-oriented, they begin to mainly
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2. Measuring
a classroom
goal structure:
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pursue mastery goals [Wolters, 2004; Luftenegger et al., 2017; Fok-
kens-Bruinsma, van Rooij, Canrinus, 2020]. Conversely, an environ-
ment with a pronounced orientation towards social comparison
makes students focus on demonstrating their competence [Ames,
1984]. Based on this evidence, researchers see classroom goal struc-
ture as a space for interventions aimed at shifting students’ orienta-
tions towards more adaptive ones — that is, towards mastery goal
development [Ames, 1992].

At the same time, researchers note that students' ideas about
classroom goal structure are, for the most part, subjective [Ryan,
Gheen, Midgley, 1998; Midgley, Anderman, Hicks, 1995; Ames 1992].
Their perception of the classroom goal structure is influenced by
teachers’ approach to instruction. Teachers communicate informa-
tion about a classroom goal structure to students through grading
and reward systems, as well as the types of assignments offered to
students [Ames, 1992].

Teachers choose their instructional practices and methodolog-
ical approaches based on their beliefs about the effectiveness of
these practices [Ames, 1992]. Teachers who are oriented towards
the mastery goal structure aspire to instil in students the value of
making effort in the learning process and the importance of a deep
understanding of the learning material. Teachers oriented towards
performance goal structure often motivate their students through
competitiveness and normative grading [Kaplan et al., 2002; Meece,
Anderman, Anderman, 2006].

However, researchers note that the same teacher can em-
ploy various practices depending on students’ academic perfor-
mance [Ames, 1992] or their gender [Butler, 2012; Skipper, Leman,
2017; Fokkens-Bruinsma, van Rooij, Canrinus, 2020].

Most studies on the achievement goal theory concentrate on stu-
dents’ personal orientations [Anderman, Patrick, 2012]. A number of
tools for measuring students’ personal goal orientations have been
developed. Their use was validated on various samples in countries
including the USA, Belgium, Austria, and the Netherlands [Midgley,
Anderman, Hicks, 1995; Midgley et al., 1998; Middleton, Midgley,
1997; Ryan, Gheen, Midgley, 1998; Baudoin, Galand, 2017; Bardach
et al., 2019; Fokkens-Bruinsma, van Rooij, Canrinus, 2020].

When it comes to classroom goal structure, the majority of ex-
isting studies evaluate it solely based on its perception by students
[Throndsen, Turmo, 2013; Kamarova et al., 2017; Skaalvik et al., 2017;
Baudoin, Galand, 2017]. However, researchers advise complement-
ing data about the perceived classroom goal structure with teach-
ers' self-reports of their instructional practices, as well as with class-
room observations [Blumenfeld, 1992; Ryan, Gheen, Midgley, 1998].
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This becomes possible with the Approach to Instruction scale, de-
veloped as part of the larger Patterns of Adapted Learning Survey
(PALS) [Midgley et al., 2000]. The scale measures the dominant ori-
entation of teachers’ approach to instruction — whether it is aimed
at developing a performance or mastery goal structure in the class-
room. Even though the survey has undergone several changes, each
revision has invariably included two scales: the Mastery Goal Orienta-
tion Scale, and the Performance Goal Orientation Scale [Midgley, An-
derman, Hicks, 1995; Ryan, Gheen, Midgley, 1998; Midgley et al., 2000].
Items that are used to measure those orientations — especially on the
Mastery Scale — vary across different authorial versions of the scale.

For instance, in the earliest edition of the survey, both the Mas-
tery Goal Orientation Scale (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.62) and the Perfor-
mance Goal Orientation Scale (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.73) contained
seven items each [Midgley, Anderman, Hicks, 1995]. The items used
in the scale of performance-focused instructional practices describe
such approaches as comparing students based on their perfor-
mance and encouraging those who do well — as will be the case in
the following survey revisions, too. The items used in the scale of
task-focused instructional practices include examples of encourag-
ing ‘academic courage’ and mutual help between students.

In its later version, the Mastery Goal Orientation Scale contains
six items (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.78), while the Performance Goal Ori-
entation Scale includes five items (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.72). The Per-
formance Goal Orientation Scale items describe an active compar-
ison of students' skills. The Mastery Goal Orientation Scale items
emphasise the importance of applied effort and the development
of higher-order skills [Ryan, Gheen, Midgley, 1998].

In its updated version, the Mastery Goal Orientation Scale con-
tains four items (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.69), while the Performance
Goal Orientation Scale includes five items (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.69)
[Midgley et al., 2000]. All survey items are presented as personal
statements. Participants are offered to evaluate their level of agree-
ment with the statements on a five-point scale from ‘Strongly dis-
agree’ to ‘'Strongly agree'.

The Mastery Approach to Instruction items describe three char-
acteristics of the mastery goal structure: evaluating students’ prog-
ress, providing them with an opportunity to choose assignments,
and matching assignments to students’ needs and skill levels. The
Performance Approach to Instruction items describe such charac-
teristics as comparing students according to their skill level and en-
couraging them to compete with each other. This survey was val-
idated on a sample of 6th-grade maths teachers; the information
about the sample size is not available [Midgley et al., 2000].
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Studies of approaches to instruction within the framework of
the achievement goal structure theory were conducted on American
[Urdan, Midgley, Anderman, 1998; Wolters, Daugherty, 2007; Wolt-
ers, Fan, Daugherty, 2010; Park et al., 2016] and Norwegian sam-
ples [Throndsen, Turmo, 2013]. Researchers note that the original
scale may have insufficient internal consistency, and believe that
further modification is necessary [Wolters, Daugherty, 2007; Wolt-
ers, Fan, Daugherty, 2010]. For instance, they offer to leave out two
items from the original scale, in order to have three items on the
Mastery Approach to Instruction scale (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.66) and
four items on the Performance Approach to Instruction scale (Cron-
bach’s alpha = 0.76) [Wolters, Daugherty, 2007]. The present study
is based on the 2000 version of the Approach to Instruction (PALS)
survey [Midgley et al., 2000].

3. Methodology The translation of the original survey from English into Russian was
3.1. Adaptation  done by a professional translator with native proficiency in Russian.
of the Approach  To avoid ambiguity in the interpretation of concepts and instruction-
to Instruction 3| practices, the researchers conducted four cognitive interviews
(PALS) scaleinto  with mathematics, history, Russian language, and literature teach-
the Russianlan-  ers from rural and urban schools. The interviews exposed that two
guage jtems from the original scale made participants experience difficul-
ties in interpretation: ‘I give special privileges to students who do
the best work’ and ‘I display the work of the highest achieving stu-
dents as an example'. Those items were left out of the survey. As
a result, the scale included seven items, four on the Mastery Ap-
proach to Instruction scale and three on the Performance Approach
to Instruction scale. This version of the scale is used for the survey

and for examining the psychometric properties of the tool.

In order to adapt the scale, a survey of 5th-grade teachers was
conducted. The teachers expressed their level of agreement with
the statements on a six-point Likert-type scale from ‘Strongly dis-
agree' to ‘Strongly agree’ (Appendix 1).

3.2.Sample The survey was administered in the autumn of 2020. The sample
consisted of 656 fifth-grade teachers of mathematics and the Rus-
sian language from 372 schools situated in four regions of the Rus-
sian Federation.

4.Results  The structure of the survey was verified using confirmatory factor
4.1.Factor  analysis (CFA). Following the original theoretical model, two factors
structure  were identified: Mastery Goal Orientation (4 indicators) and Perfor-

of the survey  mance Goal Orientation (3 indicators). However, the goodness-of-
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fit statistics lay outside the acceptable range, which indicated poor
fit of the original model — Model 1 (Table 1).

Table 1. CFA Model Fit Indices

Model  x? df  qudf CFI O TLI

©111.849 ¢

[0.055; 0.096]

In order to transform Model 1, we used modification indices,
which offer improvements based on empirical data. Specifically,
we added residual correlation between two items: ‘Students who
get good grades are pointed out as an example to others’ (4) and
‘I help students understand how their performance compares to
others’ (6), which almost halved the Chi-square value of the mod-
el: the difference between the two Chi-square values equalled 54.4
(Table 1). The addition of correlation between these statements was
justified by theoretical premises. Both statements illustrate an in-
structional practice that implies the creation of a competitive envi-
ronment in the classroom and comparing students with each oth-
er [Kaplan et al., 2002].

The difference between the Chi-square values of the original
model (Model 1) and the model with added residual correlation
(Model 2) proved to be statistically significant (Table 2), which means
that Model 2 has a better goodness of fit.

Table 2. Chi-Square Comparison of CFA Models

Model 1 Model 2 Difference between models

Chi-square M8 5443 57.4

Degrees of freedom 12 i 1

P-value .000

The addition of the residual correlation changed the remain-
ing indices of fit of Model 2, with the new values within the recom-
mended range (Table 1). Thus, the factor structure of the theoreti-
cal model was confirmed by the data gathered from the survey of
teachers in Russia. Table 3 presents the items’ factor loadings ob-
tained from the confirmatory factor analysis.
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Table 3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results (Factor Loadings of Items)

Model 1 Model 2

Mastery Goal Orientation Factor

1.1 give a wide range of assignments, matched to students’ 1.000 1.000
needs and skill level. : :

2. I make a special effort to recognize students’ individual pro- 0.892 (0.078)* 0.878 (0.075)
gress, even if they are below grade level. : :

5. During class, I often provide several different activities 1.098 (0.094) 1.084 (0.090)
so that students can choose among them ‘ ‘

7.1 consider how much students have improved when I give 0.764 (0.072) 0.740 (0.069)
them report card grades. : :

3. Tencourage students to compete with each other. 1.000 1.000

4.1 point out those students who do well as a model 1.867 (0.174) 0.601 (0.109)
for the other students. : :

6. I help students understand how their performance com- 2.022 (0.195) 0.669 (0.115)
pares to others. : :

Note. Standard errors are given in parentheses.

4.1.1. Mastery Goal  This factor, represented by four statements in the survey, reflects
Orientation Factor  teachers’ orientation towards creating the mastery goal structure
in the classroom, and, as a result, developing a deeper understand-
ing of the learning material by their students. High values of this
factor indicate that a teacher aims to create an environment where
students recognize the importance of effort in the learning process.
Besides, such a teacher strives to give students assignments that
are matched to students’ interests and skill levels. Those teachers
support the autonomy of their students and provide them with an
opportunity to choose assignments they are interested in. Low val-
ues of this factor indicate that a teacher doesn’t aim at creating an
environment where students understand the value of education
and where their engagement is key to the learning process.

4.1.2. Performance  This scale is made of three statements and reflects a teacher’s ori-
Goal Orientation  entation towards creating a performance goal structure in the class-
Factor  room. Teachers with high scores on this scale are inclined to create
classroom conditions that encourage social comparison, in which
students can compare their achievements with those of their peers.
Low values indicate that teachers are not likely to compare students
with one another, and do not view competition as the main way to
increase motivation.

Voprosy obrazovaniya / Educational Studies Moscow. 2022. No 1. P. 98-115




1.0. Gerasimova, T.A. Chirkina
Mastery or Performance Orientation

4.2. Reliability
assessment

4.3. Application
of the scales

5. Conclusion

http://vo.hse.ru

The reliability of the scales was assessed using the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient. Both scales demonstrated adequate reliability: the coef-
ficient was 0.726 for the Mastery Goal Orientation Scale, and 0.713
for the Performance Goal Orientation Scale. In other words, items
within each scale are related and measure the same single construct.

The Russian adaptation of the Approach to Instruction (PALS) scale
can be used to evaluate the classroom learning environment when
studying educational motivation. The scale, together with the eval-
uation of students’ perceptions of the classroom goal structure,
can help to understand the motivational climate of a learning en-
vironment.

The potential application area for this scale is research into the
factors of students’ social-emotional skill development and the im-
provement of their academic achievements. In particular, the scale
could help to identify the specific features of a learning environ-
ment conducive to developing social-emotional competencies of the
students, supporting their psychological well-being, and improving
their academic performance.

The classroom goal structure can be mastery-oriented or perfor-
mance-oriented. It influences students' personal educational mo-
tivation and the dynamics of relationships in the classroom. For
instance, mastery-oriented instructional practices are aimed at cre-
ating an environment where students value the deep understand-
ing of learning material, while performance-oriented instructional
practices contribute towards an environment where students com-
pete and compare themselves with their peers. International stud-
ies confirm the important role of instructional practices in the de-
velopment of students’ social-emotional skills [OECD, 2021].

This study presents the results of the Russian adaptation of the
Approach to Instruction (PALS) scale (the 2000 version) and the eval-
uation of the scale’s goodness of fit. The process of the survey ad-
aptation included its translation into the Russian language, as well
as conducting a series of cognitive interviews with potential respon-
dents. The result is a Russian-language model of the scale consist-
ing of two factors: Mastery Goal Orientation Factor (4 indicators)
and Performance Goal Orientation Factor (3 indicators). Confirmato-
ry factor analysis with the addition of residual correlation between
the two items on the Performance Goal Orientation Scale confirmed
the structure of the original model.

The results of the Cronbach’s alpha reliability test showed ade-
quate internal consistency between the two factors (0.726 for the
Mastery Goal Orientation Factor and 0.713 for the Performance
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Appendix 1
Approach to
Instruction Survey

Goal Orientation Factor). The internal consistency of the subscales
of the original survey was slightly improved (0.69 for both factors).
Thus, we have obtained a two-factor version of the scale, where
the mastery goal orientation factor reflects a teacher’s ambition to
develop a classroom learning environment that values effort and is
sensitive to the interests of the students, while the performance goal
orientation factor reflects a teacher’'s ambition to develop an envi-
ronment encouraging the achievement of high normative results.

The limitations of the study stem from the fact that the analysis
has been performed on an unrepresentative sample. Consequent-
ly, the findings cannot be generalised to all middle school teachers
in Russia. The model needs to be reproduced using other samples
in the future in order to confirm the results.

The adapted Russian-language survey can be used to study teach-
ers’ approaches to instruction on Russian samples, as well as to con-
duct cross-cultural comparisons of learning environments. It is also
recommended to complement studies of the classroom goal structure
that are based on teachers' self-reports with data on students’ percep-
tions of the classroom goal structures and classroom observations.

The study was implemented in the framework of the Basic Research Program at
the National Research University Higher School of Economics (HSE University).

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the
following statement on a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 = ‘Strongly dis-
agree’, 6 = ‘Strongly agree’.

No. Statements

1 %Igive a wide range of assignments, matched to 12 i3 a4 s g
: students’ needs and skill level. : : : : : :

4 I point out those students who do well as a model 1 2 3 4 5 6
for the other students.

5 During class, I often provide several different acti- : 1 2 3 4 5 6
vities so that students can choose among them.

6 I help students understand how their performance : 1 2 3 4 5 6
compares to others.

7 I consider how much students have improved T2 i3 4 5 6
i when I give them report card grades. : : : : : :

Key
Mastery Orientation Goals: 1, 2, 5, 7.
Performance Orientation Goals: 2, 4, 6.
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