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4 The Patterns of Adaptive
Learning Survey

Eric M. Anderman

},I_'ﬂ'z::versi_ty of Kentucky

Robert Roeser
: S'_fanfo‘rd University

Achievement goal theory has emerged as one of the most prominent motiva-
“tional theories over the past 25 years. According to this theory, individuals’
perceptions about the purposes of achievement provide an organizing frame-
work. This framework involves cognitions about the value of the task and self-
perceptions, explanations about the causes of success or failure on the task, and
affective reactions to success and failure. Unlike more narrowly defined perfor-
mance objectives (e.g., the goal of getting 90% or an A on a test), achievement
goals represent beliefs and concerns about the meaning of getting an A on the
test. Whereas performance objectives focus on what the individual is trying
to achieve {Bandura, 1986; Wentzel, 1989), achievement goal theorists are con-
cerned with students’ perceptions of why they are trying to achieve. Whatis the =
perceived purpose of getting a score of 90% on the test? Goals, when defined
in this way, represent “more superordinate classes of goals that are behind the
particular outcomes individuals strive for” (Dweck, 1992, p. 165). Goal theorisis
are generally concerned with the quality of motivation rather than the abso-
lute amount of motivation {Ames, 1987, 1992; Ames & Ames, 1984; Covington,
1984; Dweck, 1986; Maehr & Nicholls, 198; Nicholls, 1989; Urdan, 1997). Two
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- students may be equally motivated to complete an assignment, but they may ™
have different reasons for doing so.

Current research on achievement goals generally includes three types of
goals: mastery, performance-approach, and performance-avoidance. Although
a fourth type of goal—mastery-avoidance—has been posited {Pintrich, 2000),
there is currently little research thathas examined that goal. In this chapter, there-
fore, we focus on the first three goals. Mastery goals represent a concern with
understanding, developing competence, and improving. Performance-approach
goals involve a desire to demonstrate competence, often by outperforming others.
Performance-avoidance goals represent a concern with 7ot appearing incompe-
tenf or less competent than others, When pursuing mastery goals, individuals
tend to rely on internal frames of reference to judge success and failure at a task,
whereas both types of performance goals involve social comparison. Research
suggests that the particular achievement goals individuals adopt in a given
achievement situation depend in part on stable personality characteristics, such
as need for achievement and fear of failure (Elliot, 1997), as well as situational

characteristics (Ames, 1992).

How Goals Have Been Measured

Research on achievement goals has generally been conducted using two
methodologies: experimental manipulation and questionnaires. Survey mea-
sures have varied widely across research programs. Some researchers have mea-’
sured goals by asking students when they feel most successful (e.g., “I feel most.
successful when I learn something new” in the 1985 Nicholls, Patashnick, and
Nolen study). Other measures, including the one described in this chapter, ust-
ally ask students more directly about their goals (e.g., “T want to do better than .
other students in this class”). In addition, some measures combined different :
types of goals into a single construct, whereas other measures only included
jtems that divided into unigue constructs. For example, the Nicholls et al. (1985)
measure includes a scale called “Ego and Sccial Goals.” In this measure, ego
goals are merged with social goals to form an “ego and social orientation” scale
that includes demonstration-of-ability items ("I feel most successful if I show
people I'm smart”), social approval items ("1 feel most successful if the teacher
likes my work”), and social interaction items ("I feel most successful if T work
with friends”) (p. 685). More recent measures, including the ones described in
this chapter, assess single constructs such as mastery goals or performance-

approach goals (Elliot & Church, 1997). _
Survey measures of mastery goals have generally been consistent across re:

search programs. These theasures typically include items assessing the desire
learn, understand, and master concepts, as well as the goal of improving skills.
Measures of performance goals have been less consistent. As previously m
tioned, some measures merged social comparative goals with other goals, s
as social goals (Nicholls et al., 1985), extrinsic goals, and preference for chaileng
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intrich & Garcia, 1991). Earlier versions of the Patterns of Adaptive 1 earning
vey (PALS) included social approval items (“I feel bad when I do well In
1ags and the teacher doesn’t say anything about it") and challenge preference
ims (1 like problems that are easy”) in the performance goal scale (Midgley,
Maehr, & Urdan, 1993). Before the recent distinction between performance-
??roach and performance—avoidance goals, some measures of performance
“als only included items assessing perfermance-approach goals, whereas oth-
s included both performance—approach and performance—avoidance items but
siled to distinguish between the two (Harackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich, Elliot, &
Thrash, 2002). The varied and imprecise measurement of goals, particuiariy per-
ormance goals, has created a somewhat unclear pattern of results regarding the
fects of pursuing these goals. Fortunately, recent measures of goals, mclud-
ing PALS, have corrected some of these shortcomings (Elliot & Church, 1997;
Midgley et al., 2000; Skaalvik, 1997). _

. For the most part, examinations of mastery goals have yielded consistent
esulis. Briefly, when oriented toward mastery goals, students tend to atfribute

failure to lack of effort, persist in difficult situations, choose moderately chal-
1 and schoolwork, use

enging tasks, have relatively positive feelings about school and sCnoGiWorK,

deep cognitive processing strategies, use more self-regulating strategies, and be
more intrinsically motivated than when low in mastery goal orientation (see
‘Ames, 1992, Anderman & Maehr, 1994; Pintrich & Schunk, 2002; Urdan, 1997,

for reviews). Because mastery goals are generally associated with a positive con-

" stellation of outcomes, they have sometimes been said torepresentan “adaptive”
motivational orientation (Dweck, 1986). Despite this characterization, research
" has often failed to find an association between mastery goals and measures of
- achievement (Harackiewicz et al, 2002).

For performance goals, in contrast, the picture is much less clear. When

~ performance goal oriented, students have been shown to be more likely to at-

 tribute failure to ability, prefer less challenging tasks, use more surface and

ming strategies, give up when faced with difficulty,

less deep processing lea
and have more negative affect about school than when task goal oriented (see

Ames, 1992; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Midgley, 1993 for reviews). Accordingly,
some have labeled a performance soal orientation “maladaptive” (Ames, 1992;
Dweck & Leggett, 1988). This characterization may not always be warranted,
however.

There are several reasons to be cautious.
dence that performance-approach goals ofte

learning outcomes, including aca
seif-concept (see Harackiewicz et al., 2002, for a review ). However, research has

also often yielded null associations between performance goals and outcomes.
For example, Nicholls et al. (1985) found no relation between ego-social goals
and college plans, satisfaction with learning, perceptions of zbility, or grade
point average. Nolen (1988) found no relation between ego-social goals and the
use of deep processing strategies. Midgley and Urdan (1995, 2001) found no as-
sociation between performance—appmach goals and self-handicapping. Results

First, there isnow considerable evi-
n are relatgd positively to beneficial

demic achievement, task valug, and academic

i
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of a number of studies revealed no association between performance-approach
goals and intrinsic motivation (Harackiewicz et al., 2002). Second, past research
often did not distinguish between performance-approach and performance-
avoidance goals. Performance-avoidance goals are usually negatively related
to beneficial learning and performance outcomes, and including avoidance
items in some performance goal measures but not others likely produced
mixed effects for performance goals across studies. Third, important individ-
nal differences may affect the relations between performance goals and various
outcomes. Midgley, Kaplan, and Middleton (2001) suggested that performance-
approach goals may have more negative consequences for early adolescent stu-
dents than for college students. Similarly, Urdan and his colleagues (kEnos &
Urdan, 2002; Urdan & Giancarlo, 2001) found a positive association: between
performance-approach goals and academic achievement for students with an .
‘ndividualistic sense of self, but not among students with a collectivist sense of .
self. : B
Finally, a number of researchers (Ainley, 1993; Barron & Harackiewicz, 2000;
Meece & Holt, 1993; Pintrich & Garcia, 1991; Urdan, 1994; Wolters, Yu, & Pintrich, =
1996) have found that the interaction of mastery and performance-approach.
goals reveals few ill effects of being performance-approach goal oriented when-
simultaneously having a mastery goal orientation. it also reveals some potential
benefits of performance-approach goals for individuals low intheir mastery goal
orientation. Some research indicates that the pursuit of performance-approach
goals can slightly weaken the positive relation between mastery goals and strat-
egy use, self-efficacy, and task value (Wolters et al., 1996) and between mastery
goals and interest (Elliot & Church, 1997). But most research reveals few interac-
Hve effects of mastery and performance-approach goals (see Harackiewiczetal,
2002).
Hundreds of studies examining the effects of achievement goals have been
conducted during the past 2 decades. Surveys have been used in a substantial
portion of these studies. Recent studies have employed measures that clearly
have distinguished between mastery, performance-approach, and performance-
avoidance goals, and these measures generally do not include references to
other motives (a problem found in previous measures). Research with these
improved measures has generally found positive motivational and behav-
joral correlates of mastery goals, although these goals are often not associated
with measures of achievement. Similarly, recent research has typically found
a negative pattern of outcomes associated with performance-avoidance goals
and a somewhat mixed pattern of associations with performance-approach

IR RaRnZal A

goals.

Patterns of Adaptive Learning Survey

One of the most widely used survey measures of goals is PALS, which |
has been under development for more than a decade. In its current form;
it contains highly reliable and valid measures of students’ personal mastery:
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T mance-approach, and performance—avoidance goal orientations. These
iiires have been used repeatedly in both cross-sectional and longitudinal
fes.! Measures for PALS initially were developed in the early 1990s. The
ious measures have been refined throughout the past decade by reducing
.o pnumber of itemns in some of the scales, improving the internal consistencies

: the questions to focus on the core aspects of the major goal

scales, honing _
..ntations, and developing separate measures for perfonnance-approach and

fformanc&avoidance goal orientations.
nitially, Midgley and Maehr received funding to apply goal orientation
theory to the reform of elementary and middle schools. Throughout the course
this 3-year intervention, the PALS measures were utilized and further refined

Maehr & Midgley, 1996). The researchers then conducted the Patterns of Adap-
.ve Learning Study, which used a large sample of early adolescents 10 examine
hanges in students’ achievement goals. Students were followed from the fifth
iade through the ninth grade, completing measures at least once per acadermic
oar. The personal goal orientation measures were greatly improved during this
tudy (Midgley, 2002). Near the end of the 1990s, Turner and Midgley conducted
 additional longitudinal study of students’ achievement goals, across the tran-
stion from elementary school to middle school. Students were surveyed twice
uring the sixth grade (in elementary school), and again twice during the sev-
“enth grade (after the transition to middle school} (Turner et al., 2002}. This again
“served as an opportunity to stiil further examine and refine the psychometric
properties of PALS.
A variety of other research programs have incorporated various versions
' of PALS. Some of these include a study in the People’s Republic of China (Mu
‘et al., 1997}, a study that included multiple ethnic groups {Urdan & Giancarlo,
2001), and a study of more than 5,000 adolescents who viewed the Charnel Cne
-television news program (Anderman & Johnston, 1998; Johnston, Brzezinski, &
© Andermarn, 1994).
= PALS has been used in both elementary and secondary school classrooms.
- The measures typically are worded in a general (nondomain-specific) format
- when used with elementary school samples, since elementary school students
- generally spend the majority of the day in the same classroom with the same
teacher. In contrast, when used with middle or high school students, the items
often refer to a specific academic domain {e.g., math, English). In most cases,
internal consistency is higher for the domain-specific measures, compared with
the general measures.

In our research with PALS, we have used 5-point Likert scales. We have
anchored our items at 1 == nof af all true, 3 = sometimes true, and 5 = very true.

have included other motivation measures. We tend to mix the personal goal
orientation items with each other and with other items that utilize the same

anchors and the same introduction.

1 Downloadable manuals and docum
edu/~pals/pals/

entation for PALS are available at http://www.umich

We have generally included the goal orientation measures on surveys thatalso ...




We suggest that surveys be administered by trained research assistants in
students’ regular classrooms. We generally tell students that the survey is not a
test and fhat there are no right or wrong answers; we are merely interested in
their opinions and beliefs about these issues. We reassure students that the infor-
mation we collect is confidential and that their parents, teachers, and peers will
not see their specific responses to any of the questions. We stress to the students
that the survey is very important and that we really value their thoughts on these
issues. We also try to explain to the students that some questions may sound
very similar to others in the survey, but that this is important for ensuring that
we really understand what each student thinks. We include a sample question,
which the survey administrator goes over with the students o familiarize them
with the Likert scale. In general, we have read the items and instructions aloud

to the students.

Reliability

The mastery goal orientation scale assesses the extent fo which students en-

gage in academic tasks in order to develop their competence. Students who are
mastery oriented are interested in extending their current understanding of a
given topic. Students’ attention is focused on the task because the students’ main
goal is to master the task at hand. The original version of the scale (Cronbach’s
alpha = .86) is presented in Midgley etal. (2000). However, the version presented .
in this chapter (¢ = .85) does not include items that assess intrinsic value and
does not refer to specific behaviors (see Appendix). : :
Students who endorse performance-approach goal orientation are interested in
demonstrating their competence. Such students are highly focused on the seif
The original version contained five iterns, which referred to how students would
jeel or what students would want under certain circumstances (e.g.,“Twould fee
really good if T were the only one who could answer the teacher’s questions i
class™). This scale displayed excellent internal consistency (o = .86). The reviset
version (¢ = .89) primarily refers to students’ goals during class (see Appendix)
As was the case for the measure of mastery goal orientation, for both perform
- goal orientation measures the original scales included jtems that referred
specific behaviors, whereas the revised versions focused specifically onstuden
goals. : _ i
Students who endorse a performance-avoidance goal orientation want
avoid the demonstration of incompetence. Such students do not want to be per
_ceived as “stupid” by their peers and teachers. Performance-avoidance-orie
students are focused on thé self. Siinilar to the measure of performance-appr
goals, the original version of the performance-avoidance goal orientation me
sure (@ = .75) contained items that ceferred to how students would fee
what students would want when doing class work (e.g., “The reason,
my work is so others won't think I'm dumb”). The current version (&
contains four items and primarily refers to students’ goals during class’

Appendix). :

Erie M. Anderman, Tim Urdan, and Robert Roeser .
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i minant Validity

The original PALS goal orientation items were subjected to confirmatory
or analyses 0 determine whether each construct was distinct from the oth-
Most of those initial analyses were conducted on data collected during the
riﬁg of 1996 from a large sample of sixth-grade students. Confirmatory factor
analyses were conducted using LISREL 8 (Jéreskog & Sorbom, 1993). Maximum
i.elihood estimation was used. Data were assessed using covariance matrices
4 listwise deletion of data. In addition, multiple fit indices were used, as sug-
asted by Hoyle and Panter (1995). These analyses are explained in detail in
Midgley et al. {1998).

The items assessing personal mastery goal erientation, performance-
pproach goal orientation, and performance-avoidance goal orientation were
+tered into the analysis. A measurement model in which the three goal orien-
tion measures were hypothesized to be distinct, albeit correlated, was tested.
The model displayed excellent fit, x*(132, N = 647) = 389.77, p < .001; GFI =
-04. TL1 = .93; CFl = .94; RMSEA = .055 with P(0.05) = .94. When one item that
cross-Toaded on both the performance-approach and performance-avoidance
scales was eliminated, the model fit was improved, %2118, N = 647} = 298,55,
p.< .00%; GFL = .95; TLI = .95; CFI = .96; RMSEA = .049 with P(0.05) = .55. The
‘model was subsequently tested separately for European American and African
- American students and separately for female and male students (Midgley etal.,
'1998). Results indicated that the scales operate in the same ways with students
from different genders and ethnic groups. '

The revised goal orientation items also were examined using confirmatory
factor analysis, using LISREL 8. The goal orientation measures again loaded
‘on three distinct factors (GFI = 0.97, AGF = 0.95). The factors represented the
- hypothesized mastery, performance-approach, and performance-avoid goal ori-

. entations (Midgley et al.,, 2000).

Other Psychometric Properties

Various members of our research team have conducted analyses assessing
other psychometric aspects of the PALS personal goal orientation scales. All of
these analyses indicate that the scales are both reliable and valid. For example,
Anderman and Midgley (1997) conducted a longitudinal study examining the
stability of the mastery and performance-approach goal orientation scales, us-

transition from elementary to middle school. Because much research indicates
that students’ motivation and beliefs change over the middle school transition,
we expected that the scales would not necessarily prove to be stable. Neverthe-
less, moderate stability was found in scales assessing personal goal orientations
in both English and math. Stability was found for boih females and males and
for both high- and low-ability students. Analyses from a subsequent sample
assessed stability within the same school year. Those analyses indicated fairly

ing a sample of fifth- and sixthwgrad'e students during a 2-year period over tha




—.{Middleton & Midgley, 1999; Ryan & Pintrich, 1997; Ryan et al, 1997).
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high stability (- = .63 formastery goalsand .61 for performance-approach goals)

within the school year (Midgley et al., 1998).
Midgley et al. (1998) also examined the convergent validity of these mea-

sures, using a large sample of fifth graders. Specifically, Midgley and colleagues
included scales developed by Nicholls and his colleagues, and examined the re-
lations between several PALS measures and Nicholls’s scales. Nicholls’s scales
and the PALS scales were related. Specifically, the correlation between Nicholls’s
ego-orientation scale and our performance—approach goal orientation scale was
.63, and the correlation between his task-orientation scale and our personal mas-
tery goal orfentation scale was .67. :

In addition, several studies indicate that PALS demeonstrates good con- '
struct validity. Specifically, the PALS goal orientation measures are related in
expected ways to other measures. In a number of studies, we have demon-
strated that our measure of personal mastery goals is related positively to per-
ceived academic efficacy (e.g., Roeser, Midgley, & Urdan, 1996). As expected, per- -
sonal performanee-avoidance goals are related negatively to academic efficacy

(Middleton & Midgley, 1997). Por performance—approach goals, there are mixed
results, with some studies finding approach goals positively related to academic
negatively re-

efficacy (Midgley & Urdan, 1995), some finding approach goals
lated to academic efficacy (Anderman & Young, 1994), and some finding no rela-
tion between performance-approach goals and academic efficacy (Middleton &
Midgley, 1997}. : _

"\ aumber of studies have indicated that mastery goals are related pos-
itively to the use of adaptive learning strategies (e-g., Meece, Blumenfeld, &
Hoyle, 1988; Nolen, 1988). Our analyses with PALS have yielded similar find-
ings (Anderman & Young, 1994; Middleton & Midgley, 1997, 1999; Ryan, Hicks, &

Midgley, 1997). :

In addition, our analyses
to be related to the use of maladaptive st
relations between performance—approach goals and maladaptive strategies are
somewhat mixed. For example, insome studies, personal perfermance-approa;ch

goals were unrelated to self-handicapping (Midgley & Urdan, 2001), although
rformance-approach

one study, we found a positive relation between personal pe

goals and self-handicapping for African American students (Midgley, Arunl

umat, & Urdan, 1996). In both our studies and other research, performaHC

approach goals appear {0 be related positively to the avoidance of help seekin

indicate that performance-avoidance goals tend
rategies, such as self-handicapping. The

Finally, we also have examined the relations of mastery and perform_éﬁiﬂ

goals to various indices of affect. Previous research suggests that mastery g0
are related positively to indices of affect, whereas performance goals are
lated negatively to affect (see Midgley et al., 1998, fora summary). Using PA
Roeser et al. (1996) found that personal mastery goals were related positivé_i -
affect at school, whereas performance«appmach goals were unrelated to _Z_i_fjf
Midgley et al. (1996) obtained similar results in examining the relations of

orientations to self-esteer.



rientation theory is a prominent and greatly researched theory of
omic motivation. The personal goal orientation scales developed for PALS
Midgley and her colleagues are among the most reliable and valid measures
f these constructs for use with adolescents. This has been demonsirated in a
ariety of studies in both cross-sectional and longitudinal research. The scales
ave good discriminant, convergent, and construct validity. They are stable over
ime, and they are internally consistent.
" As noted by Midgley et al. (1998), the PALS goal orientation scales offer
sveral advantages, compared with other goal orientation measures. In PALS,
Peisona.i achievement goals have been separated from perceptions of the goal
ucture in the learning environment. Although we also have developed mea-
<ares of classroom goal structure (Anderman, 1999; Anderman & Midgley, 1997;
Turner et al,, 2002; Urdan, Midgely, & Anderman, 1998) and school goal struc-
ture {Anderman & Young, 1994; Kaplan & Maehr, 1999; Midgley & Urdan, 1995),
the PALS personal goal orientation scales clearly separate students’ perceptions
f personal goals from their perceptions of the classroom and school learning
environments,
- Inaddition, because research clearly indicates that performance goals canbe
 construed as both approach and avoidance goals, our measures are consistent
with current research indicating that these goals are in fact distinct (Elliot &
Harackiewicz, 1996; Middleton & Midgley, 1997; Skaalvik, 1997). In addition,
our measures of performance goals do not inchade items that assess extrinsic
- goals, social goals, anxiety, or fear.
~ Motivation is a critical issue in American education, yet we have liftle na-
“tionally representative data on student motivation. Goal orientation theory is
perhaps the most prominent of all current motivation theories. The PALS mea-
sures are among the best existing motivation measures. They have been demon-
strated to be both valid and reliable in samples of various ages, ethnicities, and
cultures. Because they do not include items that measure other motivational
variables (classroom goal structures, other types of personal goals, other types
of motivation), they are “cleaner” than many other measures. They are strongly
related to a variety of educational and psychological variables, and they are sen-
sitive to developmental changes in students’ goals and beliefs. The inclusion of
PALS personal goal orientation scales in nationally representative studies would
yield extremely important information concerning students’ motivation to learn
and achieve and would be of value to many researchers,
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Appendix

Current PALS Personal Goal Orientation Scales

Personal mastery goal orientation Alpha = .85

Tt is important to me that Ilearna lot of new concepts this year
One of my goals in class is t0 learn as much as I can.

One of my goals is to master 2 tot of new skills this year.

It's important to me that | thoroughly understand my class work.
It's important to me that Limprove my skills this year

Personal pe}:fonnance-a;}pmach goal orientation Alpha=.89

1t's important fo me that other students in my class think [ amn good at my class
work. .

COne of my goals isto show others that Pm good at my class work.

One of my goals is to show others that class work is easy for me.

One of my goals is to look smart in comparison to the other students in my class.

It is imporiant to me that 1 Jaok smart compared to.others in my class.

Personal perfurmance-avoidance goal ozientation Alpha = .74

I¥'s important to me that 1 don't look stupid in class.
One of my goals is 0 keep others from thinking ['m not smart in class.
It's important to me that my teacher doesn’t think that I know less than others in

class.
One of my goals in class i to avoid looking like Thave trouble doing the work.
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