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ABSTRACT 

This study was designed to validate multiple dimensions of reading motivation 

and to examine how students with learning/reading disabilities (LRD) differed along 

these dimensions from non-LRD, same-aged peers. A sample of fourth and fifth grade 

students completed the Motivation for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ; Wigfield & 

Guthrie, 1997), a questionnaire designed to assess 11 possible dimensions of reading 

motivation, including self-efficacy, intrinsic and extrinsic motives for reading, goals for 

reading, and social aspects of reading. Confirmatory factor analysis, analysis of 

covariance, and discriminant analysis were employed to demonstrate that the proposed 

dimensions of reading motivation could be identified, measured reliably, and could 

discriminate between cohorts of students. Several of the scales were positively related to 

one another. Scale score means on some of the dimensions differed by grade and LRD 

status, fourth graders reported stronger motivation than fifth graders, non-LRD reported 

stronger motivation in Self-Efficacy and Challenge, while LRD students reported 

stronger motivation in Compliance. Scale score means on most of the dimensions were 

similar by gender and ethnicity regardless of LRD status. Eight of the 11 scales related to 

children's report of reading activity. Discriminant analysis revealed three dimensions 

discriminating between students with and without LRD. This study confirms that reading 
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motivation is multidimensional and should be considered when conducting research and 

practice. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

Wigfield and Guthrie (1997) recently introduced a multidimensional construct of 

reading motivation involving theoretical concepts from the engagement perspective and 

the achievement motivation fields. Traditionally, motivation researchers defined reading 

motivation as a reader's interest and attitude towards reading. The new multidimensional 

construct proposed by Wigfield and Guthrie (1997) broadens this traditional definition by 

integrating cognitive, motivational, and social aspects of reading with achievement 

motivation constructs (Baker, Afflerbach, & Reinking, 1996; Guthrie & Alvermann, 

1999; Guthrie, Gough, Bennett, & Rice, 1996; Oldfather &Wigfield, 1996; Eccles, 

Wigfield, & Schiefele, 1998; Schunk & Meece, 1992; Wigfield & Eccles, 1992). The 

theoretical taxonomy proposed consists of 11 different dimensions of reading motivation, 

which are organized into three broad reading goals: Competence and Efficacy Beliefs, 

Goals for Reading, and Social Purposes for Reading (Wigfield, 1997). 

To obtain a measure of the 11 dimensions of reading motivation, Wigfield and 

Guthrie (1995) developed an 82-item questionnaire, with several items assessing each of 

the theoretically proposed reading motivation dimensions. An initial empirical 

investigation was conducted using fourth- and fifth-grade students. Based on the results, 

a revised 52-item questionnaire. The Motivation for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ) was 

created and used by Baker and Wigfield (1999), not only to validate the revised 

questionnaire, but also to examine the relationships between the proposed dimensions of 

reading motivation, reading achievement, and reading activity of fift;h- and sixth-grade 
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students. Baker and Wigfield (1999) were able to confirm the 11 proposed dimensions 

of reading motivation through the use of confirmatory factor analysis. In addition, they 

found that most of the students differed on the reading motivation dimensions by gender 

and ethnicity, with girls and Afiican Americans reporting stronger motivation. 

However, neither Wigfield and Guthrie (1995) nor Baker and Wigfield (1999) 

examined or discussed the reading motivation of students with learning/reading 

disabilities (LRD). Therefore, this study was conducted to confirm the existence of the 

11 dimensions of reading motivation within the fi-amework of the MRQ by using a 

sample of students identified as LRD; examining differences on the reading motivation 

dimensions between students with and without LRD with respect to grade level, gender, 

and ethnicity; and exploring the option of using the MRQ as a tool to describe students 

with LRD. 

Significance 

Currently, veiy little research investigating the multidimensional construct of 

reading motivation of students with LRD has been presented in the field of learning 

disabilities. What has been noted characterizes students with LRD are being inactive 

learners, individuals who are not motivated to engage in the reading process (Brown & 

Smiley, 1977; Canney & Winograd, 1979; Torgesen, 1977; Winograd & Johnston, 1980). 

Additional characteristics of students with LRD include poor self-efiRcacy (Schunk, 

1989), poor perceived self-competence (Harter, 1992), poor attributional beliefs (Weiner, 

1986), and poor problem-solving abilities (Licht & Kistner, 1986). These negative 

attributes coupled with poor academic achievement have put students with LRD at risk 



for dropping out of school (Fulk & Brigham, 1998). By conducting research to determine 

what motivates students with LRD to engage in reading tasks, perhaps educators will be 

better informed and prepared to create programs that have the potential to increase 

student motivation towards reading, which in turn can aflFect academic achievement and 

graduation rates of students with LRD. 

Background 

Models for motivation are based on several motivational attributes consisting of, 

but not limited to, self-eflRcacy (Schunk, 1989), goal orientation (Pintrich & De Groot, 

1990), and affective components (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Using these models, 

motivational researchers have traditionally examined how students' beliefs, values, and 

goals relate to task performance, choice of activity, and persistence (Wigfield & Eccles, 

1992). The findings suggest that when students are competent and efficacious at a task 

they are more likely to engage in it (Oldfather & Wigfield, 1996), as well as persist at a 

the given task for longer periods of time (Pintrich & Schrauben, 1992). These findings 

are in contrast to those that characteristically describe students with LRD. 

Historically, children with LRD have been described as inactive learners, 

individuals who do not engage in strategic efforts to promote effective learning 

(Torgesen, 1977). Students with LRD have demonstrated weaknesses in choosing 

appropriate skills, strategies, and resources to effectively perform an academic task. They 

also have demonstrated limited ability to use self-regulatory mechanisms and other 

metacognitive skills (Brown & Smiley, 1977; Canney & Winograd, 1979; Winograd & 

Johnston, 1980). Moreover, students with LRD have been found to have motivational 
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difficulties, poor self-efficacy (Schunk, 1989), poor perceptions of competence (Harter, 

1992), and poor attributional beliefs (Weiner, 1986). These findings suggest that students 

who attribute their failure to internal causes, especially innate ability rather than effort, 

exhibit what Torgesen referred to as "learned helplessness", a negative belief system that 

is likely to diminish students' expectations, effiarts, and problem-solving abilities for 

academic tasks (Fincham & Cain, 1986; Licht & Kistner, 1986; Torgesen, 1977). 

Given the emergence of the multidimensional construct of reading motivation, it 

is appropriate to conduct a study focusing not only on cognitive components of reading, 

but also on motivational aspects. Understanding how these constructs work together will 

enable educators to understand what motivates students with LRD to either participate in 

or avoid reading tasks. Current studies have examined motivational beliefs of students 

with LRD using models that have focused primarily on metacognitive processes involved 

in the reading process rather than on using the more extensive definition of reading 

motivation proposed by Wigfield and Guthrie (1997; Baker, 1982; Borkowski, Carr, 

Rellinger, & Pressley, 1990; Paris & Winograd, 1990; Rueda & Mehan, 1986; Wong, 

1987). This study advances the knowledge on students' reading motivations by 

examining the multidimensional construct of reading motivation in a sample of students 

with and without LRD. 

Purpose of Studv 

The primary purpose of this study was to use the MRQ to explore the 

multidimensional construct of reading motivation within a sample of students with and 



15 

without LRD. Specifically, factor analysis was used to confirm the multidimensional 

construct of reading motivation proposed by Wigfield and Guthrie (1997). In addition, 

an examination was made of the MRQ responses made by students with LRD in 

comparison to responses made by students without LRD. 

The analysis of students' responses to the MRQ was conducted in several ways. 

First, factor analysis was used to confirm the concept of a multidimensional construct of 

reading by determining if multiple dimensions of reading motivation exist within the 

fi-amework of the MRQ. Second, item-total correlations and internal consistency 

reliability coefiRcients of the theoretically derived dimensions were gathered. Third, a 

discriminant function was applied to generate a profile containing a set of reading 

motivation dimensions, which can be used to identify students who are at-risk in reading. 

The secondary purpose of this study was to examine the relationship of 

motivation by group classification (LRD vs. Non-LRD) takmg into consideration gender, 

grade, ethnicity, and reading activity. This exploration was addressed by analyzing 

students' responses on the MRQ using analysis of variance and analysis of covariance. 

Specifically, this study was guided by the following research questions: 

1. Does the MRQ measure 11 dimensions of reading motivation for a combined 

sample of fourth and fifth grade students? If so, does the same factor structure 

occur within the samples of fourth and fifth grade students with LRD? 

2. Do students differ on the dimensions of reading motivation when reader 

characteristics, such as gender, grade level, ethnicity, and amount of reading 

activity are considered as factors? 
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3. Do students with LRD differ from students without LRD on the dimensions of 

reading motivation? 

4. Using The Motivation for Reading Questionnaire as an assessment tool for 

identification purposes, can a profile be created which describes students with 

and without LRD? 

Definitions of Terms 

Motivation for Reading Questionnaire fMRO'): A 54-item questionnaire designed to 

assess 11 different aspects of reading motivation (Wigfield &Guthrie, 1995). Students 

answer each item on a 1 to 4 scale, with 1 = very different from me, 2 = a little different 

from me, 3 = a little like me, and 4 = a lot like me. 

Learning/Reading Disabilities (LRDV. Students who have met the school district's criteria 

for placement into a program designed for students with LRD. The student must have a 

measured IQ between 85 and 115 on the Wechsler Intelligent Scale for Children, Third 

Edition (WISC III; Wechsler, 1991), and must also demonstrate an aptitude-achievement 

discrepancy in one of the following areas: basic reading sldlls, reading comprehension, 

math calculation, math reasoning, or written language. Students who meet the above 

criteria and had at least one reading goal on their Individualized Educational Program 

(lEP) were identified as students with LRD. 

Non-Learning/ Reading Disabled flSfON-LRDV Students who have never been referred to 

special education or have no known reading problems within the regular education 

setting. To verify teacher report, the previous year's Stanford Achievement Test Series, 

Ninth Edition (Stanford 9; Psychological Cooperation, 1994) scaled scores on reading 



vocabulary and reading comprehension were used to determine that students were 

reading within or above 1.5 standard deviations from the mezin scaled score obtained for 

the students' respective grade level placement. 
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CHAPTER n: LITERATURE REVffiW 

The current need to understand the underlying principles guiding student 

motivation towards academics, specifically reading, stems from four lines of inquiry. 

First, studies stressing cognitive strategy development for reading have emphasized the 

conscious, effortful behavior of the reader (Pintrich & Schrauben, 1992). The realization 

that the cognitive system employed by the reader does not operate automatically that it 

requires a degree of effort, persistence, and desire has sparked a new interest in the field 

of reading motivation. To better understand the interaction of these constructs, 

researchers have begun to ask and explore questions pertaining to individual's choices 

and implementation of cognitive strategies geared for academic tasks. 

Second, various researchers have investigated and provided ample documentation 

supporting the notion that the amount and breadth of reading are the two largest factors 

contributing to successful reading achievement (Anderson, Wilson, & Fielding, 1988; 

Guthrie, Schafer, Want, & AfQerbach, 1995; Stanovich & Cunningham, 1991). These 

conclusions have all stated that high fi-equency, amount, and diversity of reading activity 

increased reading achievement regardless of factors related to schooling, mental ability, 

gender, and economic level. Recognizing the importance of the amount and breadth of 

reading, motivational researchers have begun to ask, "What underlying principles related 

to motivation account for this active engagement in reading?" and "What are the types of 

classroom conditions that cultivate students to become motivated and active readers?" 

Third, current motivational theorists have begun to explore how motivation and 

cognition interact to enhance an individual's achievement performance. Examples of this 



19 

can be found in the expectancy-value theory (Wigfield & Eccles, 1992), the self-

determination model (Deci, 1992), and the goals-orientated model (Dweck & Leggett, 

1988). However, few of these researchers have explicitly addressed the interactions 

between motivation and cognition as it specifically pertains to the reading process. 

Fourth, social constructivists have viewed literacy as a sociolinguistic interaction 

(Bloome & Green, 1992). They argue that the interpersonal interactions engaged in by 

the reader during the literacy development stage encourage continual growth of 

intrapersonal cognitive and language functions. However, social constructivists have not 

highlighted nor formally explored the roles of sociolinguistic motivation within the 

reading process of students with learning/reading disabilities. 

This chapter is organized to address these issues and provide an overview of 

reading motivation as it pertains to students with learning/reading disabilities (LRD). 

Section I sets the stage by reviewing important concepts from motivation theory and how 

they relate to the reading process. Section H defines motivation for reading and reviews 

the Motivations for Reading Questionnaire (Wigfield and Guthrie, 1995) and related 

research. Section III reviews current motivation research pertaining to students with 

LRD. 

Section I: Motivation Theory 

Traditional views of motivation, as they pertain to achievement, were inclined to 

be concerned with the individual's internal or cognitive-mediational processes 

influencing behavior. Motivational researchers tended to be interested in what students 

think about academic goals, academic values, academic tasks, perceived competence 
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towards tasks, and justifications for academic successes and failures (McCombs, 1996; 

Rueda & Dembo, 1995). As the field of motivation advanced, sociocultural researchers 

began to argue for a reconceptualization of the cognitive approach to motivation. Their 

stance stated that cognition, and therefore motivation, was not situated solely within the 

individual, but was also related to social and cultural contexts that occurred within the 

individual's environment (Wertsch, 1991). Thus, the sociocultural view focused not only 

on understanding the internal components of motivation, but also on how culture 

influences and shapes what and how students think, feel, and act in academic situations 

(Rudea & Dembo, 1995). 

A common thread woven through the historical development of reading 

motivation was and still is the premise that students are active learners. This element is 

fundamental in understanding students' motivation for learning, specifically when 

addressing the reading process. Motivational researchers did concur that an important 

characteristic of engaged readers is the notion that they are active decision makers whose 

affects, as well as their aptitude for language, cognitive abilities, and cuhure, play a role 

in their ability to successfiilly navigate the reading process (Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000). 

Thus, the reader is assumed to have personal wants, desires, and intentions that motivate 

him or her to become actively engaged in the reading process. This belief entitles the 

conceptualization of an engaged reader as being both conscious of his or her choices 

within a specific context and being able to select strategies that allow for successfijl 

comprehension of the text (Guthrie et al., 1996b). For example, engaged readers were 

found to seek conceptual understanding by questioning the author, as well as other 



readers, about the information and meaning of the text (Almasi, McKeown, & Beck, 

1996). 

The social interactions presented by engaged readers demonstrated how active 

readers were able to successfully use several dimensions from a reading motivation 

construct to create and construct meaning from literary contexts (Abnasi, 1995). Thus, 

engaged readers "coordinate their strategies and knowledge within a community of 

literacy in order to fulfill their personal goals, desires, and intentions" (Wigfield & 

Guthrie, 2000, p. 404). However, not all motivated learners will outwardly demonstrate 

and engage in the reading activities (Wade, Buxton, & Kelly, 1993). To determine the 

degree of motivation a student has, the following elements need to be considered and 

understood prior to developing interventions designed to increase students' motivation 

towards reading; students' perceptions, expectations, self-efficacy, metacognitive 

abilities, and environmental issues. The remainder of this section will present current 

information pertaining to these constructs and how each interacts with reading 

motivation. 

Student Perceptions 

As previously indicated, not all students are engaged in the reading process. This 

does not mean that the student is not motivated to read; he or she simply might not 

perceive the reading task to be interesting and relevant (Wade, Buxton, & Kelly, 1993). 

Thus, a variable strongly related to reading motivation, as well as to the students' interest 

and reading enjoyment, is students' perceptions of the importance and meaningfiiiness of 

the text. Researchers have found that interventions and strategies that stimulate students' 
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interest and enjoyment, rather than attempting to teach cognitive strategies useful for 

transferring information, increased students' perceptions of the amount of time needed to 

engage with and persistence in a reading task (Ames, 1992). 

Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation factors have also been linked to students' 

perceptions (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Students who are internally motivated to read have 

obtained personal gratification and enjoyment from engaging in the reading process. 

Intrinsically motivated students are characterized as having a high degree of competence 

(Miller, Behrens, Greene, & Newman, 1993) and high achievement performances on 

measures of comprehension (Lehtinen, Vauras, Salonen, Olkinuora, & Kinnunen, 1995). 

Some students have indicated that they experience the "flow experience" 

(Csikszentmihalyii, 1990), in which they are so absorbed in their task they do not notice 

the time. Other highly intrinsically motivated students have demonstrated a degree of 

curiosity to learn outside the initial learning context; this desire is an example of 

continuing motivation (Maehr, 1976). Other students are motivated to read via external 

stimuli and rewards. These students are persuaded to engage in the reading task through 

external incentives including tangible materials or through being visibly recognized for 

their achievement (Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, & Ryan, 1991). Moreover, there are 

children who are internally and externally motivated to read and may demonstrate an 

array of behaviors characteristic to both factors (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997). 

Expectancv and Self-Efficacv 

Students' expectancies and self-efficacy beliefs are constructs that have been 

historically documented in the literature as being related to and predictive of academic 
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achievement in reading (Meece, Wigfield, & Eccles, 1990; Nicholls, 1979; Wigfield et 

al., 1985). Therefore, understanding the relationships between these constructs and their 

effects on students' motivation to engage in the reading process is essential. As a brief 

review, expectancy beliefs refer to children's sense of how well they will do on an 

upcoming task (Stipek, 1984) and, in this context, self-efiBcacy beliefs will be defined as 

the readers' judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action 

required to attain completion of a task (Bandura, 1986). 

Several studies have been conducted confirming the importance of a strong sense 

of self-concept, one that is more likely to enable students to engage in a perceived 

difficult task and to successfully select self-regulatory strategies to help them complete 

the task (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). Furthermore, students who have positive 

competency beliefs, are intrinsically motivated, and have clearly defined learning goals, 

have been found to have greater persistence in challenging tasks, as well as higher levels 

of engagement (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). 

Two broad goal orientations have been the focus within the motivation literature: 

learning/mastery goals and performance goals. Readers who have adopted the learning 

goal stance are more readily oriented to improving their own reading skills as well as 

accepting new challenges (Ames, 1992; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Nicholls, 1979; 

Nicholls, Cheung, Laurer, & Pastashnick, 1989). Meece and Miller's (1999) review of 

task-mastery goals suggested that students with high task-mastery goals had a desire to 

understand texts, while students with low task-mastery goals had weaker intentions to 

construct knowledge. In contrast, readers who had adopted the performance or ego 
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orientation were more concerned with out-performing their peers and attempting to 

manipulate the environment to maximize favorable evaluations of their reading ability 

(Thorkildsen & Nicholls, 1998). These students tended to engage in tasks at which they 

knew they could be successful and consequently, out performed others (Ames, 1992). 

Additional studies conducted by Zimmeman, Bandura, & Martinez-Pons (1992) 

and Schunk & Rice (1993) found that by teaching students to be more efficacious about 

their academic competence, were more competent and efficacious at reading tasks. In 

addition, they were more likely to be engaged in the particular reading activity for longer 

periods of time. Similarly, Chan (1994) examined the developmental pattern of 

attributional beliefs with respect to ability, effort, luck, and strategy use within the 

academic area of reading. Her findings suggested that students who believed that they 

had personal control over their own learning outcomes had higher self-perceptions 

regarding their cognitive competence and were able to demonstrate higher degrees of 

motivation towards learning tasks. All of this supports Bandura's (1977) initial argument 

that individuals with high efficacy expectation, or high self-efficacy, believe that they can 

accomplish a given task, and that this belief is a major determinant of activity choice, 

effort level, and persistence. 

Abilitv Beliefs and Metacopnition 

Engagement in learning activities, especially reading, has been influenced not 

only by an individual's self-concept, attitudes, and attributional beliefs, but also by an 

individual's self-regulatory abilities (Borkowski, Carr, Rellinger, & Pressley, 1990; 

Borkowski & Muthukrishna, 1992). Successfully engaging in self-regulatory strategies 



has enabled students to better understand their own personal mental processes, as well as 

the information being presented through the learning task. However, students may not 

necessarily be engaging in these self-regulating behaviors if they are not motivated to do 

so (Paris, Lipson, & Wixson, 1983; Pintrich, 1988, 1989). 

Several theoretical frameworks, which include motivation and self-regulatory 

behaviors, have been conceived of in an attempt to explain students' successful and 

unproductive academic performances. These models have included metacognitive theory 

(Flavell, 1979), the general expectancy-value model (Pintrich, 1988, 1989), and a model 

presented by Zimmerman (1989) that included interactions between self-regulation, 

metacognition, and motivation. The metacognitive theory posited by Flavell 

encompassed an array of self-regulatory strategies which, when employed by an 

individual, would increase the individual's academic performance. These strategies 

included planning, monitoring, and modifying cognitive actions related to learning 

(Brown, Bransford, Campione, & Ferrara, 1983). 

As the metacognitive theory took hold within the realm of reading, researchers 

added motivational components they theorized to be essential for a student if academic 

success was to occur. The general expectancy-value model of motivation (Pintrich, 1988, 

1989) included the metacognitive strategies previously mentioned, as well as 

motivational concepts from the motivation field (expectancy component, a value 

component, and an affective component). Students who demonstrated higher levels of 

metacognition, that is self-regulatory and cognitive strategy use, and demonstrated higher 



levels of motivation, such as self-efiBcacy and intrinsic values, were found to have higher 

levels of academic performance (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). 

Recently, the general expectancy-value model of motivation has been modified to 

include an additional goals component. Zimmerman (1990) described successful self-

regulating students as those who were metacognitively, motivationally, and behaviorally 

active within their own personal learning experience. These students not only used a 

variety of self-regulated strategies, and believed that they could perform efficaciously, 

but they also had set numerous and varied amounts of academic goals for themselves. 

The triple combination of metacognition, motivation, and goal setting has only recently 

been addressed in the literature. Wigfield, Eccles, and Rodriquez (1998) proposed that 

the additional goals component influenced how students self-reacted to their 

performance, as well as to their performance outcomes. This reaction can only lead to 

higher levels of motivation, metacognition, and achievement. 

Classroom Environments 

Sociocultural theorists have been able to demonstrate the intercormectedness 

between social and cognitive activity by using the classroom as an example of cultural 

influence on students (Rueda & Dembo, 1995). Social interactions have been found to 

increase children's achievement in reading (Guthrie et al., 1996a; Slavin, 1996) and peer 

acceptance (Wentzel, 1996). Additional findings suggest that engaged readers share their 

reading experiences with family and fiiends (Morrow, 1996) and have increased levels of 

reading activity (Guthrie, Schafer, Wang, & Afflerbach, 1995). Thus, students who are 

able to construct meaning fi-om literary texts share in social activity within the classroom. 
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and successfully utilize cognitive strategies have demonstrated higher degrees of 

achievement on reading tests (Wentzel, 1996). 

When investigating student motivation for academic tasks, especially 

participation within the reading process, we should consider school settings, as well as 

the individuals withm these settings (Sivan, 1986). Schools that have adopted a mission 

of learning as a process, rather than stressing the importance of students' performances 

on normative tests, have enabled students to become more engaged in the learning 

process and to successfully utilize an array of self-regulatory processes needed for 

academic success (Ames, 1992; Dweck, 1991; Meece, 1994). These students have 

demonstrated deeper processing strategies, such as metacognition (Pintrich & De Groot, 

1990); they have taken on more responsibility for their own learning (Meece, 1991); and 

they have self-initiated fijture developments of self-motivating strategies (McCombs, 

1991). Thus, environmental demands that occur within the classroom and within the 

school affect students and their levels of motivation towards academic tasks (Dweck, 

1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Nicholls, 1984, 1989). 

In addition, instructional practices occurring within the classroom environment 

have been related to students' perceptions, as well as their abilities, expectancies, and 

beliefs. Practices, which incorporate meaningful and differentiated tasks, have been 

found to increase student motivation. Specifically, those that involve or encourage 

students to be active participants have been linked to students being able to effectively 

build upon their interests, and successfully use cooperative and collaborative learning 

strategies within the classroom (Ames, 1992; Stipek & Daniels, 1988). Other 



instructional practices, which include repetitive tasks, normative evaluations, and 

isolation of individuals, have been found to negatively interact with student performance. 

These students have been described as having low self-efficacy and maladaptive 

motivation towards academic tasks (Anderman & Maehr, 1994). 

Summary 

Besides establishing the importance of engaging the students with academic tasks, 

other variables have been positively associated with student motivation for learning. 

These have included students' perceptions, abilities, expectancies, and efficacy-beliefs. 

In addition, social contexts related to classrooms have also been found to positively 

influence student motivation towards learning and engaging in the reading process. 

Overall, research has provided ample evidence supporting the notion that if students 

believe they are efficacious at a given academic task and value the activity, they are more 

likely to use elaborative cognitive strategies as they engage in the task. A more specific 

look at the reading motivation instruments developed to measure reading motivation, and 

the interaction of these constructs, is presented in the next section. 

Section II: Motivation for Reading 

Underlying principles defining motivation are believed to be the constructs that 

drive students to choose whether they will engage in and persist with the reading process 

(Eccles, Wigfield, & Schiefele, 1998; Pintrich & Schunk, 1996). Current motivational 

researchers have begun to incorporate the more traditional motivation constructs with 

cognitive theory and social theory. This newly constructed definition of motivation for 
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reading is no longer limited; it now includes the individual's personal goals, values, 

beliefs, cognitive processes, and academic abilities, as well as the interactions occurring 

within the culture and environment (Deci & Ryan, 1992; Eccles, Wigfield, & Schiefele, 

1998; Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997; Wigfield, 1997). Therefore, motivation for reading 

is a crucial entity for successfully engaging in the reading process, because it is what 

activates and sustains students throughout the entire reading process. 

As research has demonstrated, students who are motivated to read are engaged in 

the reading process for a variety of personal reasons (Guthrie, McGough, Bennett, & 

Rice, 1996). They have social goals in that they share their thoughts and feelings related 

to their interpretations of the text with their peers and their families. They have strategic 

goals in that they use a variety of comprehension strategies during the reading process 

that enable them to obtain their knowledge goals. That is, they are able to successfully 

use an array of strategies to help them assimilate and accommodate their understanding 

of new knowledge. Successful readers also have personal goals in that they read a variety 

of genres, in various settings, and across time. In contrast, readers who are disengaged 

wdth the reading process avoid reading. They rarely enjoy reading or exchanging ideas 

related to the text. They do not have a purpose for reading, they do not have goals, nor 

are they able to seek understanding of text by using social, strategic, knowledgeable, or 

personal goals (Camboume, 1995). 

Therefore, it is not at all surprising that several researchers have found a high 

association between reading engagement and reading achievement. Campbell, Voelkl, 

and Donahue (1997) found that students who indicated that they read actively and 
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frequently achieved higher scores on academic achievement tests than their less engaged 

peers. Thirteen-year-old students were found to have higher reading engagement scores 

on an achievement test than did their 17-year-old counterparts who indicated they were 

less engaged in the reading process. Campbell, Voelkl, and Donahue (1997) concluded 

that students who indicated they were engaged readers were able to provide themselves 

with self-generating learning opportunities. These opportunities appeared to be equivalent 

to several years of education. This is an example of the Matthew effect (Stanovich, 

1986); high achievers improve more rapidly that low achievers over time while in school. 

The underlying belief is that good readers read more and by doing so, increase their 

competence and their knowledge beyond that of students who do not regularly engage in 

reading. Conversely, students who do not read do not provide themselves with the 

opportunities to increase their knowledge or reading abilities. 

Motivation for reading, therefore, is viewed as one link between engagement in 

reading and reading achievement. Some researchers believe that by increasing the 

student's competence in reading and by increasing the belief in one's reading abilities, 

the motivation to read vidll also increase. By increasing this motivation, one can increase 

reading activity and in turn, increase knowledge and academic success (Guthrie, 

Wigfield, Metsala, & Cox, 1999). 

Multidimensional Model of Reading Motivation 

During the past several years, current reading motivational researchers have 

attempted to create a multiple dimensional reading motivation construct and have 

developed instruments aimed at measuring these dimensions. Some instruments focused 



on one or two dimensions of reading motivation, while others attempted to measure 

more. A brief overview of these instruments, the theory underlying them, and the 

muhidimensional motivations for reading taxonomy presented by Wigfield and Guthrie 

(1995) are discussed. 

Several instruments for assessing dimensions related to reading motivation 

constructs have been developed by researchers during the past decade (Gambrell, Paimer, 

Codling, & Mazzoni, 1996; McKenna, Kear, & Ellsworth, 1995; Wigfield & Guthrie, 

1995). Each has attempted to measure one or more constructs related to reading 

motivation. The Motivation to Read Profile (MRP), consisting of 20 items, was 

developed by Gambrell, Palmer, Codling, & Mazzoni (1996) to assess reading motivation 

quantitatively and qualitatively by evaluating students' self-concept as readers and the 

value they place on the reading process. To determine self-concept, students were asked 

to provide a self-report using a Likert-type scale to the first part of the reading survey. 

To measure the value they place on the reading process, students were individually 

interviewed during a structured conversational interview. The selection of questions on 

the MRP was conducted by reviewing the research and theories related to motivation. 

Results fi-om the MRP were intended to help teachers plan instructional activities that 

support students during their reading development. 

Chapman and Tunmer (1995) developed a self-concept questionnaire assessing 

three dimensions of reading concept; perceptions of competence at reading, perceptions 

of reading difficulty, and attitudes or feelings toward reading. This instrument consisted 

of 50 items, of which 26 were positive statements (e.g., I am a good reader) and 24 of the 
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items were negatively stated (e.g., I make lots of mistakes while reading). Students were 

asked to respond to each item using a five point Likert scale: 1 = no, never; 2 = no, not 

usually; 3 = undecided; 4 = yes, usually; and 5 = yes, always. Three subscale scores can 

be obtmned indicating the students' degree of attitude and perceptions towards reading. 

Even though Chapman and Tunmer (1995) did not use the term "motivation" in 

conceptualizing their questionnaire, the three dimensions they measured are related to 

three dimensions of reading motivation as defined by Wigfield and Guthrie (1997): self-

eflficacy, challenge, and curiosity. 

MeKenna, Kerr, and Ellsworth (1995) attempted to measure the reading attitudes 

of elementary students. Students were asked to respond to 20 items assessing how much 

they liked to read in school and out of school. Baker and Wigfield (1999) determined 

that the concepts measured on this scale were related conceptually to Gambrell et al.'s 

(1996) value of reading subscale and to the curiosity and involvement dimensions defined 

by Wigfield and Guthrie (1997). 

The Motivation for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ), a 52-item self-report survey 

developed by Wigfield and Guthrie (1997), attempted to not only bridge the gap between 

motivation and reading, but also to assess a wider variety of dimensions associated with 

reading motivation than the other instruments reported above attempted to measure. 

Based on concepts, theories, interviews, and focus groups, questions were generated 

relating to reading goals, intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, self-eflBcacy, and 

social motivation. From these questions, it was proposed that 11 different possible 

dimensions or subscales measuring different constructs related to reading motivation 
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could be generated with approximately 2 to 7 items per grouped together to form a 

subscale. These subscales were then classified, based on theoretical rationale, into three 

models of reading: Competency and Efficacy Beliefs, Goals for Reading, and Social 

Purposes for Reading (See Table 2.1). 

Table 2.1: Proposed Models of Reading Motivation 

Model Dimensions 

Competence and Efficacy Beliefs Self-EflBcacy, Challenge, Work Avoidance 

Goals for Reading Curiosity, Involvement, Importance, 
Recognition, Grades, Competition 

Social Purposes for Reading Social, Compliance 

The first model. Competency and Efficacy Beliefs, includes Bandura's concept of 

self-efficacy and an additional concept reflecting the reader's perceived degree of 

difficulty related to reading tasks. In the MRQ model, Self-Efficacy was redefined to 

reflect an individual's self-efficacy as it pertains to the reading process; thus, the 

definition of Self-Efficacy reflects the degree to which a reader perceives him- or herself 

as being successfial at a given reading task. This is based on the notion that students with 

high self-efficacy will attempt difficuh reading tasks by using elaborate cognitive 

strategies that enable them to be successful (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997). Inversely 

related to self-efficacy is the notion of work-avoidance. Students who lack a sense of 

self-efficacy have been found to avoid challenging reading activities (Bandura, 1997). In 

addition, students' willingness to participate in challenging reading tasks was also 

included in this model. Challenge. This was related to the fact that if students believe 



they can successful complete the challenging task, they will be more likely to engage in it 

(Bandura, 1997; Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997). 

The second reading model. Goals for Reading, includes the purposes students 

have for engaging in the reading process. Borrowing concepts from two broad reading 

goal orientations (learning goals and performance goals) and from the motivation field, 

several reading dimensions, which characterize difierent aspects of intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivation, were generated to define this model (Ames, 1992; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; 

Nicholls, 1979; Nicholls, Cheung, Laurer, & Pastashnick, 1989). The subscales 

Curiosity, Involvement, and Importance were created to characterize students who 

believed in the value of reading, were more apt at accepting new challenges, and engaged 

in reading activities to improve their own knowledge. Curiosity describes the student's 

desire to read more about a particular topic of interest. Involvement characterizes 

students' enjoyment experienced from engaging with different forms of literacy or 

informational texts. Importance reflects Wigfield and Eccles' (1992) work on subjective 

task values. 

The three dimensions related to extrinsic motivation on the Goals for Reading 

model are Recognition, Grades, and Competition. Recognition encompasses students' 

pleasure in receiving an external stimulus either in the form of a tangible object or as 

verbal recognition for success in reading (Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, & Ryan, 1991). 

Grrades reflects the students' pleasure or desire to receive a favorable evaluation from the 

teacher and Competition characterizes the students' desires to outperform each other in 

the academic area of reading. These three extrinsic dimensions of reading motivation 



were created to reflect the notion that children do much of their reading within the school 

environment, where their reading is perceived as a performance that is evaluated and 

compared to others. 

The third reading model addresses the students' interactions with the 

environment. Social Purposes for Reading. The two dimensions reflected in this model 

are based on the premise that reading is inherently a social activity and that social aspects 

from the classroom have important impacts on students' academic performance (Baker et 

al., 1996; Guthrie, McGough, et al., 1996; Marshall, 1992; Webb & Palincsar, 1996). 

Social Aspects reflects the process of constructing and sharing meanings obtained from 

reflecting upon the text with friends and family. Compliance provides an indication of 

how much of the students' engagement in the reading process is conducted to meet the 

expectations of others. 

Validitv Research on the MRO 

Wigfield and Guthrie (1995) developed the MRQ to define and assess different 

dimensions of reading motivation. Initially the MRQ consisted of 82 items, with 7 or 8 

items measuring each of the proposed dimensions. The initial 82-item questionnaire was 

administered twice to 105 fourth and fifth grade students, once in the fall and once again 

in the spring (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997). Internal consistency reliabilities, item-total 

correlations, factor analyses, and correlations of the motivational dimensions were 

conducted to determine if the proposed aspects dimensions of reading motivation could 

be identified empirically. On the basis of the fall and spring factor analyses, 22 items 

were deleted from the original 82 because they had either demonstrated poor item-total 
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correlations or generated a factor loading of .40 or lower. In addition, six more items 

were found to be badly skewed, and consequently were dropped from the 82-item 

questionnaire. 

The remaining 54 items were used in a study conducted by Baker and Wigfield 

(1999) to confirm and validate the theorized 11 dimensions of reading motivation. 

Because of the small sample size (n=371; Fomell, 1983), the dimensions on the 

questionnaire were divided into three proposed models (Competence and Efficacy 

Beliefs, Goals for Reading, and the Social Purposes for Reading). Table 2.2 presents 

these models and which items were theorized to load on each of the dimensions. 

Table 2.2 Models and Dimensions Included in the Theoretical Taxonomv of Reading 
Motivation. 

Model Dimension MRQ Item Numbers 

1. Competence and Efficacy 1. Self-efficacy 
2. Challenge 
3. Work Avoidance 

3,9,15, 50 
2, 7, 26, 44, 48 
23, 27, 28, 52 

2. Goals for Reading 4. Curiosity 
5. Involvement 
6. Importance 
7. Recognition 
8. Grades 
9. Competition 

5, 8, 13, 16, 35, 45 
10, 24, 30, 33, 41, 46 
53, 54 
14, 17, 29,31,36 
19, 37, 39, 40 
12, 18, 22, 43, 49,51 

3. Social Purposes of Reading 10. Social Aspects 
11. Compliance 

1, 11,20,21,34,38, 42 
4, 6,25, 32,47 

Summarv 

Traditionally, research investigating students' reading motivation has focused on 

cognitive aspects involved in the reading process. Current research has attempted to add 



new clarity into students' motivation for reading by redefining the reading motivation 

concept to integrate cognition with motivation, achievement, and social aspects. The 

Motivation for Reading Questionnare (MRQ), an instrument theoretically grounded in 

motivational concepts from the engagement perspective and achievement motivation 

theory, attempts to measure 11 possible dimensions of reading motivation. Compared to 

other instruments that have been developed to measure students' reading motivation, the 

MRQ assesses a wider variety of dimensions and has been validated by Baker and 

Wigfield (1999), making it a promising instrument for use in assessing students' reading 

motivation. 

Section EI: Motivation and the Student with Learning/Reading Disabilities 

Students with learning/reading disabilities (LRD) have been described as inactive 

learners (Torgesen, 1977); that is, they have a limited degree of motivation to improve 

upon their academic skills, especially in the area of reading (Adelman & Taylor, 1983). 

Students with LRD have also been found to demonstrate a lower probability of engaging 

in academic tasks and were less likely to spontaneously engage in metacognitive 

strategies (Baker, 1982; Wong, 1979). Furthermore, students with LRD have (a) 

displayed lower self-concepts (Chapman, 1988), (b) a perceived external locus of control 

(Bryan, 1986), and have generated very few achievement expectations (Rogers & 

Saklofske, 1985) when compared to non-LRD peers. Since academic performance is 

shaped by acquired knowledge, motivation, self-concept, and effort (Meltzer, Roditi, 

Houser, & Pearlman, 1998), it is imperative to understand the self-perceptions of students 

with LRD in order for creative and innovated teaching approaches to be developed. 
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which will strengthen and/or awaken what appear to be deficits in academic strategies 

(Harter, Whitsell, & Junkin, 1998). The following section reviews some of the current 

literature that describes students with LRD and addresses their lack of reading motivation 

characteristics. A proposal for new and innovated research exploring the motivation for 

reading of students Avith LRD will be introduced. 

Limited Engagement in Academics 

Students with LRD have demonstrated difficulties engaging in academic 

activities. This may be related to limited academic motivation stemming from the 

students' perceived lack of competence and perceived external locus of control in the 

learning situation (Bandura, 1982; Wiener, 1979). Researchers have theorized that 

students' performances are influenced by a combination of the individual's degree of 

self-efficacy and the individual's academic abilities (Schunk, 1989). Students with LRD 

have been noted to have poor self-eflBcacy and an internal feeling of not being able to 

successfully complete a task. Students with LRD have also been found to have lower 

self-perceptions about domain-specific academic tasks compared to same-aged, non-

LRD peers (Harter, Whitsell, & Junkin, 1998). 

In addition, researchers have associated one's negative or low self-belief in one's 

academic abilities with negative emotional reactions; thus, many students with LRD who 

have demonstrated poor effort and persistence when confi-onted with challenging tasks 

have been found to engage in disruptive classroom behavior (Bandura, 1982). In addition, 

some students with LRD have demonstrated "learned helplessness," a belief that they 

have limited control over the learning situation or outcome (Weiner, 1979). The 
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combination of poor self-efiBcacy and the perceived external locus of control over one's 

learning experiences has been related to a higher percentage of students with LRD to 

discontinue their education before graduation (Fulk & Brigham, 1998). 

Limited Use of Metacosnition 

For some students with LRD, their limited engagement and inactivity towards 

academic tasks has been attributed to their difficulty with successfully using 

metacognitive skills. As previously stated, metacognition refers to one's inner language 

that supports individuals thinking about their own thinking. This interaction enables a 

person to use his or her own self-knowledge about cognition and their perceptions about 

their own ability to influence their choices in behaviors. Students with LRD have 

demonstrated an inefficient use of self-knowledge and self-awareness when working on 

academic tasks (Vaidya, 1999). These two components relate to one's ability to 

efficiently use self-regulation strategies, for example adapting, planning, and problem 

solving. Self-regulation skills have also been linked to successful learning outcomes 

(Borkowski, Carr, Rellinger, & Pressley, 1990). Additional examples of self-regulated 

behaviors include the ability to (a) engage in tasks, (b) set goals for upgrading 

knowledge, (c) deliberate about appropriate strategy use, (d) monitor accumulation 

effects of the engagement process, and (e) adjust goals and/or strategy use to be 

academically successful (Butler & Winne, 1995). Research has shown that students with 

LRD limit their engagement in tasks (Sinclair, Christenson, Evelo, & Hurley, 1998), set 

poorly defined academic goals (Johnson & Graham, 1997), and are unable to choose 

appropriate strategies (Allinder, 2001). 
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Unlike proficient readers who demonstrate an execution of more than one 

metacognitive behavior, students with LRD have demonstrated weaknesses in reading 

because they have not acquired or become proficient in successfully executing strategic 

reading behaviors (see Table 2.3; Swanson & De La Paz, 1994). Students with LRD 

attend poorly to the meaning of passages and have difiiculty relating what is being read 

to prior knowledge (Bos & Vaughn, 1994). In addition, other behaviors associated with 

poor self-regulated use have been attributed to the students' inappropriate judgment of a 

task, the students' misperception of cues given by the teacher, an overwhelmed feeling 

from too many cognitive demands, and the students' own lack of motivation (Butler & 

Winne, 1995). 

Table 2.3 : Reading Activities Not Successfullv Performed bv Students with LRD 

Reading Activity Reference 

Understanding the purposes for reading Baker, 1982 
Choosing appropriate reading strategies Brown & Palincsar, 1982 
Identifying important information in a passage Baker & Brown, 1984 
Recognizing and evaluating logical structure inherent in Cullen, 1985 

Students with LRD can learn and successfully apply metacognitive strategies to 

their academic tasks. Over the years, researchers and educators have provided training to 

students with LRD on several of these skills. However, it was noted that students with 

LRD, even when they had demonstrated their competence in using a specific reading 

strategy, would not spontaneously employ the strategy (Chan, Cole, & Morris, 1989). 

Students with LRD had to be cued to a specific strategy before they would use it (Bos & 

passages 
Attending to syntactic and semantic constraints 
Self-regulating how well material is understood 

Spedding, 1990 
Wong & Jones, 1982 
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Filip, 1984). The phenomenon of not spontaneously activating specific metacognitive 

strategies related to reading added additional evidence within the field that students with 

LRD not only struggle with self-monitoring their own actions by using self-regulatory 

strategies (Wong & Jones, 1982), but they also demonstrated significantly low levels of 

internal motivation (Smith, 1994). 

Motivation and Affective Factor 

Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation play important roles in motivating students with 

LRD to attempt, persist, and finish academic related tasks (Borkowski, 1992). In 

classroom situations, students with LRD have displayed fewer intrinsically motivated 

characteristics than their non-LRD peers (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 1994). In an attempt to 

increase motivation, educators have designed programs to teach students to be 

intrinsically motivated. These programs have used several forms of external stimuli to 

entice students to participate or to complete an activity (Newby, 1991). In a recent study 

conducted by Newby (1991), new teachers were found to employ extrinsic motivators 

more fi-equently than intrinsic motivators. Unfortunately, the extrinsic motivators were 

found to adversely affect students' on-task behaviors. These external motivators 

interfered with the initial intent of teaching intrinsic motivation to the students. Instead 

of the students receiving a feeling of accomplishment and success (Deci, Vallerand, 

Pelletier, & Ryan, 1991), the students participated solely for the attainment of the 

external reward (Benninga, et al., 1991). Furthermore, students with LRD have indicated 

that engaging in an activity solely for the purpose of attaining an external rewards can be 

stressfiil (Deci & Ryan, 1985). In attempting to control the student by manipulating the 



learning environment, educators have inadvertently limited the self-determination of 

these students and reinforced the notion that they are not in control of a learning 

situation; consequently, we have lowered their self-efficacy and decreased their 

motivation for engagement in future academic situations (Adelman & Taylor, 1990; Deci 

at al., 1991). 

Call for New and Innovative Research 

Based on the lack of empirical research investigating the reading motivation of 

students with LRD, this study offers additional validation to the notion that motivation 

for reading is multidimensional and that students with LRD may differ on these 

dimensions when compared to their non-LRD peers. Regardless of whether students 

differ on these dimensions, the use of the MRQ may enable educators to better 

understand reading motivation of students with LRD and may also allow educators to 

identify subgroups of students along the reading motivation dimensions. This ability 

might encourage educators to create innovative lessons that do not undermine the 

students' ability, skill level, and interest (Brophy, 1983; Dev, 1997; Schunk, 1990). 
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CHAPTER m; METHOD 

This study offers an additional validation of the Motivation for Reading 

Questionnaire (MRQ; Wigfield & Baker, 1997) by empirically validating the 

multidimensional construct of reading motivation within a sample of fourth and fifth 

grade students with and without learning/reading disabilities (LRD). Reader 

characteristics, such as gender, grade level, ethnicity, and reading activity were also 

explored. Finally, a Imear discriminant analysis was conducted to determine if the MRQ 

discriminates between students with and without LRD. This study was guided by the 

following research questions: 

1. Does the MRQ measure 11 dimensions of reading motivation for a combined 

sample of fourth and fifth grade students? If so, does the same factor structure 

occur within the samples of fourth and fifth grade students with LRD? 

2. Do students differ on the dimensions of reading motivation when reader 

characteristics, such as gender, grade level, ethnicity, and amount of reading 

activity are considered as factors? 

3. Do students with LRD differ from students without LRD on the dimensions of 

reading motivation? 

4. Using The Motivation for Reading Questionnaire as an assessment tool for 

identification purposes, can a profile be created which describes students with 

and without LRD? 
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Participants 

The participants in this study were fourth and fifth grade students recruited fi-om 

six schools within a southwestern metropolitan school district. The percent of enrolled 

students on free/reduced lunch averaged 21.2% with a range fi-om 2% to 62%. In order 

to ask the students if they were willing to participate, special education and general 

education teachers at four schools were sent an invitation explaining the study (See 

Appendix A). To increase the sample of students with LRD, two additional schools with 

similar socio-economic status (SES) were targeted and only the special education 

teachers were invited to participate. Table 3.1 presents the number and percentage of 

teachers at each school site who volunteered for the study. 

Table 3.1: Total Number of Teachers Invited to Participated and Percentage 
Participating. 

School Special Education 4*'' Grade Teachers S"* Grade Teachers 
N % N % N % 

A. 2 50 5 60 5 100 
B 2 100 4 75 4 75 
C 1 100 4 75 3 100 
D 2 100 3 0 3 33 
E 3 100 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
F 2 100 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Note. N/A = not applicable. 

Table 3.2 reports on the number of students eligible to participate and the 

percentage participating at each school. Across schools and grades, an average of 29% of 

the general education students and 41% of special education students participated, 

resulting in a pool of 340 students who volunteered to participate and obtained parent 

consent (See Appendix B). Nine students were absent on the days the researcher returned 
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to collect data, thus the entire sample size is comprised of 331 students. Table 3.3 

presents the number of students by gender and school who participated from each school 

site. Fifty percent were boys (n = 167) and 50% were girls (n = 164); 42% were in 4^ 

grade (n = 138) and 58.3% were in 5*'' grade (n = 193). 

Approximately 19.3% of the students were students with LRD (n=64). These 

students, when initially placed into special education, had demonstrated, according to the 

district's criteria, an aptitude-achievement discrepancy in either basic reading or reading 

comprehension. In addition, these students were: (a) currently being served by a special 

education teacher, (b) had at least one reading goal on his/her current EEP, and (c) were 

considered proficient in English, as defined by district guidelines for English proficiency. 

The special education teachers provided this information. 

Table 3.2: Total Number of Students Invited to Participate and the Percentage 
Participating. 

Fourth Grade Fifth Grade 
Fourth Grade Fifth Grade Special Ed. Special Ed. 

N % N % N % N % 
A 145 38 144 45 14 29 9 22 
B 99 30 88 31 9 22 14 50 
C 83 30 96 49 5 0 7 57 
D 74 0 66 8 19 47 16 56 
E N/A 0 136 10 15 27 21 29 
F N/A 0 N/A 0 13 69 16 50 

Note. N/A = Not applicable. 
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Table 3.3: Demographics of Participating Students 

4*̂  Grade 5th Grade 
Non- LRD LRD Non-LRD LRD 

School Boys Girls Boys Girls Bovs Girls Boys Girls Total 
n n n n n n n n n 

A. 25 30 3 1 26 39 2 0 126 
B. 15 15 1 1 12 15 5 2 66 
C 14 11 0 0 22 25 3 1 76 
D 0 0 6 3 2 3 7 2 23 
E 0 0 3 1 4 9 4 2 23 
F. 0 0 7 2 0 0 6 2 17 

The other 267 students were non-leaming/reading disabled (non-LRD) and had 

not been referred during their schooling for special education services as indicated by 

their teacher. In addition, these students were English proficient and reading at or above 

grade level based on achievement information obtained from the Stanford 9 and from 

teacher report. Students without LRD were determined to be reading at or above grade 

level if their scaled scores on the Stanford 9 vocabulary or comprehension subtests were 

higher than 540. The scaled scores were obtained from the students' Spring 2000 

Stanford 9 summary sheets. None of the students were dismissed fi^om this study due to 

low Stanford 9 scaled scores. For students who did not take the Stanford 9 (n = 90), 

teacher report regarding reading ability was used to determine if the student was reading 

within 1 year or higher of his or her particular grade level. 

The ethnicity of the sample consisted of 3.9% African Americans, 18.4% 

Hispanics, 0.6% Native Americans, and 3.6% Asians. The remainder of the sample 

(71.3%) consisted of White, non-Hispanic students. Five students (1.5%) did not disclose 

their ethnicity. The ethnicity percentages were similar for general and special education 
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students. Given the small representations for each minority ethnic group, all non-White 

students who participated will represent a non-White sample (n = 95). Each student 

provided information about his or her ethnicity during the time he or she completed the 

questionnaire. 

Instruments 

Motivation for Reading Questionnaire. 

The 54-item revised version of the Motivation for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ) 

developed by Wigfield and Guthrie (1995) was used in this study. The questionnaire was 

developed to theoretically measure 11 different dimensions of reading motivation: Self-

Efficacy, Challenge, Work Avoidance, Curiosity, Involvement, Importance, Recognition, 

Grades, Competition, Social Aspects, and Compliance. Three models were generated to 

reflect a theoretical organization of the items (see Table 3.4). Students were asked to 

respond to each item by using a 4 point Likert scale 1 = very different from me, 2 = a 

little different from me, 3 = a little like me, and 4 = a lot like me. Each of the items and 

its theoretical dimension is presented in Appendix C. 
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Table 3.4: Models and Dimensions Included in the Theoretical Taxonomy of Reading 
Motivation-

Model 

1. Competence and Efficacy Beliefs 

2. Goals for Reading 

3. Social Purposes of Reading 

Dimension 

1. Self-eflBcacy 
2. Challenge 
3. Work Avoidance 

4. Curiosity 
5. Involvement 
6. Importance 
7. Recognition 
8. Grades 
9. Competition 

10. Social Aspects 
11. Compliance 

MRO Item Numbers 

3,9, 15, 50 
2, 7, 26, 44, 48 
23, 27, 28, 52 

5, 8, 13,16,35,45 
10, 24, 30, 33, 41, 46 
53, 54 
14, 17, 29,31,36 
19, 37, 39, 40 
12,18, 22, 43,49, 51 

1, 11,20,21,34,38, 42 
4, 6, 25, 32, 47 

Reading Activity 

To assess students' self-reported reading activity, two questions were adapted 

from the Reading Activity Inventory (RAI) developed by Guthrie, McCough, & Wigfield 

(1994). The purpose of the RAI was to measure the breadth and frequency of students' 

reading. Questions on the RAI asked students to indicate which type of reading material 

they read in or out of school during the previous week as well as to indicate how often 

they read the materials. The questions adopted for this study were: Did you read for fiin 

in the last week? If so, what was the title or the name of the author? And, How often do 

you read for fiin: almost never, about once a month, about once a week, or almost every 

day? These items were included on the MRQ as Items 55 and 56 (Appendix C). Item 55, 

which asked if the student read for fun in the last week, was scored 0 for responding 

negatively and 1 point for providing a positive response. Item 56, which asked the 
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student how often they read for fiin, was graded on a 4-point system 0 = never, 1 = once a 

month, 2 = once a week and 3 = for every day. These items were summed together in 

order to obtain a composite Reading Activity score. 

Reading Abilitv 

Scaled scores from the reading comprehension and reading vocabulary subtests of 

the Stanford Achievement Test Services, Ninth Edition (Stanford 9; Harcourt Inc., 1999), 

were used as indicators of students reading achievement. The Stanford 9 contains a set of 

subtests designed to measure students' academic achievement in reading, language, and 

math. The subtests are group administered, paper-and-pencil scales, typically given by 

the schools during the Spring semester. 

The Reading Comprehension subtest represents a literature-based curriculum 

taught in many school districts. Several selections included on this subtest are original 

short stories and articles written authors of children's books solely for the use on Stanford 

9 subscales. Three types of reading selections are offered: recreational, textual, and 

fiinctional. Students are required to respond to questions designed to measure their 

understanding of directly stated details, their ability to make interpretations, and their 

ability to conduct critical analyses. 

The Reading Vocabulary subtest was designed to measure the student's ability in 

understanding and using vocabulary. Students are asked to demonstrate their knowledge 

of definitions, word usage, antonyms, and analogies. 



Procedures 

In the Fall of2000, the researcher visited the classrooms of participating teachers 

twice. During the initial visit, the researcher explained the research project and consent 

forms to the students. The students were given one week to take the forms home and 

discuss their participation in the study with their parents. When the researcher returned, 

she collected all signed consent forms and administered the MRQ to these students. 

Students with LRD were given the MRQ during their resource instructional time 

in the resource room. Students without LRD responded to the instrument during silent 

reading in their regular homeroom. In both situations, the researcher administered the 

MRQ to a group of students. All the students were told that they were going to answer 

56 items on a questionnaire and that these items asked them about their feelings towards 

reading. There were no right or wrong answers. Prior to beginning the questionnaire, 

students were given three practice items so that they had a chance to use and to 

understand how the Likert scale worked. The researcher then read all the items, one at a 

time, making sure the students were given ample time to respond. When necessary, items 

were reread. No additional explanation of what was meant by an item was given. 

However, when students asked what was meant by fiction, science fiction, or non-fiction, 

the researcher selected books in the students' classroom to use as examples. Each group 

administration of the MRQ took approximately 20 minutes. 
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Data Analysis 

The data analysis for this study was organized to correspond to the research 

questions stated previously. SPSS Base 10.0 Statistical Applications package (SPSS®, 

1999) was used to run all of the analyses conducted in this study. 

Factor Analysis of the Motivation for Reading Questionnaire 

The factor analysis (CPA) models used in this study were based on Baker and 

Wigfield's (1999) procedures for validating the MRQ. The three models used in their 

analysis were previously presented in Table 3.4. Exploratory models of factor analysis 

were employed to assess the dimensionality of the MRQ within a sample of students wdth 

LRD. Prior to conducting the factor analyses, three descriptive analyses were conducted 

on the items. Items were tested for skewness and kurtosis in order to determine the type 

of estimation to be used in the factor analysis. Univariate distribution of the data was 

found, thus confirming the use of the maximum likelihood estimation procedure. 

Maximum likelihood estimations provide reliable parameter estimates when univariate 

normality is present (Bollen, 1989). This was also the method used by Baker and 

Wigfield (1999). 

The third descriptive analysis conducted was exploring the internal consistency of 

each subscale by obtaining item-total correlations for each of the 11 dimensions of 

reading motivation and Cronbach alphas. The Cronbach alpha measures how well a set 

of items or variables measures a single unidimensional construct by comparing the in-

between variance to the within variance. 




