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ABSTRACT 

 

The present study is an exploration of multiple dimensions of L2 learners’ reading 

motivation and its relationship with L2 reading achievement. Based on theories of 

motivation and L1 and L2 studies, nine dimensions of motivation (Curiosity, 

Involvement, Challenge, Importance of L2 Reading, L2 Reading Self- Confidence, 

Instrumental Orientation, Recognition, Compliance, and Intrinsic Motivation for L1 

Reading) were hypothesized to influence L2 reading achievement, and their 

dimensionality was examined using an L2 reading motivation questionnaire and 

statistical procedures. The participants, 1,030 students from nine Japanese universities, 

completed a 69-item Reading Motivation Questionnaire and a reading comprehension 

test.  

The questionnaire and test scores were statistically analyzed using the Rasch 

rating scale and dichotomous models, descriptive statistics, factor analysis, and structural 

equation modeling. The findings indicated that L2 reading motivation was 

multidimensional, consisting of both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. This result was 

consistent with previous studies conducted in L1 and L2 reading. Intrinsic motivation for 

L2 reading (Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading and Desire to Read L2 Materials) 

and one types of extrinsic motivation (Instrumental Orientation) exerted greater influence 

on L2 reading motivation than the other types of extrinsic motivation (Importance of L2 

Reading, Recognition, and Compliance). That is, internally controlled motivation is more 

influential than externally controlled motivation with an exception of Instrumental 

Orientation. 
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Another important finding was that L1 reading motivation and L2 reading 

motivations were similar to some extent because five of the eight factors (Intrinsic 

Interest and Involvement in L2 reading, Desire to Read L2 Materials, Importance of L2 

Reading, Recognition, and Compliance) were found both in L1 and L2 reading 

motivation. However, three L2 specific factors (Instrumental Orientation, L2 Reading 

Self Confidence, and Intrinsic Interest in L1 Reading) were also identified. Thus, the 

study showed that there were some similarities as well as fundamental differences 

between L1 and L2 reading motivation. 

In terms of the relationship between L2 reading motivation and text 

comprehension, the L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model demonstrated L2 

reading motivation is significantly related to L2 text comprehension. 

Concerning individual differences between male and female students, the study 

showed that their profiles were similar although, on the average, the female students were 

more motivated to read as has been repeatedly found in L1 reading. Differences in the 

motivational profiles due to L2 proficiency showed that Recognition, the desire to be 

recognized by others by performing well, was a factor that differentiated the high and low 

groups. However, because the relationship between L2 Reading Motivation and L2 

Reading Comprehension was not significant for both groups, it is possible that there was 

a problem with the reading test that was used to make the groups. 

In summary, the present study has demonstrated the vital role of L2 reading 

motivation in L2 reading, and pointed to the need to incorporate motivational support into 

L2 reading pedagogy as has been successfully practiced in L1 reading. 
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This study is significant to the domain of L2 instruction and research for several 

reasons. First, it extends the knowledge base in L2 reading by identifying the influence of 

L2 reading motivation on L2 reading behavior. Second, the results of the study contribute 

to designing research-based reading instruction aimed at enhancing L2 reading 

motivation and performance. Finally, it is hoped that this study provides individual 

educators with practical suggestions on how to improve L2 reading instruction in their 

individual teaching contexts, focusing on both affective and cognitive aspects of L2 

learners. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The Background of the Issue 

With the advent of the digital age, the amount of information people are exposed 

to has increased drastically. In order to keep up with the rapidly changing situation, 

people are obliged to read a wide variety of texts including newspapers, magazines, 

books, documents, instructions, and advertisements both on paper and digital media. 

Consequently, the ability to read efficiently and with high levels of comprehension has 

become an even more crucial skill for success and achievement in many aspects of 

modern life. 

Having acknowledged the central role of reading in the modern world, a number 

of researchers and educators have investigated predictors of growth in reading 

comprehension. Much research has been conducted on cognitive aspects of reading, such 

as orthographic decoding, memory, schemata, and lexical and syntactic knowledge. In 

recent years, however, first language (L1) reading specialists and educational 

psychologists have also shed light on affective aspects of reading, in particular, 

motivation for reading. They have proposed that because reading is an inherently 

effortful activity that requires focused attention and concentration, affective variables 

significantly influence reading processes. 

Accordingly, much research has been conducted on L1 reading motivation during 

the last decade. The findings have consistently demonstrated the multifaceted nature of 
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L1 reading motivation: L1 reading motivation is not a unitary construct; it consists of 

several affective variables, including intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and 

reading efficacy (Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Wigfield, 2000; Wigfield & Guthrie, 1995, 

1997; Wigfield, Guthrie, & McGrough, 1996). 

Further, researchers have shown that motivation and reading performance are 

closely related (Guthrie, 2001; Guthrie & Davis, 2003; Guthrie et al., 2006; Torgesen et 

al., 2007). For example, a study conducted by Guthrie, Wigfield, Metsala, and Cox 

(1999) found that reading motivation predicted the amount of reading, and the amount of 

reading directly predicted reading comprehension performance. Another study Morgan 

and Fuchs (2007) found that reading skills and motivation were correlated, supporting the 

possibility of a bidirectional relationship between the two. Based on the results, Morgan 

and Fuchs argued that researchers, practitioners, and parents might need to target both 

reading skill and motivation to best help poor readers become proficient. 

In L2 contexts, in contrast, motivation for L2 reading has just begun to draw 

researchers’ attention; thus, few empirical studies have been conducted (Grabe, 2009; 

Grabe & Stroller, 2011). The first researcher who investigated L2 reading motivation is 

S. Mori (1999; 2002a, 2002b, 2004), who explored L2 learners’ motivation for reading in 

English, using an L2 reading motivation questionnaire based on Wigfield and Guthrie’s 

Motivation for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ). In one of her studies, she identified four 

factors of L2 reading motivation: intrinsic value of reading, importance of L2 reading, 

extrinsic motivation, and self-efficacy. Consequently, she postulated that expectancy-

value theory might be a possible theory to explain L2 reading motivation. 
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Another important study was conducted by Takase (2007), who examined 

Japanese female high school students’ motivation to read extensively. She found that two 

factors, L1 intrinsic motivation and L2 intrinsic motivation, significantly predicted the 

amount of extensive reading completed by the participants. More recently, Komiyama 

(2009) conducted a study with American college learners studying English for academic 

purposes (EAP). She found that L2 learners’ motivation for reading consisted of both 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Although these studies have contributed to our 

understanding of L2 learners’ motivation for L2 reading, compared to the field of L1 

reading, fewer studies have been conducted; therefore, much remains to be discovered 

about L2 readers’ motivation. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

As indicated above, researchers investigating L1 reading motivation have 

identified the vital role motivation plays in reading performance and achievement. Based 

on this research, Concept Oriented Reading Instruction (CORI), a type of integrated 

reading instruction that incorporates both cognitive and affective aspects of reading into 

reading pedagogy, has been successfully implemented at many primary and secondary 

schools in the United States (Guthrie, 2008; Guthrie, Wigfield, & Vonsecker, 2000; 

Swan, 2003; Wigfield & Guthrie, 2010). Thus, the importance of motivation in reading is 

well recognized in many L1 contexts. 

L1 and L2 reading are inherently similar and they share a number of common 

aspects because reading, whether in a first or second language context, involves the 
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reader, the text, and the interaction between the reader and text. This is true regardless of 

the linguistic, developmental, and sociocultural differences between L1 and L2 reading 

(Rumelhart, 1977; Singhal, 1998). Furthermore, it is reasonable to assume that L2 

reading motivation plays a vital role in L2 learners’ reading processes, as has been 

demonstrated in the field of L1 reading. Yet, in second language contexts, little research 

has been conducted on the motivation of L2 readers (See Komiyama, 2009; S. Mori, 

2002a, 2002b; Takase, 2007 for the few studies concerning L2 reading motivation). As 

Grabe and Stroller (2002, 2009) have consistently pointed out, further studies are needed 

to elucidate the exact nature of L2 reading motivation. Specifically, the following four 

aspects of L2 reading motivation have yet to be fully addressed. 

First, the components of L2 reading motivation require further investigation. As 

mentioned above, several researchers (e.g., Mori, 2002a) have explored the components 

of L2 reading motivation; however, the findings are still at the preliminary stage and need 

to be validated. For example, a recent study by Kim and Cho (2014) used Mori’s reading 

motivation questionnaire and identified only four out of the nine components originally 

identified by Mori (2002a). As a result, the researchers have questioned the psychometric 

properties of the L2 reading motivation questionnaire. Further, the participants in 

previous studies (e.g., Mori, 2002a; Takase, 2007) were limited to female students or 

relatively small groups of L2 learners. Therefore, it is necessary to conduct larger scale 

studies that include both male and female participants to allow for wider generalization. 

Second, few researchers (but see Takase, 2007) have explored the associations 

between the dimensions of L2 motivation and L2 reading comprehension. One recent 
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study by Komiyama (2009) has shown that L2 intrinsic motivation was significantly 

related to L2 reading test scores whereas L2 extrinsic motivation was not. However, 

because this study was conducted with L2 learners enrolled in colleges in the United 

States, little is known about the learners in the context where the L2 is primarily used 

only in classroom settings. Therefore, it is necessary to investigate the relationship 

between L2 reading motivation and reading performance in contexts such as Japanese 

universities. 

Third, individual differences in L2 reading motivation have received little 

attention from SLA researchers and little is known about how individual factors such as 

gender, academic interest, and language proficiency influence L2 reading motivation. 

This lack of knowledge stands in sharp contrast with L1 reading contexts where a number 

of reading specialists and educators have extensively explored individual differences in 

reading attitudes and motivation (e.g., Coddingtion & Guthrie, 2009; Marinak & 

Gambrell, 2010; Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997). For example, some researchers have 

demonstrated that girls at grade and middle school generally possess more positive 

attitudes toward L1 reading than boys, regardless of reading proficiency (Martínez & 

Aricak, 2008; McKeena, Kear, & Ellsworth, 1995). This finding is important because it 

has led to heightened awareness that boys require special attention in reading instruction. 

Another individual difference that requires investigation is L2 proficiency. It is 

expected that the motivational profiles of more and less proficient L2 learners are quite 

different, and understanding the differences among proficiency groups can reveal 

fundamental differences in how these groups of learners approach L2 reading. This 
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understanding, in return, will shed light on how to effectively teach these groups of L2 

learners. 

Fourth, the relationships between the components of L2 reading motivation have 

yet to be fully explored and their relationships clearly delineated. Especially, the 

relationship between L1 intrinsic motivation and L2 motivation for reading requires 

special attention because it can potentially reveal fundamental differences between these 

two motivations. Takase (2007) has shown that L1 and L2 intrinsic reading motivation 

are negatively related; however, because her study dealt with a relatively small number of 

female high school students, it is necessary to investigate this relationship with a larger 

sample that includes both males and female participants. 

 

Purposes and Significance of the Study 

The present study has four major purposes. The first purpose is to examine the 

components of L2 learners’ reading motivation. This purpose is based on the assumption 

that L2 reading motivation is domain specific; L1 reading researchers have demonstrated 

that this is the case for L1 reading motivation (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997). As the 

foundation for explicating the dimensionality of L2 reading motivation, three 

motivational theories, expectancy-value theory, self-determination theory, and self-

confidence theory, are applied in the present study. 

The second purpose of the study is to investigate the associations between 

motivational variables and L2 reading comprehension. It is necessary to explore these 

relationships to identify which motivational variables contribute to better L2 reading 
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performance. As has been shown in the L1 contexts, the results of the study might reveal 

that L2 intrinsic motivation is significantly related to L2 reading performance while L2 

extrinsic motivation is not, and the findings might provide useful suggestions regarding 

how to improve L2 reading instruction. 

The third purpose of the study is to investigate individual differences in L2 

reading motivation by identifying the motivational profiles of different L2 learners, 

including gender and L2 proficiency. Such research is important because it informs 

educators about how to create effective L2 reading instruction that accommodates 

individual traits and needs in L2 reading classrooms. 

The fourth purpose is to examine the relationship between L1 and L2 intrinsic 

reading motivation. As Takase (2007) has shown, the results might indicate that L1 and 

L2 intrinsic motivations for reading are not positively related, especially in case of less 

proficient L2 learners whose linguistic resources are limited, and consequently might 

support the linguistic threshold hypothesis (Cummins, 1979) from a motivational 

perspective. That is, L1 and L2 intrinsic motivation are unrelated unless the L2 learners 

have reached the linguistic threshold where they can transfer their L1 reading skills to L2 

reading tasks (Jiang, 2011). 

This study is significant to the domain of L2 instruction and research for several 

reasons. First, it extends the knowledge base in L2 reading by identifying the influence of 

L2 reading motivation on L2 reading behavior. Second, the results of the study contribute 

to designing research-based reading instruction aimed at enhancing L2 reading 

motivation and performance. Finally, this study provides individual educators with 
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practical suggestions on how to improve L2 reading instruction in their individual 

teaching contexts, focusing on affective aspects of L2 learners. 

 

Theoretical Perspective 

Three theories of educational psychology, expectancy-value theory, self-

determination theory, instrumental orientation, and self-confidence theory, serve as the 

basis of the present study. The first two theories have been applied to L1 reading 

motivation research, and have proven to be instrumental in explicating L1 reading 

processes. 

Expectancy-value theory (Eccles, Wigfield, & Schiefele, 1998) postulates that 

people’s expectancy and value are chief determinants of their behavior and performance. 

The former concerns people’s beliefs about the degree to which they are confident in 

achieving a task. The latter concerns the degree to which they believe that the task is 

worth pursuing. This theory argues that these two constructs are key components of 

people’s achievement behavior and academic outcomes. 

Self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) is a motivational theory that is 

grounded in the belief that people achieve most when they feel they are in charge of their 

own behavior without external influence or interference from their peers or society. 

Central to the theory is the distinction between internal and external motivation, 

depending on where the locus of causality is situated. If people perform a task following 

their own will, values, and goals, their motivation for the behavior is considered intrinsic 

because the driving force for the action comes from their own selves. Three essential 
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factors for enhancing intrinsic motivation are competence, autonomy, and relatedness. On 

the other hand, if people perform a task following outside pressure or coercion, their 

motivation for the behavior is called extrinsic because the driving force for the action 

comes from outside their own selves. Extrinsic motivation can be described in four 

stages, depending on the degree of self-control the individuals have over their actions: 

external regulation, identification, introjected regulation, and integrated regulation. 

In addition to these theories from the general motivation literature, instrumental 

orientation (Gardner, 1985) and self-confidence (Clement, Gardner & Smythe, 1977) 

were drawn from the second language motivational studies. The former concerns 

practical benefits of language learning, such as getting a job, and the latter concerns self-

evaluation of L2 skills. 

 

The Audience for the Study 

The first audience of this study is L2 researchers. This study provides useful 

information to those who aspire to know more about some of the factors underlying L2 

learners’ reading performance. Despite the extensive research on L2 reading during the 

past 50 years, affective aspects of L2 reading have been under-researched. Considering 

the domain specific nature of motivation, motivation for reading should be viewed as an 

important and unique factor influencing reading performance. In particular, researchers 

who have studied the effects of extensive reading might find the L2 reading motivation 

questionnaire (RMQ) useful for measuring motivational influences of extensive reading. 
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The second audience for this study is curriculum designers and textbook writers. 

The results of this study can potentially provide practical insights into the design of 

effective L2 reading programs, courses, and pedagogical materials. Studies in L1 contexts 

have demonstrated that an effective way to improve reading comprehension is to take an 

integrative approach, focusing on both cognitive and affective factors. A salient example 

of this two-pronged approach is Concept Oriented Reading Instruction (CORI) (Guthrie, 

2008). The results of this study might show that this L1 approach can be successfully 

applied to L2 curricula and textbooks. 

The third audience for the study is L2 reading teachers. The results can provide 

concrete suggestions on how to improve L2 classroom reading instruction. As mentioned 

above, L2 reading instruction has mainly focused on cognitive aspects of L2 readers, 

including reading strategies, decoding skills, and syntactic and semantic knowledge. In 

the case of university reading classes in Japan, many teachers still rely on the grammar-

translation method. Further, few L2 teachers teach L2 reading using an integrated 

approach as has been done in L1 reading, and little attention has been given to the 

motivational processes of L2 readers. Therefore, this study aims at providing useful 

suggestions on how to improve reading instruction by incorporating motivational support 

for L2 readers in the L2 reading curriculum. 

 

Delimitations 

There are several delimitations that need to be acknowledged in the present study. 

The first delimitation concerns the number of participants in the cross-sectional study. 
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Although the number of the participants (N = 1,030) is sufficient for the types of the 

statistical analyses applied in the study, this number is still too limited to allow broad 

generalizations to other contexts to be made. 

The second delimitation concerns the academic majors of the participants. 

Although the study included a variety of college learners majoring in several academic 

disciplines, it does not include learners majoring in such academic fields as science and 

engineering, law, and political science. Assuming that students majoring in different 

academic disciplines have different L2 reading motivational profiles, the results can only 

be generalized with caution to such learners. 

The third delimitation concerns the way the participants were chosen. Due to 

limited access to a wider population, the participants were a convenience sample chosen 

using the personal connections of the researcher. This lack of random selection might 

have influenced the results in unpredictable ways. 

Fourth, because the data were gathered using a self-reported questionnaire, the 

responses might have been influenced by factors such as social desirability, which can 

skew the responses in overly positive or negative directions. Despite these limitations, the 

results can be generalized with caution to classes of Japanese learners at a similar level of 

reading proficiency. 

 

The Organization of the Study 

Chapter 2, Review of the Literature, is divided into nine major sections: 

Motivation Defined, Motivational Theories Applied to the L1 Reading Motivation 
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Domain, Summary of Theories of Motivation, Summary of L1 Reading Motivation 

Research, Motivational Theories for L2 Reading Domain, Summary of L2 Reading 

Motivation, Reading Comprehension and Reading Assessment, Purposes of the Study 

and Research Questions, and Chapter Summary. In Chapter 3, Pilot Studies, I describe 

two pilot studies, including the participants, the instruments used in the studies, the 

procedures, the analyses, and the results of the studies. In Chapter 4, Method, I describe 

the participants, procedures, instruments, and analyses of the current study. In Chapter 5, 

Preliminary Analyses, I provide evidence for the validity and reliability of the 

instruments used in the study. In Chapter 6, Results, I present the results for each research 

question, and in Chapter 7, Discussion, I interpret those results and compare and contrast 

them with the results of previous empirical studies of first and second language reading 

motivation. I also present theoretical and pedagogical implications of the study in the 

Discussion chapter. Finally, in the final chapter, Conclusion, I summarize the findings of 

this study, discuss the limitations of this study, make suggestions for future research, and 

make concluding comments. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

In this chapter, I present the background of the present study by reviewing 

previous research on first language (L1) and second language (L2) reading motivation. 

First, a brief definition of motivation is presented, and theories of motivation relevant to 

the reading domain are introduced. Second, the findings of research on L1 reading 

motivation are described. Third, recent studies on L2 reading motivation are reviewed, 

and I highlight what further L2 studies are necessary based on recent progress in the L1 

reading motivation field. Fourth, a brief overview of reading comprehension and its 

assessment is presented. Finally, I describe the gaps in the literature, state the purposes of 

this study, and set forth the four research questions that guide the current study. 

 

Motivation Defined 

Derived from the Latin verb movere (to move), motivation signifies a condition 

that “gets us going, keeps us working, and helps us complete tasks” (Schunk, Pintrich, & 

Meece, 2008, p. 4). That is, motivation accounts for antecedents (i.e., causes and origins) 

of action, for example, why people do something, how much effort they exert when 

pursuing goals, and how long they persist in engaging in the action (Dörnyei, 2001). In 

the first half of the twentieth century, dominant views, such as those represented in 

Freud’s work, connected motivation with inner forces, including instincts, traits, and 

volition. In the mid-twentieth century, behaviorists regarded motivation as “a change in 
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the rate, frequency of occurrence, or form of behavior (responses) as a function of 

environmental events and stimuli” (Schunk, Pintrich, & Meece, 2008, p. 20). In the 

1960s, humanistic psychologists, such as Carl Rogers and Abraham Maslow, proposed 

that the central motivating force is the self-actualizing tendency, that is, people’s desire to 

pursue personal growth and develop their capacities and talents fully. More recently, 

motivation researchers have focused on individual mental processes or cognitions as the 

chief driving force of human actions and behavior. That is, such mental processes as 

ideas, thoughts, beliefs, goals, and self-representation of events influence human actions 

and behavior (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002; Jarvis, 2005). 

Based on this cognitive perspective, motivation can be defined as “the process 

whereby goal-directed activity is instigated and sustained (Schunk, Pintrich, & Meece, 

2008, p. 4). This definition presupposes the following: (a) motivation is a process rather 

than a product; (b) motivation involves goals that provide impetus for action; (c) 

motivation requires activity that includes effort, persistence, and volition; and (d) 

motivated activity is triggered and maintained by such motivational processes as 

expectations, attributions, and affects. 

Although a number of competing or alternative theories of motivation have 

emerged to date, cognitive psychologists share several basic assumptions on motivation 

(Schunk, Pintrich, & Meece, 2008). As mentioned above, the first assumption is that 

motivation encompasses individual cognitions, such as beliefs, thoughts, goals, and the 

mental processes that guide individuals’ achievement-related actions. The second 

assumption is that motivation is a complex phenomenon that consists of a host of social, 
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contextual, and personal variables including self-regulation, self-efficacy, interest, goal-

setting, and attributions of success and failure; thus, motivation is not a unitary construct; 

rather, it is a composite of multiple constructs that interact and change under the 

influence of different contextual and individual factors. The third assumption is that 

motivation is not static: It changes with human development. In studying motivation, 

therefore, it is necessary to take learners’ developmental stages into consideration. The 

final assumption concerns individual differences in motivational processes. Individual 

characteristics, such as cultural background, socioeconomic status, ethnicity, gender, and 

ability level, exert significant influences on motivational processes, so it is imperative to 

take personal differences into consideration in explicating motivational processes. 

In sum, the current views of motivation recognize individual cognitions as the key 

factor in people’s behavior (Pintrich, 2003; Pintrich & Shunk, 1996). Researchers claim 

that motivation determines why learners choose or do not choose to engage in different 

activities, the degree of persistence, and the amount of effort they expend in doing the 

activities (Eccles, Wigfield, & Shiefele, 1998; Wigfield, 2000). In line with this cognitive 

perspective, several motivation theories, such as achievement motivation theory, self-

efficacy theory, attribution theory, goal setting theory, self-determination theory and 

social motivation theory, have emerged. In the following section I introduce some of the 

theories that have been applied to the domain of L1 reading. 
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Theories of Motivation Applied to the L1 Reading Domain 

In order to account for motivation in the domain of reading, L1 reading 

researchers have used several theories of motivation including expectancy-value theory, 

self-efficacy theory, self-determination theory, and flow theory (Baker & Wigfield, 1999; 

Oldfather & Wigfield, 1996). These theories are briefly explained below. 

 

Expectancy-Value Theory 

Expectancy-value theory is one of the most widely acknowledged sub-theories of 

achievement theory, which defines achievement motivation as the desire to show 

competence in activities (Eccles, Wigfield, & Schiefele, 1998; Elliot & Church, 1997; 

Pintrich & Schunk, 1996). This theory addresses two important questions about people’s 

behavior: “Can I do this task successfully?” and “Why do I want to perform this task?” 

That is, this theory proposes that achievement is the result of individuals’ expectancy of 

performing successfully and the value that is attached to the potentially successful 

outcome (Eccles 1983; Wigfield, 1994; Wigfield & Eccles, 1992, 2000, 2002; Wigfield, 

Eccles, & Rodriguez, 1998; Wigfield, Tonks, & Eccles, 2004). 

The expectancy component of this theory consists of two variables: individuals’ 

ability beliefs and their expectancy of success. The former, which is individuals’ 

evaluations of their competence in different areas, predicts their performance in different 

domains, such as reading and mathematics (Eccles et al., 1983; Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, 

& Blumenfeld, 1993). For example, if individuals feel competent about their abilities in 

sports, they are more likely to perform well when playing sports. The latter, which is 
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individuals’ beliefs about how well they will do on upcoming tasks, either in the 

immediate or distant future, also affects their performance (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002). If 

they have high expectations for success, they are likely to persist in performing the task 

and show better outcomes (Wigfield, Byrnes, Eccles, 2006, Wigfield & Eccles, 1992). On 

the other hand, if they have low expectancies for success, most individuals will not 

engage in the task because they expect that they will perform poorly or fail. Even if they 

are interested in the task, if they experience failure repeatedly, they will eventually 

choose not to engage in the task (Schunk, Pintrich, & Meece, 2008). For instance, even 

persons who are fond of singing can stop singing entirely after continuously receiving 

negative reactions about their singing from their peers. 

The value component of this theory addresses the question of what value, or 

incentives, people find in engaging in particular activities. That is, even if people believe 

that they are efficacious at an activity, they might not engage in it unless they identify a 

certain value or meaning in it. This component can be classified into four types of 

motivation: attainment value or importance, intrinsic value, utility value or usefulness, 

and cost (Wigfield, 1997; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008). Attainment value can be 

defined as the perceived importance of doing well on a given task, such as math or sports. 

This is closely linked to individuals’ identity. Intrinsic value or interest reflects how 

much individuals are interested in or like the activity. Utility value, defined as the 

usefulness of the activity, concerns individuals’ future plans, for example, to satisfy 

course requirements or to get a good job. Finally, cost is related to the perceived effort of 

accomplishing an activity, such as the time needed and sacrifices to be made. In sum, 
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proponents of expectancy-value theory argue that individuals’ beliefs about their abilities 

and value influence their achievement motivation. 

 

Self-Efficacy Theory 

A construct similar to the expectancy component of expectancy-value theory is 

self-efficacy theory (Bandura 1986, 1995, 1997, 2001; Pajares, 1996, Schunk, 1991; 

Schunk & Pajares, 2002). Self-efficacy can be defined as “people’s judgment of their 

capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to attain designated types 

of performances” (Bandura, 1986, p. 391). Bandura has contended that individuals’ 

efficacy beliefs, or their expectations about how well they can accomplish a given task, 

are one of the major factors that determines activity choice, willingness to expend effort, 

and perseverance. Thus, when individuals perceive that they can carry out an upcoming 

task successfully, they are willing to expend efforts to accomplish the task. Conversely, 

when they expect that they cannot perform the task well, they are unlikely to exert efforts 

to accomplish it. Bandura (2004) has proposed that self-efficacy beliefs provide the 

foundation for human motivation, well-being, and personal accomplishment. He has also 

contended that efficacy-beliefs are domain-specific and task-specific. That is, learners 

possess different degrees and types of ability beliefs depending on the nature of the 

specific task they are engaged in, and ability beliefs are more closely related to task 

performance than general efficacy beliefs. 

According to Bandura (1986, 1997), there are four sources that students use to 

shape their self-efficacy beliefs. The most prominent source is mastery experience, the 
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interpreted results of one’s own achievements. In school, students are constantly 

evaluated in their performances in academic subjects, receiving grades or feedback from 

teachers and peers. Through the evaluations, students form their interpretations of their 

own abilities, which then become one of the major sources of their competence beliefs. If 

students constantly receive high grades or evaluations, they develop a high sense of self-

efficacy whereas if they continually receive low evaluations, they are likely to feel less 

efficacious about their abilities in school work. 

The second source of self-efficacy beliefs is students’ interpretations of vicarious 

experiences of others. Observing other students with similar abilities perform tasks, 

students build expectations on whether or not they can perform similar tasks. For 

example, if students see a classmate succeed in a particular task, it is likely that they think 

they can do it, too. On the contrary, if they see a classmate fail in the task, it is likely that 

they think they cannot succeed in it, either. Vicarious experience also involves 

comparisons with others because in school contexts, students are put in situations where 

they are constantly compared with others. Through the comparison with others, students 

form interpretations of their own achievements, which then influence their self-efficacy 

beliefs. 

The third source of self-efficacy beliefs comes from the verbal messages and 

social persuasions from people who surround students, e.g., parents, relatives, teachers, 

and peers. Students grow up, listening to various messages from such people regarding 

what they should accomplish in their academic work. These messages inform students’ 

judgments of their own abilities, which form their self- efficacy beliefs. 
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The fourth source of self-efficacy beliefs is related to students’ own physiological 

and emotional states, e.g., anxiety, stress, and their moods. If students are in a positive 

and optimistic mood, they are likely to have enhanced self-efficacy, whereas if they are 

depressed or stressed, they are likely to have diminished self-efficacy. Thus, self-efficacy 

beliefs are not static, being influenced by individuals’ mental conditions. These four 

internal and external sources shape students’ perceptions on their academic achievement, 

and the perceptions inform self-efficacy beliefs, which then influence their academic 

motivation and success. 

Since the introduction of the construction of self-efficacy by Bandura, educational 

researchers have investigated its role in academic achievement (Bandura, 1997). The 

results have suggested that learners’ academic self-efficacy not only influence their 

academic performance, independent of their already possessed knowledge, but also 

mediates the effect of such knowledge, skills, and other motivational factors (Pajares, 

1996). It is important for educators to foster students’ self-efficacy because higher self-

efficacy beliefs encourage learners to tackle challenging tasks with more perseverance 

and effort. 

 

Self-Determination Theory 

Another major theory applied to the domain of L1 reading is self-determination 

theory (SDT). This theory addresses social-contextual conditions that promote versus 

hinder the natural processes of self-motivation and healthy psychological development 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985a, 1985b; Ryan & Deci, 2000). The central tenet of this theory is the 
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distinction between two types of behaviors, one that emanates from one’s sense of self, 

and the other that stems from outside of one’s self (Deci, Vallerland, Pelletier, & Ryan, 

1991; Kowal & Fortier, 1999; Ryan & Deci, 2000). The former represents intrinsically 

motivated behaviors that are performed out of interest and curiosity, thereby satisfying an 

individual’s innate psychological needs for competence and autonomy. Behavior that 

stems from outside of one’s self, on the other hand, represents extrinsically motivated 

behaviors that are performed due to outside pressure or control. This distinction can be 

explained using the notion, the locus of causality. When a behavior is determined by 

one’s self, the locus of causality is internal to one’s self; therefore, the regulatory process 

involves choice. However, when a behavior is controlled by outside factors, the locus of 

causality is external to the self; therefore, the regulatory process involves compliance 

(Deci, Vallerland, Pelletier, & Ryan, 1991, p. 327). Basic tenets of intrinsic motivation 

and extrinsic motivation are briefly explained below. 

Intrinsic motivation is defined as “the doing of an activity for its inherent 

satisfactions rather than for some separable consequence” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 56). 

When intrinsically motivated, a person is spontaneously moved to act for the fun or 

challenge that accompanies the given task rather than because of external pressures, 

punishments, or rewards. For example, when people become absorbed in reading a 

mystery just for the fun of it, they are intrinsically motivated to read because they engage 

in the act of reading based on an inner desire to do so. Another common example is from 

the realm of music; persons who play a musical instrument because of the sense of 

enjoyment they experience are intrinsically motivated. 
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The focus on intrinsic motivation within SDT is explained by a sub-theory known 

as cognitive evaluation theory (CET) (Deci & Ryan, 1985a; Ryan & Deci, 2000). This 

theory suggests that social environments can facilitate or forestall intrinsic motivation by 

supporting versus blocking people’s fulfillment of their psychological needs. Based on 

the findings of empirical research, this theory is focused primarily on three psychological 

needs, “competence, autonomy, and relatedness, which, when satisfied, yield enhanced 

self-motivation and mental health and, when prevented, lead to decreased motivation and 

self-being” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 68). Deci, Vallerland, Pelletier, and Ryan (1991) 

defined competence as one’s perceived abilities in performing given tasks and “being 

efficacious in performing the requisite actions,” relatedness as “developing secure and 

satisfying connections with others in one’s social environment,” and autonomy as “being 

self-initiating and self-regulating of one’s own actions” (p. 327). Cognitive evaluation 

theory posits that these three factors are essential for positive, energized behaviors and 

the enhancement of intrinsic motivation because, in the absence of any one of them, it is 

difficult to foster positive motivation, and it is this form of motivation that is believed to 

result in high-quality learning and creativity (Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

Extrinsic motivation, on the other hand, refers to behaviors that are considered a 

means to an end (Deci & Ryan, 1985a, 1985b; Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, & Ryan, 1991). 

In other words, extrinsically motivated behaviors are instrumental in nature because they 

are performed not out of a deep-seated interest in the activity, but to attain some 

separable outcomes. For instance, if students do their homework to avoid being scolded 

by their teachers, their actions are extrinsically motivated because they engage in the 
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activity to avoid punishment. Or if they study English to pass an entrance examination, 

they are extrinsically motivated because their action is driven by the desire to attain the 

separable outcome of passing the test. 

Deci and Ryan (1985a) identified four types of extrinsically motivated behaviors, 

and proposed a second sub-theory, the organismic integration theory (OIT), which differs 

in terms of the degrees of self-determination. This theory classifies extrinsic motivation 

into four types: external, introjected, identified, and integrated forms of regulation. Figure 

1 illustrates the organismic integration theory taxonomy of motivation, arranged by 

degrees of how much one’s behavior emanates from the self. 

 

 

Figure 1. The Types of Motivation in Self-Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000). 
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At the far left of the self-determination continuum is amotivation, the state of 

lacking an intention to act. This state is caused by not valuing an activity, not feeling 

capable of doing it, or not believing that it will lead to a desired outcome (Ryan & Deci, 

2000). At the far right is intrinsic motivation, the state of doing an activity for its own 

enjoyment or interest. Extrinsically motivated behaviors cover the continuum between 

these two types of motivation, varying in the degree of self-determination. 

The least self-determined behaviors are referred to as external regulation. Such 

behaviors are performed to satisfy external demands or to receive rewards, not out of 

interest in the activity. The locus of control is outside of the person. Thus, if children stop 

playing a video game because they are afraid of being scolded by their parents, they are 

externally regulated. 

A second type of extrinsic motivation is introjected regulation, which involves 

following a regulation but not fully accepting it as one’s own decision. If students submit 

homework on time because they do not want to be regarded as lazy, their action reflects 

introjected regulation, or “internal coercion” (Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, & Ryan, 1991, p. 

329). The locus of control is somewhat external, and behaviors are performed to avoid 

guilt or anxiety. 

A more autonomous type of motivation is identified regulation. This occurs when 

individuals have come to value the behavior, and have accepted it as “personally 

important” (Ryan & Deci, 2000). If students do extra work outside of the classroom 

because they believe it will help them improve their performance at school, this attitude 

shows identified regulation. This behavior is still externally regulated because it is 
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performed primarily because of its usefulness or instrumentality for the goal of improving 

school grades, and not because of interest or enjoyment. 

The least controlled form of motivation is integrated regulation. Integrated 

regulation occurs when “identified regulations have been fully assimilated by the self” 

(Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 62). That is, people integrate the value of the behavior into “their 

own self-schemas and engage in behavior because of its importance to their senses of 

self” (Schunk, Pintrich, & Meece, 2008, p. 243). For example, when people value 

exercising highly and exercise regularly, this behavior reflects integrated regulation in 

that this action is internally regulated because of its own value. That is, they exercise not 

because it is inherently fun, but because they know that exercise will help them to live a 

more comfortable life. Although integrated regulation shares many qualities with intrinsic 

motivation, there is one distinct difference: the former is carried out to achieve a 

separable outcome beyond performing the action itself, but the latter is done for the 

inherent satisfaction gained from performing the action. 

As discussed above, self-determination theory makes a critical distinction 

between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, that is, volitional behaviors that emanate from 

one’s sense of self and those performed because of outside pressure or control. This 

theory postulates that promoting greater self-determination, that is, more self-initiated 

behaviors, is an important developmental goal. Further, it posits that support for learners’ 

feeling of competence, autonomy, and relatedness is essential for human development 

(Ryan & Deci, 2000). 
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Flow Theory 

One aspect of intrinsic motivation is characterized as the flow experience 

(Csikszentmihalyi, 1975, 1990, 1991, 1997, 1998). Flow is a condition in which one loses 

track of time and self-awareness when completely immersed in an activity. Flow can be 

defined as “the state in which people are so involved in an activity that nothing else 

seems to matter; the experience itself is so enjoyable that people will do it even at great 

cost, for the sheer sake of doing it” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990, p. 4). Research has shown 

that when people are engaged in intrinsically motivating activities such as sports, games, 

music, reading, or religious rituals, they are likely to experience flow. There are eight 

characteristics of the flow state: (a) the existence of a balance between the perceived 

skills of an individual and the perceived challenges of a situation, (b) a merging of action 

and awareness, (c) the presence of clear goals, (d) the presence of unambiguous feedback, 

(e) a sense of control over oneself and the environment, (f) a loss of self-consciousness, 

(g) a transformation of time, (h) a feeling of enjoyment, and (i) the autotelic nature of the 

experience. 

An important implication of this theory to educational contexts is that flow 

experiences are conducive to optimal learning. If learners experience flow in classrooms, 

their intrinsic motivation for learning will be enhanced and effective learning will occur 

(Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). If learners experience flow while engaged in reading, this 

experience will help them become autonomous readers who are intrinsically motivated to 

read. Therefore, it is important for reading educators and researchers to investigate how 

to devise learning environments that are conducive to flow experiences in reading. 
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Summary of Theories of Motivation 

In the above sections, I presented a brief definition of motivation and motivational 

theories relevant to the field of reading. First, motivation was defined as a key factor in 

individuals’ behavior: it determines not only why people choose to engage in a certain 

activity, but also how much effort they exert in pursuing it. Fostering motivation for 

learning is a central issue in education because whether or not students are motivated to 

learn significantly influences the degree to which they are successful. 

Second, four motivational theories that have been applied by reading researchers 

were briefly outlined. Table 1 summarizes the characteristics of the four theories 

(expectancy-value theory, self-efficacy theory, self-determination theory, and flow 

theory), including basic assumptions, major studies, and components. Because these 

theories are concerned with motivation, one’s eagerness and willingness to perform a task 

or an activity, they naturally share some common features. For instance, the expectancy 

component of expectancy-value theory is similar to self-efficacy beliefs because both of 

them are concerned with individuals’ perceptions of their own abilities to perform a 

certain task (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). The higher their perceptions of their abilities are, 

the higher their senses of expectancy for success are. 

Similarly, self-determination theory (SDT) and the value component of 

expectancy-value theory (EVT) resemble each other (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). SDT 

consists of intrinsic and extrinsic motivations. The four components of extrinsic 

motivation (integrated regulation, identification, introjection, and external regulation) 

concern the reasons why people perform an activity, focusing on where the locus of 
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causality is, either external or internal. The value component of EVT consists of four 

different types of value (attainment value, intrinsic value, utility value, and cost), which 

also address different reasons why people do a certain task. 

 

Table 1. Characteristics of Theories of Motivation Applied to L1 Reading Motivation 

Theory Basic assumption Major studies Component 

Expectancy-
value  

Motivation is the 
desire to show 
competence in 
activities. 

Eccles, Wigfield, 
& Schiefele, 
1998; Pintrich & 
Shunk, 1996 

Value 
Expectancy (ability belief 
and expectancy of 
success) 
 

Self-efficacy Individuals’ 
competence 
beliefs control 
what and how they 
perform.  

Bandura, 1986, 
1995, 1997, 
2001 

Performance outcomes 
Vicarious experiences 
Verbal persuasion 
Physiological feedback 

Self-
determination 

Motivation is 
influenced by the 
degrees of self-
control over the 
choices individuals 
make.  

Deci & Ryan, 
1985a; Ryan & 
Deci, 2000 

Intrinsic motivation 
Integrated regulation 
Identification 
Introjection 
External regulation 
Amotivation 

Flow Flow, an 
intrinsically 
controlled state of 
being immersed in 
an activity, 
promotes optimal 
learning. 

Csikszentmiyalyi, 
1975, 1990 

Balance between skills 
and challenge 
Merging of action and 
awareness 
Presence of goals and 
immediate feedback 
Sense of control 
Loss of self-
consciousness 
Transformation of time 
Autotelic experience 

 

The similarities between the two theories can be found among the following 

components. First, intrinsic motivation (SDT) and intrinsic value (EVT) are similar 

because both of them address internal regulation for doing something because one is 

inherently interested in doing it for the sake of its own value (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002). 
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Second, integrated regulation (SDT) and attainment value (EVT) are similar because both 

of them represent personal value attached to a particular task. Third, identified regulation 

(SDT) and utility value (EVT) are related in that they are concerned with the value 

attached to a task because it is useful and essential for one’s successful career or life. 

Thus, despite different theoretical backgrounds, the theories of motivation (SDT, EVT, 

and self-efficacy beliefs) do overlap in some aspects, and this is one of the reasons why 

L1 reading motivation research referred to not a single theory but multiple theories in 

order to explicate L1 readers’ motivation for reading. 

 

Research on Motivation for First Language Reading 

L1 reading motivation research began in the United States in the early 1990s, and 

numerous studies have been conducted in which the focus was on components of reading 

motivation and their relationships with reading achievement. The findings of these 

studies have consistently demonstrated the multifaceted nature of reading motivation and 

its central role in literacy development (e.g., Cole, 2002; Guthrie & Alao, 1997; Guthrie, 

Wigfield, & Perencevich, 2004; Taboada, Tonks, Wang, & Guthrie, 2004). In this 

section, I briefly describe the background of the research, the definition of L1 reading 

motivation, the components of L1 reading motivation, and the relationship between L1 

reading motivation and performance. 
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The Background of the Research on L1 Reading Motivation 

There are three major reasons why the research on reading motivation began in 

the early 1990s (Wigfield, 1997). The first reason concerns the fact that L1 reading 

research until then had mainly been focused on cognitive aspects of reading, leaving 

affective aspects of L1 readers unexplored (Guthrie & Wigfield, 1997). Wigfield (1997) 

argued that it was necessary to take affective aspects of the readers into consideration 

because reading by nature was an effortful and conscious activity that could be easily 

influenced by individual attitudes and emotions. The second reason concerns the need to 

explain reading behavior in light of new motivational theories such as expectancy-value 

theory or self-determination theory. Researchers believed that these theories would be 

instrumental in explicating the reading processes and behaviors engaged in by L1 readers. 

The third reason concerns the domain specific nature of motivation. The research on 

motivation until then had been focused on motivation as a whole, and researchers had not 

considered how motivation differs in different domains (Wigfield, 1997). However, it 

was pointed out that there was a specific need to explore the domain specific nature of 

motivation, for example, reading, science, sports, language, and music (Bandura, 1994; 

Schunk & Zimmerman, 2006). In summary, these were the main reasons why the 

research on L1 reading motivation began. 

 

Reading Motivation Defined 

In line with the cognitive perspectives of motivation described above, reading 

motivation is defined as “the individual’s personal goals, values, and beliefs with regard 
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to the topics, processes, and aspects of reading” (Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000, p. 405). This 

definition is grounded in two theoretical positions: the engagement perspective and 

achievement motivation theory (Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000). The engagement perspective 

integrates cognitive, motivational, and social aspects of reading. This perspective can be 

explained by the following four principles: (a) engagement in reading refers to motivated 

and strategic interaction with text; (b) engaged reading promotes reading comprehension; 

(c) engaged reading and its components (motivation and cognitive strategies) can be 

increased by instructional practices aimed at enhancing them; and (d) an instructional 

framework that merges motivational and cognitive strategy support in reading can 

enhance engaged reading and reading comprehension (Baker, Afferback, & Reinking, 

1996; Guthrie & Alvermann, 1999). Further, it assumes that engaged readers are 

motivated, strategic, knowledgeable, and socially interactive, and they “read for different 

purposes, utilize knowledge gained from previous experience to generate new 

understandings, and participate in meaningful social interactions around reading” (Baker 

& Wigfield, 1999). The other position adopted by reading motivation researchers is 

achievement motivation theory. As has been described above, this theory posits that task-

specific judgments of ability or competence influence one’s expectations for success. 

 

Components of L1 Reading Motivation 

Achievement motivation and motivation in specific domains such as reading are 

construed as multidimensional phenomena (Wigfield, 1997; Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997). 

In conceptualizing reading motivation, Wigfield and Guthrie (1997) assumed that there 
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were a variety of reading motives that can influence reading motivation and achievement. 

This conceptualization of reading motivation was based on motivation theories, including 

self-efficacy theory, intrinsic motivation theory, and expectancy-value theory (Wigfield, 

1997). Drawing on these motivational theories as well as a previous study (Guthrie, Van 

Meter, et al., 1996), Wigfield and Guthrie (1997) hypothesized that L1 reading 

motivation is composed of three components and 11 sub-components (Table 2). 

 

Table 2. Proposed Aspects of Reading Motivation (Wigfield, 1997) 

Competence and reading 
efficacy 

Achievement values and 
goals 

Social aspects of reading 

Reading efficacy 
Reading challenge 
Reading work avoidance 

Intrinsic motivation 
 
Reading curiosity 
Reading involvement 
Importance of L2 Reading 
 
Extrinsic motivation 
 
Competition in reading 
Reading recognition 
Reading for grades 

Social reasons for reading 
Reading compliance 

 

The first component is related to individuals’ competency beliefs about their 

ability, and the sub-components are reading efficacy, reading challenge, and work 

avoidance. The second component is related to theories of intrinsic-extrinsic motivation, 

values, and goals; the sub-components are intrinsic motivation (reading curiosity, reading 

involvement, importance of L2 reading) and extrinsic motivation (competition in reading, 

reading for recognition, and reading for grades). The last component is related to social 

aspects of reading, and the subcomponents are social reasons for reading and reading 

compliance. 
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The Development of the Motivation for Reading Questionnaire 

In order to measure motivation for L1 reading, Wigfield and Guthrie (1995, 1997) 

developed the Motivation for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ) in two stages. First, 

Wigfield, Guthrie, and McGough (1996) created an 82-item questionnaire. Sample items 

from the questionnaire are listed in Table 3. 

The questionnaire was administered to 100 fourth- and fifth-grade students in the 

United States. Statistical analyses were conducted to assess the proposed dimensions of 

reading motivation and to determine whether the items had good psychometric qualities. 

The results showed that many of the proposed aspects were measured with adequate 

internal consistency reliabilities. The most clearly identified aspects were social reasons 

for reading, reading competition, reading work avoidance, reading efficacy, reading 

recognition, reading curiosity, and reading involvement (Wigfield, 1997). 

 

Table 3. Sample Items from the Motivation for Reading Questionnaire (Wigfield, 1997) 

Construct Example item 

Reading Efficacy I am a good reader. 
Reading Challenge I like hard, challenging books. 
Reading Curiosity I like to read about new things. 
Reading Involvement I read stories about fantasy and make-believe. 
Importance of L1 Reading It is very important to me to be a good reader. 
Competition in Reading I try to get more answers right than my friends. 
Reading Recognition I like having the teacher say I read well. 
Reading for Grades I read to improve my grades. 
Social Reasons for 
Reading 

I talk to my friends about what I am reading. 

Reading Compliance I always do my reading exactly as the teacher wants it. 
Reading Work Avoidance I don’t like reading something when the words are too 

difficult. 
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Based on the results, a 54-item Motivation for Reading Questionnaire was 

created. This revised questionnaire was administered to 600 fifth- and sixth-grade 

children (Wigfield, Wilde, Baker, Fernandez-Fein, & Scher, 1996). Confirmatory factor 

analyses were conducted to validate the questionnaire, and the results supported the 

multidimensionality of reading motivation with adequate internal consistency reliabilities 

(Wigfield, 1997). Thus, these studies pointed to the multidimensional nature of reading 

motivation, and the Motivation for Reading Questionnaire was used in the studies that 

followed to tap into L2 readers’ motivation for reading. 

 

The Relationship Between Reading Motivation and Reading Performance 

The Motivation for Reading Questionnaire was used in a number of studies 

designed to explore the relationship between reading motivation and reading performance 

(e.g., Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Guthrie, Hoa, Wigfield, Tonks, & Perencevich, 2006; 

Guthrie, Wigfield, Metsala, & Cox 1999; Wang & Guthrie, 2004). In the following 

section, I introduce some of the major studies that have demonstrated the close 

connection between reading motivation and reading performance. 

 

Children’s Reading Motivation, Reading Amount and Text Comprehension 

Wigfield and Guthrie (1997) explored aspects of reading motivation and how 

these aspects of motivation related to the amount and breadth of reading. The research 

questions they investigated were: (a) What are the aspects of children’s reading 

motivation?; (b) Does children’s reading motivation relate to the amount and breadth of 



 35 

reading?; and (c) Which aspects of reading motivation do children hold most strongly?. 

The participants were 105 pupils at an elementary school who completed the Motivation 

for Reading Questionnaire twice during the school year. Their amount and breadth of 

reading were measured by two inventories: the Reading Activity Inventory (RAI) 

(Guthrie, McGough, & Wigfield, 1994) and reading logs. The former consisted of 

questions such as how often and what kind of books the children read in and out of 

school. The latter was a reading log in which students kept a record of reading hours 

outside school. The results confirmed the multidimensionality of children’s reading 

motivation and that their motivation for reading predicted the amount and breadth of 

reading even when the previous amount and breadth of reading were controlled. An 

intrinsic component predicted the amount of reading more strongly than an extrinsic 

component. 

Guthrie et al. (1999) explored how motivational variables contributed to reading 

achievement and text comprehension in two studies (Study 1 and Study 2). The research 

questions for both studies were: (a) To what extent are two types of text comprehension, 

passage comprehension and conceptual learning from multiple texts, predicted by reading 

amount when accounting for the contributions of past achievement, prior knowledge, 

reading motivation, and reading efficacy to text comprehension?; (b) To what extent is 

amount of reading predicted by reading motivation after accounting for the contributions 

of past achievement, prior knowledge, and reading efficacy?; (c) To what extent is 

amount of reading predicted by intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation when 
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analyzed separately and controlling for the contributions of each for past reading 

achievement, prior knowledge, and self-efficacy? (p. 237). 

Study 1 was conducted with 271 grade school students (117 fifth-graders and 154 

third-graders). The data were drawn from a performance assessment administered at the 

end of the school year. The assessment included two measures of text comprehension, 

prior knowledge relevant to the comprehension measures, the Motivation for Reading 

Questionnaire, reading efficacy, and amount of reading. The results revealed that the 

amount of reading significantly predicted text comprehension even when the 

contributions of past reading achievement, prior topic knowledge, self-efficacy for 

reading, and reading motivation were statistically controlled. 

Study 2 was conducted to investigate the generalizability of the results of Study 1 

to older students. The sample (17,424 eighth- and tenth-graders) for this study was drawn 

from the National Educational Longitudinal Study (NELS) database. The measures were 

used in the NELS database, including a comprehension test, a reading amount question, 

two reading motivation questions, and two reading efficacy questions. Similar to Study 1, 

the results revealed that the amount of reading significantly predicted text comprehension 

after controlling for other variables. They also reported that reading motivation 

predicated the amount of reading. These findings pointed to the close connection between 

reading motivation, amount of reading, and text comprehension. 

Baker and Wigfield’s (1999) study of elementary students investigated 

dimensions of children’s motivation for reading and their relationships to reading activity 

and reading achievement. The first goal of the study was to assess the proposed 
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dimensions of the Motivation for Reading Questionnaire with a larger number of 

participants using confirmatory factor analysis. The second goal was to further examine 

links between reading motivation, achievement, and amount of reading by replicating 

Wigfield and Guthrie’s (1997) study. The third goal was to examine whether different 

dimensions of reading motivation varied with factors such as the students’ gender, grade, 

and ethnicity. The participants in the study were 371 fifth- and sixth-grade students 

attending six elementary schools in the United States. The measures included the 

Motivation for Reading Questionnaire and several measures of reading activity and 

reading achievement. 

Confirmatory factor analysis results indicated that the proposed dimensions of 

students’ reading motivation existed and were measured reliably. Based on the results of 

the confirmatory factor analysis, scale scores for each of the reading motivation 

dimensions were created; these scores correlated positively with one another except for 

the desire to avoid reading. Mean scale scores differed by gender and ethnicity, with girls 

and African Americans reporting higher motivation; however, they were similar for fifth 

and sixth grade students. Most of the scales were positively related to students’ report of 

reading activities and achievement. Cluster analyses identified seven groups of students 

based on their motivational profiles that were related to reading activity and reading 

achievement. Similar to previous studies (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, 1999), this study 

demonstrated that reading motivation consists of different dimensions and that these 

dimensions have a close relationship with reading performance. 
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More recently, Wang and Guthrie (2004) investigated the relationship between 

text comprehension and the effects of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, amount of 

reading, and past reading achievement in the United States and China, respectively. Six 

motivational constructs, which had been initially proposed by Wigfield and Guthrie 

(1997, 1999), were hypothesized to influence reading motivation: reading efficacy, 

curiosity, involvement, recognition, grades, and compliance. A theoretical structural 

model of text comprehension that was intended to describe “the direct and indirect 

relationships among intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, amount of reading for 

school, amount of reading for personal enjoyment, past reading achievement, and text 

comprehension” (p. 166) was developed and tested using structural equation modeling. 

Two research questions were posed: (a) To what extent do intrinsic motivation 

and extrinsic motivation correlate with text comprehension directly or indirectly through 

amount of reading when controlling for past reading achievement?; (b) To what extent do 

the relationships described in the structural models vary across American and Chinese 

students? The participants in the study consisted of 187 American and 197 Chinese 

fourth-grade elementary school pupils. The measures of the study consisted of the 

Motivation for Reading Questionnaire, the Reading Activity Inventory, the Evaluation of 

Educational Achievement Reading Literacy Test, and reading grades based on teacher 

evaluations during the previous semester. The structural equation modeling results 

supported the hypothesis that intrinsic and extrinsic motivations have different 

relationships with text comprehension. Intrinsic motivation was positively associated 

with text comprehension in both of the groups when the other variables were controlled. 
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Extrinsic motivation, however, was negatively related with text comprehension in both of 

the groups after controlling other variables. The amount of reading was not significantly 

related to text comprehension for both groups. Based on these findings, Wang and 

Guthrie pointed to the importance of intrinsic motivation in text comprehension, in 

particular, curiosity for reading: “intrinsic motivation is pivotal to successful reading in 

American and Chinese children” (p. 182). 

 

Gender Differences in L1 Reading Motivation 

To gain insight in gender differences in L1 reading, numerous studies have been 

conducted in L1 contexts. Previous research has addressed differences between male and 

female students including reading performance, choices, attitudes, and skill. Motivational 

differences in reading due to gender have also been investigated by many researchers. 

Wigfield & Guthrie (1997) explored gender differences in elementary school pupils’ 

motivation for reading using the motivation for reading questionnaire that they developed 

(see “The Development of the Motivation for Reading Questionnaire” for details). The 

findings showed that boys and girls differed in their motivation for reading, with girls 

generally showing more positive motivation for reading. Another study (Baker & 

Wigfield, 1999) investigated the gender differences in reading motivation, using the same 

questionnaire above (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997). They found that girls expressed more 

positive views on reading and had higher competence beliefs in reading, compared to 

boys. More recently, other studies (Logan & Medford, 2011; Mcgeown, Goodwin, & 

Hendersen, 2012) examined gender differences in reading motivation with primary 
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school children. These studies also found that girls had significantly higher intrinsic 

motivation than boys. In summary, as these studies have shown, L1 research on gender 

differences in reading motivation has consistently shown that female students are more 

intrinsically motivated in reading and have shown positive attitudes.  

 

Summary of L1 Reading Motivation Research 

In the above section, I briefly presented an overview of motivation research in L1 

reading, focusing on how the research for motivation for reading had developed over the 

last two decades. The first section delineated one of the major reasons why reading 

motivation research began in the United States. It was a growing concern over children’s 

declining interest in reading across the country, which made educators feel that it was 

necessary to address their motivation for reading to have children read more. 

Second, cognitive views of motivation were presented, and reading motivation 

was defined as individuals’ personal goals, values, and beliefs concerning what and how 

they read. To describe motivated readers, engagement perspectives were introduced. In 

order to get students engaged in reading, it is necessary to integrate cognitive, 

motivational, and social aspects of reading in reading, and instructional practices that 

promote the integration of these three aspects can enhance reading engagement. 

Third, how L1 reading motivation was conceptualized was explained. Drawing on 

motivation theories in education, it was hypothesized that L1 reading motivation was 

multidimensional, consisting of 11 affective factors (reading efficacy, reading challenge, 

reading work avoidance, reading curiosity, reading involvement, importance of L2 
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reading, competition in reading, reading recognition, reading for grades, social reasons 

for reading, and reading compliance). Based on the hypothesis, an instrument which 

tapped into reading motivation of L1 readers was created, and its dimensionality and 

validity were examined, using statistical analyses. The results of the analyses confirmed 

the multidimensionality of reading motivation as well as the presence of the 11 factors. 

Fourth, studies that explored the connections among reading motivation, activity, 

and achievement were introduced. The findings of the studies have suggested that there 

was a close relationship among reading motivation, amount, and achievement. Also, 

intrinsic motivation for reading was more strongly connected with reading achievement 

than extrinsic motivation. 

Finally, studies on gender differences in reading motivation were briefly 

reviewed. The results consistently demonstrated that female students were more 

motivated to read than male students, especially in intrinsic motivation for reading and 

competence beliefs for reading.  

In conclusion, previous research on L1 reading motivation has shed light on the 

vital role of motivation for reading and identified a number of components of reading 

motivation, including intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation. The findings have 

shown that enhancing motivation for reading will lead to better reading performance and 

achievement. 

  



 42 

Motivational Theories for the L2 Reading Domain 

Compared to the research on L1 reading motivation, much less research has been 

conducted on L2 reading motivation. Theories of motivation that have been applied to the 

L2 reading domain to date are expectancy-value theory, the socio-educational model of 

language learning (Apple, 2005; S. Mori, 1999; 2002a, 2002b; Nishino, 2005) and self-

determination theory (Komiyama, 2009). In this section, I briefly describe Gardner’s 

socio-educational theory of language learning, and introduce an L2 reading motivation 

model (Day & Bamford, 1998) based on expectancy-value theory. Finally, I present self-

confidence (Clément, Gardner & Smythe, 1977) from L2 motivation research as an 

important component of L2 readers’ motivation for reading, explaining why it was 

applied to the current study instead of self-efficacy, which has been applied in some 

studies of L1 reading. 

 

The Socio-Educational Theory of Language Learning 

According to Gardner (1985), motivation in second language learning contexts 

refers to “the extent to which the individual works or strives to learn the language 

because of a desire to do so and the satisfaction experienced in this activity” (p. 10). In 

line with this definition, Gardner and his associates (1985) proposed a model referred to 

as the socio-educational model of language learning. This model stresses the influence of 

social, cultural, and contextual milieus that surround L2 learners, claiming that attitudes 

toward the L2 community exert a strong influence on learners’ L2 learning. More 

specifically, motivation is conceptualized to subsume three components: desire to learn 
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the language, motivational intensity, and an attitude towards the act of learning the L2. 

Gardner also assumed that language learners’ motivation consists of two orientations: 

integrative orientation and instrumental orientation. Integrative orientation reflects a 

positive disposition toward the L2 community and the desire to interact with and become 

similar to the members of the target language community. As shown in Figure 2, it 

consists of three main components: integrativeness, attitudes toward the learning 

situation, and motivation. On the other hand, instrumental orientation is associated with 

the practical benefits of foreign language learning, such as getting a (better) job, passing a 

test, or becoming successful in a particular field. Although Gardner’s theory originated in 

ESL contexts, it has often been applied to EFL contexts to investigate EFL learners’ 

motivational orientations (Kimura, Nakata, & Okumura, 2001; Cho & Teo, 2014). 

Of these two orientations, Gardner and his associates (Gardner, 1979, 1985, 1988) 

have repeatedly found that integrative orientation is more closely associated with 

successful L2 learning. However, studies conducted in English as a Foreign Language 

(EFL) contexts have shown contrary results (Au, 1988; Crookes & Schmidt, 1991; 

Dörnyei, 1990); that is, in countries where there is little chance to use the target language, 

instrumental orientation was more important than integrative orientation (Lukmani, 

1972). 
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Figure 2. Gardner’s conceptualization of the integrative motive. 

 

L2 Reading Motivation Model 

To the best of my knowledge, only Day and Bamford (1998) have proposed a 

reading motivation model in the field of L2 reading. This model, which is displayed in 

Figure 3, is based on expectancy-value theory, which posits that reading motivation is 

driven by expectancy and value toward reading. The former includes features of reading 

materials and L2 reading ability, and the latter attitudes toward reading in L2 and the 

sociocultural environment, including the influence exerted by family and friends. Among 

these features, reading materials and attitudes are considered more important than the 

others because “a failure to have positive attitudes or the appropriate materials would 

result in a lack of the necessary motivation for a learner to read the second language” 
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(Day & Bamford, 1998, p. 29). Although this model seems appropriate for second 

language reading, it has not been empirically tested. 

 

 
 
 
Figure 3. Model of the major variables motivating the decision to read in a second 
language. 
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expectancy-value theory” (S. Mori, 2002, p. 92). (See the section on L2 reading 

motivation research for further details of this study.) 

 

Self-Confidence 

In the current study, self-confidence is hypothesized to be a predictor of L2 

reading motivation, although a similar factor, self-efficacy, has been used in some L1 

reading motivation studies (Guthrie & Wigfield, 1997). This change was made for the 

following reason. When the self-efficacy items in the L1 motivation for reading 

questionnaire were examined, it was found that they did not accurately represent self-

efficacy beliefs; they represented a more global sense of reading competence. For 

example, one of the items, “I am a good reader”, is not an evaluation of one’s reading 

competence in a concrete, specific setting. It reflects one’s general perception or 

judgment of his reading performance that is not contingent on a particular setting. 

Likewise, the other two items (“I learn more from reading than most students in the 

class” and “I know that I will do well in reading next year”) concerned perceptions or 

beliefs about general reading abilities. Because self-efficacy beliefs refer to “belief in 

one’s capability to perform a specific task” (Ireland, Hitt, & Williams, 1992, p. 37), it 

was decided to refer to the construct as self-confidence, which signifies general, stable 

perceptions of one’s competence. 

L2 learners’ self-confidence has been extensively researched during the last 30 

years. Many researchers have identified the vital role of self-confidence in L2 learners’ 

foreign language development (Clément, Dörnyei, & Noel, 1994; Clément, Gardner, & 
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Smythe, 1977; Clément & Kruidenier, 1985). Self-confidence refers to individuals’ 

perceptions of their abilities to succeed at a particular endeavor or task. In L2 contexts, it 

is defined as “low anxious affect and high self-perceptions of L2 competence” (Clemént, 

Dörnyei, & Noels, 1994, p. 422). In other words, self-confident L2 learners evaluate their 

language skills as high and have confidence in their language performance. 

To date, a number of studies have been conducted on the role of self-confidence 

in L2 learning and acquisition. Collecting data from francophone students in Montreal, 

Canada, Clément, Gardner, and Smythe (1977) identified integrative motive and self-

confidence as significant motivational factors in L2 acquisition. Further, they found that 

self-confidence was more strongly associated with L2 performance than the integrative 

motive. A similar study, which was conducted in Hungary, where contact with L2 

speakers was limited, also pointed to the importance of self-confidence in L2 acquisition 

(Clément, Dönyei, & Noels, 1994, Noels, 2001). Several other studies have supported the 

claim that there is a significant relationship between self-confidence and language 

learning (Clément, Gardner, & Smythe, 1980; Clément & Kruidenier, 1983, 1985). In 

sum, these studies have demonstrated that self-confidence plays a vital role in L2 

learners’ target language development. 

 

Summary of L2 Reading Motivation 

In the above section I presented a brief explanation of motivation theories that 

have been applied to the domain of L2 reading motivation. The theories are expectancy-

value theory, self-determination theory, the socio-educational model of language, and 
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self-confidence in L2 learning. The first two theories have already been explained in the 

previous section, so the latter two theories are summarized in Table 4. 

 

Table 4. Characteristics of Theories of Motivation Applied to L2 Reading Motivation 

Theory Basic assumption Major study Components 

Socio-
educational 
theory of 
language 
learning 

Language learning is 
influenced by the 
desire to learn the 
language, 
motivational intensity, 
and attitude towards 
the act of learning. 
 

Gardner (1985) Integrative orientation 
for L2 learning 
Instrumental orientation 
for L2 learning 

Self-confidence 
in L2 learning 

Individuals’ 
perceptions of their 
abilities to succeed at 
a certain task 
influence their 
performance. 

Clément, 
Gardner, & 
Smythe (1977) 

Self-confidence in L2 
learning 

 

These two theories that explain L2 learners’ motivation for learning a second 

language are closely connected to the motivation theories explained in the previous 

section about the theories for L1 reading motivation. One of the components of socio-

educational theory of language learning, instrumental orientation for L2 learning, is 

similar to identified regulation (self-determination theory) and utility value (expectancy-

value theory) because instrumental orientation for L2 learning refers to the desire and 

willingness to learn a second language because it is useful and necessary for one’s 

successful future career and life. 

Similarly, self-confidence in L2 learning is related to self-efficacy beliefs 

(Bandura, 1986) because both of them are concerned with people’s ability beliefs which 

influence their performance. The former is a concept of self-assurance in one’s personal 
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judgment, ability, and power. If students have high levels of self-confidence in English, 

they generally feel positive about their English abilities and capable of performing 

activities that involve English. Similarly, self-efficacy refers to students’ judgment about 

their capabilities to produce desired levels of performance. For example, if they have a 

high sense of efficacy in mathematics, they are likely to feel that they will be successful 

in math classes. This expectancy of success will lead to enhanced willingness to learn the 

subject. At the same time, high efficacy might be the result of being good at the skill. The 

causal relationship between high efficacy and good performance is bidirectional.  

In sum, the theories specific in L2 contexts, instrumental orientation for L2 

learning and self-confidence in L2 learning, were applied to L2 reading motivation 

research as well as theories of motivation, including self-determination theory and 

expectancy-value theory. 

 

Research on Motivation for Second Language Reading 

Compared to L1 reading motivation, few studies have been conducted on second 

language (L2) reading motivation (Grabe, 2009; Komiyama, 2009). In this section I 

introduce major studies on L2 reading motivation and point out areas that need to be 

investigated. Research on L2 reading motivation began only recently. During the last 

decade, several empirical studies have investigated the dimensions of L2 reading 

motivation and their influences on L2 learners’ reading performance and behavior (e.g., 

Dhanapala, 2006; S. Mori, 2002a, 2002b, 2004; Takase, 2007; Yamashita, 2004). Table 5 
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presents the theoretical framework, participants, and constructs of motivation identified 

in these studies. 

To the best of my knowledge, S. Mori (1999, 2002a, 2002b, 2004) was the first 

researcher to explore L2 reading motivation. She investigated 447 Japanese female 

college students’ motivation for reading English, using a 30-item reading motivation 

questionnaire based on the Motivation for Reading Questionnaire (Wigfield & Guthrie, 

1997) created for L1 readers. Although the Motivation for Reading Questionnaire 

consisted of 11 components of reading motivation (see Table 4), S. Mori excluded three 

of them, Competition in Reading, Reading for Recognition, and Social Reasons for 

Reading. She found these were not applicable to the participants in her preliminary study 

because they were adults. However, she added one L2 specific component, Integrative 

Motivation (7 items), which was designed to tap into L2 learners’ integrative motivation 

(Gardner, 1985). Her research question was “What are the major sub-components of 

motivation to read in English for a sample of university students in an EFL setting?” 

After conducting a factor analysis with the questionnaire data, she extracted four factors: 

Intrinsic Value of Reading, Extrinsic Utility Value of Reading, Importance of L2 

Reading, and Reading Efficacy. These four factors accounted for 56% of the total 

variance in reading motivation. The findings of the study pointed to differences compared 

to the findings reported by L1 researchers. In an L1 study, Wigfield and Guthrie (1997) 

identified seven dimensions of reading motivation: Social Reasons for Reading, Reading 

Competition, Reading Work Avoidance, Reading Efficacy, Reading Recognition, 
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Table 5. L2 Reading Motivation Studies 

 
Researcher 

Theoretical framework  
Participants 

Reading motivation constructs 
identified 

Mori (2002a, 
2002b) 

Expectancy Value 
Theory, Integrative 
Orientation 

447 female 
Japanese 
female college 
students 

Reading Efficacy 
Intrinsic Value of Reading 
Extrinsic Utility Value of Reading 
Importance of L2 Reading 
 

Apple (2005) Integrative/ 
Instrumental 
Orientations 
(Gardner, 1985) 

85 Japanese 
college 
students 

Instrumental Orientation 
Attitudes toward L1 Reading 
Interest in L2 Language and Culture 
Language Learning Beliefs 
Attitudes toward L2 Study 
 

Nishino (2005) Same as Mori’s 
(2002a) 

262 Japanese 
high school 
students 

Intrinsic Value of Reading 
Importance of L2 Reading 
Reading Efficacy 
Intrinsic Value of Reading 
Communicative Orientation 

Dhanapala 
(2006) 

Expectancy value 
theory, 
 
Self-determination 
theory 

123 Sri Lankan 
college 
students 
 
124 Japanese 
college 
students 

Curiosity 
Involvement 
Preference for Challenge 
Recognition 
Grades 
Social Reading 
Competition 
Compliance 

Kondo-Brown 
(2006) 

Studies on L2 learning 
(e.g., Noel, et al., 
2000; Y. Mori, 1999; 
S. Mori, 2002) 

47 American 
college 
students 
 

Extrinsic Orientation for Reading 
Japanese 
Intrinsic Orientation for Reading 
Japanese 
Self-Perception of Reading Japanese 
ability  
Lack of Motivation for Reading 
Japanese 

Takase (2007) Studies on L2 learning 
(e.g., Gardner, 1985) 
and educational 
psychology (Wigfield, 
1997) 

219 Japanese 
female high 
school students 

Intrinsic motivation for L1 reading 
Intrinsic motivation for L2 reading 
Parents’ involvement in and family 
attitudes toward reading 
Entrance exam-related extrinsic 
motivation 
Fondness for written materials 
Internet-related instrumental 
motivation 

Komiyama 
(2009) 

Self-determination 
theory (Deci & Ryan, 
1985) and the 
Motivation for Reading 
Questionnaire (Wang 
& Guthrie, 2004) 

2,018 students 
enrolled in 53 
English 
language 
programs at 
American 
colleges and 
universities 

Curiosity 
Involvement 
Preference for challenge 
Recognition 
Grades 
Social sharing 
Competition 
Compliance 

Note. The target language of Kondo-Brown’s participants was Japanese. 
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Reading Curiosity, and Reading Involvement; however, S. Mori identified only Reading 

Efficacy and Importance of L2 Reading while the other four factors, Reading Curiosity, 

Reading Involvement, Reading Avoidance, and Reading Challenge, clustered into a 

factor she named Intrinsic Value of Reading. S. Mori speculated that this was probably 

due to the fact that intrinsic value lies underneath these four factors. 

Based on these results, S. Mori indicated that the components of L2 reading 

motivation appear to resemble those of expectancy value theory (expectancy for success, 

attainment value, intrinsic value, extrinsic utility value, and cost). Accordingly, she 

suggested that L2 reading motivation can be explained by a general motivational model 

based on expectancy-value theory. 

Another important finding was that Gardner’s concept of integrative orientation 

was not identified as an independent construct of L2 reading motivation. S. Mori 

postulated that this was probably because the study was conducted in an EFL 

environment where the learners’ desire to be integrated into the target community is not 

as strong as that of ESL learners (Warden & Hsui, 2000). In conclusion, S. Mori 

suggested that it was necessary to conduct further studies using expectancy value theory 

as the theoretical framework of L2 reading motivation. 

More recently, Takase (2007) investigated 219 Japanese female high school 

students’ motivation for extensive reading. The purposes of the study were threefold to 

investigate a) the components of L2 reading motivation of Japanese high school students, 

(b) the predictor of their motivation to read English books, and (c) the relationship 

between the students’ reading motivation and performance in Japanese and English.  
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The instruments consisted of a reading motivation questionnaire, an English test, 

and the participants’ reading records. The 45-item questionnaire was based on studies in 

the field of L2 learning (e.g., S. Mori, 2002a), educational psychology (e.g., Wigfield & 

Guthrie, 1997), and her original ideas. The English test was the Secondary Language 

English Proficiency (SLEP) test. The amount the students’ read in both their first and 

second languages was checked using students’ book records. The questionnaire was 

administered after the participants completed a one-year extensive reading course. 

The questionnaire results, test scores, and reading amount were analyzed using a 

Pearson product-moment correlational analysis, factor analysis, and regression analysis. 

The correlation analysis showed that the amount of reading and the test scores had a low 

but significant correlation of r = .247; however, the number of books read in Japanese 

and the words read in English were not significantly related. 

The factor analysis of the questionnaire data yielded six factors: (a) Intrinsic 

Motivation for L1 Reading, (b) Intrinsic Motivation for L2 Reading, (c) Parents’ 

Involvement in and Family Attitudes toward Reading, (d) Entrance Exam-Related 

Extrinsic Motivation, (e) Fondness for Written Materials, and (f) Internet-Related 

Instrumental Motivation and Negative Attitude Toward Extensive Reading. The 

regression analysis showed that Intrinsic Motivation both in the L1 and L2 accounted for 

more variance in the amount and breadth of reading than extrinsic motivation. 

This study is important in that it demonstrated some interesting differences from 

S. Mori’s study (2002). First, an extrinsic motivation factor related to college entrance 

examinations was identified. Takase explained that this was because her participants were 
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high school students who had to prepare themselves for competitive college entrance 

examinations in Japan while S. Mori’s participants were college learners who had already 

taken such examinations. This suggests that test-related extrinsic motivation for reading 

English is an influential factor for Japanese high school learners. Another difference is 

that Takase identified a social factor, Parents’ Involvement in and Family Attitudes 

toward Reading. Although this factor might be more closely related to L1 reading, this 

study indicated that it is necessary to take social aspects of motivation into consideration 

as an influential aspect of L2 reading motivation. The third noteworthy finding is that 

there was no significant correlation between L1 and L2 reading motivation; that is, L1 

reading motivation and L2 reading motivation are construed as separate constructs. 

Takase explained “Almost no relationship was found between the participants’ L1 and L2 

reading performance. Interviews with so-called bookworms… revealed that their L1 

reading habits did not influence their L2 English reading” (2007, p. 11). In short, avid L1 

readers do not necessarily become avid readers in L2. This finding can be explained by 

the language threshold hypothesis, which posits that “language knowledge is more 

important than L1 reading abilities up to some point at which the learner has enough L2 

knowledge to read reasonably fluently” (Grabe & Stoller, 2002, p. 50). Hence, this result 

suggests that even if students enjoy reading in their L1, they will not necessarily enjoy 

reading in the L2 unless they have reached a certain level of L2 reading proficiency. 

In the context of teaching Japanese as a second language, Kondo-Brown (2006) 

investigated how affective variables were related to reading comprehension in Japanese 

and kanji knowledge. The research question was “Among L2 learners of advanced 
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college-level Japanese, to what degree are affective factors related to students’ 

demonstrated reading comprehension and kanji knowledge?” The participants were 43 

university students who were enrolled in advanced Japanese courses at the University of 

Hawaii in the United States. Their first language was English, and on average, they had 

already studied Japanese for six years. 

The instruments were two reading proficiency measures, a kanji knowledge test, 

and a questionnaire focused on affective components of L2 reading. The 81-item 

questionnaire was designed to measure 17 affective factors based on previous studies (S. 

Mori, 2002a, 2002b; Noel et al., 2001). Statistical analyses yielded the following 

findings: (a) self-perception of Japanese reading ability was more strongly correlated 

with kanji knowledge than reading comprehension ability; (b) students with a stronger 

determination to study Japanese possessed higher intrinsic or extrinsic motivation for 

reading Japanese, and; (c) only those students with stronger intrinsic motivation for 

reading Japanese were likely to work at reading Japanese. Thus, this study pointed to the 

close connection between L2 motivation for reading and reading performance. 

In the context of English for Academic Purposes (EAP) in the United States, 

Komiyama (2009) conducted a study on ESL adult learners’ motivation to read. The 

research questions addressed (a) the multidimensionality of EAP reading motivation; (b) 

distinct motivational patterns among groups of students, (c) the relationships between 

motivation and learner variables, and (d) associations between motivation and L2 text 

comprehension. The participants were 2,018 students (1,037 male and 980 female 

students) enrolled in 53 English language programs. They came to the United States from 
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92 different countries where 56 different languages are spoken as the first language. Their 

ages ranged from 18 to 68, and the average age was 24. Their main purpose for studying 

the L2 was to prepare themselves for their studies at American colleges and universities. 

One of the instruments was an L2 reading motivation questionnaire designed to measure 

two major factors, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, proposed by self-determination 

theory (Wang & Guthrie, 2004). The other one was an L2 text comprehension test. The 

questionnaire and test were shipped to the 53 institutions where 1,400 students responded 

to the instruments. The statistical analyses indicated that EAP learners’ motivation for 

reading was composed of five dimensions: intrinsic motivation and three types of 

extrinsic motivation (extrinsic drive to excel, extrinsic academic compliance, and 

extrinsic social sharing). Further, the results of a cluster analysis revealed five 

motivational profiles among the learners. Interestingly, students with low motivational 

profiles scored higher on the test than those with high motivational profiles. Komiyama 

speculated that this was probably due to the influence of their L1 backgrounds on test 

performance. In conclusion, she pointed to the role of intrinsic motivation for L2 reading 

as the vital factor in characterizing L2 motivation for reading. 

 

Summary of L2 Reading Motivation Research 

In this section I introduced several major studies on L2 reading motivation. 

Although the number of the studies is still limited, these studies have produced important 

findings concerning the nature of L2 reading motivation. As has been demonstrated in L1 

reading motivation research, L2 reading motivation is not a unitary construct, but 
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multidimensional, consisting of several motivational factors. Although the identified 

factors still require further validation, L2 reading motivation can be explained by such 

motivation theories as expectancy-value theory and self-determination theory, which 

were also applied to L1 reading motivation research. As has been found in Komiyama’s 

study (2012), intrinsic motivation and different types of extrinsic motivation appear to be 

the main components of L2 reading motivation. In terms of theories of motivation 

specifically aimed at L2 learners, integrative orientation for L2 reading did not emerge as 

one of the distinct factors (S. Mori, 2002a). 

The relationship between L2 reading motivation and performance has been 

investigated by some studies (e.g., Komiyama, 2009; Takase, 2007). The results are 

somewhat confusing and not conclusive; for example, Komiyama’s study has shown that 

students with low motivational profiles had higher L2 reading performance. Takase’s 

study has found that there were no significant correlations between motivation and text 

comprehension. These results point to the need to conduct further studies on this topic. 

The relationship between L1 and L2 reading motivation has been examined by 

Takase (2007); the findings suggested that weak or non-significant relationships between 

them. That is, motivated L1 readers are not necessarily motivated L2 readers. However, 

because the study was conducted with female high school students, the results of the 

study have limitations. Thus, it is necessary to conduct a similar study with both male and 

female college learners. 

In conclusion, the studies conducted on L2 reading motivation have contributed to 

understanding of the nature of L2 reading motivation; however, because the number of 
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the studies is still limited and the results require further validation, it is necessary to 

conduct further studies on L2 reading motivation and the relationship between L2 reading 

motivation and performance. 

 

Reading Comprehension and Reading Assessment 

Because the role of motivation in the domain of reading is investigated in the 

present study, it is necessary to explain how reading comprehension is conceptualized 

and how reading is assessed in this study. The following section presents a brief overview 

of these concepts. 

 

Reading Comprehension 

Reading comprehension is the process of making meaning from text, and the goal 

is to gain an overall understanding of what is written in the text, rather than meanings of 

isolated words (Wooley, 2011). That is, readers extract and construct meaning through 

interaction and involvement with written text. 

Reading comprehension can be defined from two contrasting perspectives: a 

product of the reader’s interaction with a text and a process of extracting information 

from text and integrating it into a meaningful unit (Koda, 2005). The product view 

presupposes that the information gained from reading is stored in the reader’s long-term 

memory, and that the stored text can be measured by asking the reader to represent 

segments of the text. The process view, in contrast, conjectures that comprehension 

occurs as the reader reads, stressing the role of working memory. When readers integrate 
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text information with their preexisting knowledge, text comprehension emerges as they 

draw meanings from the text and interpret its information properly (Grabe, 2002, 2009; 

Koda, 2005). Thus, successful comprehension results from the integrative interaction 

between what is meant by the text and what has been already known by readers (Farrell, 

2009; Grabe, 2002; Koda, 2005; Rumelhart, 1977). 

 

Components of Reading 

Although reading processes appear automatic and instantaneous, the processes are 

made up of a number of carefully orchestrated dimensions. Currently, cognitive views 

postulate that reading processes are composed of the following three layers: decoding, 

text-information building, and situation-model construction (Grabe, 2002, 2009). That is, 

reading processes are controlled by three ability groups: “visual information extraction, 

incremental information integration, and text-meaning and prior-knowledge 

consolidation” (Koda, 2005, p. 5). In contrast, a developmental perspective posits that 

decoding and comprehension develop in sequence and that they are mutually dependent. 

Finally, from a functional perspective, Carver (1997) has proposed that the purposes for 

which texts are read determine how reading is performed. He proposes five reading 

“gears” which serve distinct purposes with different cognitive complexities. That is, 

readers take different approaches depending on their goals in text reading, for example, 

finding lexical information, finding main ideas, and learning new concept. The least 

challenging process is lexical access whereas the most challenging one is acquiring a new 

concept. Furthermore, the speed of reading and information extraction varies depending 
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on the purposes of reading. In sum, this theory posits that it is necessary to take into 

account the individual’s purpose for reading and the nature of reading processes to 

account for reading competence (Koda, 2005). 

Reading processes can be divided into two parts: the lower-level processes which 

represent linguistic processes and the higher-level processes (Grabe, 2011; Hogan, 

Bridges, Justice & Cain, 2011; Nassaji, 2003). The former includes word recognition, 

syntactic parsing, and semantic-proposition encoding which are carried out as part of 

working memory where cognitive processing and knowledge resources are integrated for 

comprehension. Word recognition is one of the most important processes that contribute 

to reading comprehension. For fluent reading comprehension, rapid and automatic word 

recognition is necessary: good readers recognize almost all of the words they read at the 

speed of four to five words per second (Pressley, 2006). Word recognition entails two 

major operations, phonological decoding and semantic access, which are activated and 

achieved through visual input (Koda, 2005). 

In addition to word recognition, syntactic parsing, the rapid and automatic 

extraction of basic grammar information, is an important component of reading (Hogan et 

al., 2011; Grabe, 2011). Syntactic parsing includes recognition of phrasal groupings, 

word ordering information, and subordinate and superordinate relations among clauses. 

Without syntactic knowledge, accurate comprehension does not happen even when 

readers understand all the words in a text, and insufficient syntactic knowledge often 

leads to misunderstandings. Previous research has shown the important role of syntactic 

parsing in reading. For example, Rasinski (1985) revealed that the ability to parse text 
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into meaningful phrases mediated the relationship between word recognition and fluency 

development in good readers. Klauda and Guthrie (2008) found that syntactic processing 

significantly correlated with reading comprehension. 

The third component of the lower processes is semantic proposition formation, the 

process of combining word meanings and structural information into basic clause-level 

meaning units (Grabe, 2011). In this process, readers first recognize words and 

grammatical cues, and then the knowledge is automatically integrated with what has been 

read before. As meaning elements are introduced and connected, they become active in 

memory. 

These three processes, word recognition, syntactic parsing, and semantic 

proposition formation, are considered as lower-level processes that are activated 

automatically for good readers. When the combination of these three functions operate 

smoothly, they work together automatically in working memory. However, if they do not, 

reading processes become slow, and good understanding of text does not happen. 

The higher processes represent the activation of readers’ inferencing skills, 

comprehension monitoring, and text structure knowledge (Hogan et al., 2011). When 

readers read a text, they develop a mental model of a text, where they consolidate 

multiple propositions into an integrated whole (Kintsch & Kintsch, 2005). Inferencing 

skills serve as this integrative role. Inferencing helps readers to fill in the gaps and go 

beyond the literal meaning of words to create a comprehensive mental model (Bowyer-

Crane & Snowling, 2005). Comprehension monitoring involves the capacity to reflect on 

one’s comprehension, including the ability to find inconsistencies within a text (Hogan, et 
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al., 2011). Good readers are aware of their comprehension processes: when they become 

aware of comprehension difficulty, they are able to apply a wide range of strategies to 

improve their comprehension (Pressley, 2005). Finally, knowledge of text structure, how 

a text is organized, is an important component of text comprehension (Hogan et al., 

2011). To be able to understand how different parts of a text are related, one needs to 

recognize relationships across sentences and larger units of text. Research has shown that 

readers’ knowledge of text structure enhances comprehension (Gersten et. al., 2001). 

In summary, these lower-level processes and higher-level processes form cognitive 

processing resources that guide readers’ comprehension. Both of the processes interact as 

one reads, balancing and coordinating many abilities and skills. 

 

Factors Affecting Reading Comprehension 

Successful reading comprehension depends on both linguistic knowledge and the 

skills activated during reading processes. Two types of factors affect reading 

comprehension: reader-related and text-related factors. The former includes cognitive, 

linguistic, and conceptual factors that readers bring to the act of reading, such as 

schemata and background knowledge, knowledge of genre, metalinguistic knowledge and 

metacognition. The latter includes text specific information such as topic, content, genre, 

organization, readability, and typographical features (Alderson, 2000). 

Four linguistic dimensions contribute to comprehension difficulty: lexical density, 

syntactic complexity, text structure, and discourse devices. First, lexical density presents 

serious comprehension difficulties to those who have a limited receptive vocabulary. 
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Previous research has consistently demonstrated that lexical knowledge is closely related 

to reading comprehension (Nation, 2003). Second, syntactic complexity becomes an 

obstacle to comprehension as rapid syntactic parsing is required to recognize phrasal 

groupings, word order information, and subordinate and superordinate relations among 

clauses (Grabe, 2002). Third, knowledge of text structure and discourse devices is 

necessary to understand how the meanings in the text are organized and how they convey 

the author’s message. Without this knowledge, it is difficult for readers to comprehend 

text as a whole and interpret the author’s purposes for writing. 

A number of cognitive factors contribute to reading comprehension and the ability 

to make inferences and evaluate information relevance. The former refers to 

understanding implicit information, that is, reading “between the lines” (Alderson, 2000, 

p. 8). This skill can often be used to reconstruct the author’s implied statements. It can be 

used for a different purpose, for instance when the writer expects readers to draw 

conclusions from the information presented in the text (Nuttall, 1996). The latter refers to 

the final stage of reading, which includes activities such as evaluation (the degree to 

which the writer succeeded in conveying his messages), appreciation (of what the writer 

has achieved), and application (how the information from the text can be applied). This 

stage requires both understanding the text as a whole and recognizing its relationship 

with external facts. Further, for successful evaluation of the text, critical reading skills are 

necessary, including distinguishing important and unimportant information, fact and 

opinion, and relevant and irrelevant information. 
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In summary, the present study posits that the act of reading consists of multi-

layered interactive processes between readers and text, and that not only linguistic 

dimensions but also cognitive dimensions readers activate while reading contribute to 

successful comprehension. 

 

Reading Models 

In order to understand how reading processes operate between reader and text, 

several reading models have been put forward to account for the processes. Among them, 

three major ones are top-down, bottom-up, and interactive models (Barnett, 1989; 

Davies, 1995; Lally, 1998). The major difference between the models is the emphasis 

placed on text-based and reader-based variables. The former includes such linguistic 

aspects of text as vocabulary, syntax, and discourse, whereas the latter includes such 

aspects of readers as background knowledge, strategy use, interest, and purpose in 

reading (Barnett, 1989). 

The bottom-up model proposed at the early stage of reading research viewed 

reading as a decoding process where readers reconstructs meaning form the smallest 

textual units (Carrell, 1988). Bottom-up skills include recognizing different sounds and 

letters, word-order, and supersegmental patters or structures, and translating individual 

words (Shrum & Glisan, 1994). The top-down model, on the other hand, is reader-driven, 

focusing on what readers bring to the act of reading (Goodman, 1968), including their 

goals and expectations. This model emphasizes the importance of background knowledge 

and global comprehension rather than understanding each word. Readers fit the text into 
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knowledge they already possess, and then check back when new or unexpected 

information (Aebersold & Field, 2003). 

The model which many researchers currently endorse is the interactive model, 

which argues both top-down and bottom-up processes are taking place either both at the 

same time or alternatively while one reads (Bernhardt, 1991). In this model, readers apply 

a cyclical view of the reading process where information from the text and their mental 

activities interact. That is, both top-down and bottom-up processes complement one 

another and function interactively in the reading process (Larry, 1998). 

As the interactive model indicates, reading involves both top-down and bottom-up 

processes which guide comprehension processes, and they work simultaneously or 

independently. The current study referred to one of the interactive models developed by 

McKenna and Stahl (2003) when the reading test used in this study was developed 

(Figure 4). 

 

 

Figure 4. Cognitive model of reading assessment (McKenna & Stahl, 2003) 
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This model is composed of three elements: automatic word recognition, understanding 

language in the text, and the use of strategies to achieve the purposes for reading. 

McKenna and Stahl have suggested that referring to this comprehensive model enables 

reading teachers to identify students’ problematic areas in reading comprehension. 

 

Reading Assessment and Traditional Methods of Testing Reading 

A clear understanding of reading processes and factors that contribute to reading 

comprehension is vital for the development of accurate and reliable assessment 

instruments. There are a variety of assessment measures from informal student-centered 

types to formal teacher-centered types, including quizzes to recall information, 

presentations, or an examination that measures learning in a course. 

Assessment can be roughly divided into two categories: to assess engagement in 

an ongoing progress that can include exams, progress tests, quizzes, exercises, or any 

other kind of testing or learning instruction and to test one or more aspects of students’ 

learning with a single instrument (Aebersold & Field, 2003). Both of these types of 

assessment provide structured feedback to students and become records or grades that 

reflect their performance. Also, such records provide feedback to teachers on what 

students learned well and what they need to learn more. 

Although an increasing number of alternative methods of reading assessment such 

as portfolios, journals, and self and peer assessment are gaining popularity, traditional 

methods of testing reading have been widely used in educational contexts. These include 

multiple-choice questions, vocabulary tests, cloze tests, completion tasks, and short 
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answer and open-ended questions (Aebersold & Field, 2007). In the section below, 

multiple-choice questions, cloze tests, and gap-filling tests are briefly explained. 

Multiple-choice questions are frequently used in many of standardized tests 

including language assessment tests like the TOEFL. Readers read a passage and choose 

an answer to a question from several choices. Multiple-choice tests allow testers to 

control the range of possible answers to comprehension questions and control students’ 

thought processes when responding (Alderson, 2003). In addition, when it is necessary to 

test a large number of students, such tests are easy to administer and score. Despite these 

merits, there are some problems. First, distractors for such tests need to be carefully 

formulated. If distractors are obviously wrong, they are too easy to answer. Or if they 

include partially correct information, they can be confusing. In addition, students might 

guess the correct answer, but it is difficult for teachers to know if their answers are based 

on guessing or correct understanding. Another problem is that students can learn how to 

answer multiple-choice questions by eliminating improbable distractors. Thus, although 

multiple-choice questions are quick to complete and score, they are not without problems. 

Another popular type of assessment measure used to test reading is the cloze test, 

in which students are asked to supply words that have been deleted from a text. Cloze 

tests are typically constructed by deleting from selected texts every n-th word and simply 

requiring the test-taker to restore the word that has been deleted (Alderson, 2003). 

Studies have shown that cloze tests are reliable and valid reading tests (Atkin, 1977); 

however, cloze tests also have some shortcomings. Because the test maker does not have 

control over which words to be deleted, it is not possible to predict what such a test 
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measure. In addition, cloze tests are word-based, many reading skills might not be 

assessed (Alderson, 2003). Thus, cloze tests are easy to make and administer, these 

problems are unavoidable. 

The gap-filling test is an alternative technique for the cloze test. Although these 

tests are often confused, there is a distinct difference between them. When the gap-filling 

test is made, the test maker can choose which words to delete; therefore, it is possible for 

the test maker to have control over what is tested. For example, if the purpose of the test 

is to ask the main idea of a text, words that carry the idea can be deleted (Alderson, 

2003). The gap-filling test is a technique that can be used to produce reliable and valid 

achievement with relative ease (Shizuka, 2004). 

One of the merits of the gap-filling test is that the test constructor can create tests 

that measure specific aspects of reading (e.g., main ideas, syntactic and semantic 

knowledge, or discourse structure). In addition, the test is easy to make and administer. 

One problem with the gap-filling test is that the test maker knows which words have been 

deleted and so might assume that those words are essential to meaning (Alderson, 2003). 

A variation of the gap-filling technique is to supply multiple choices for students 

to choose from. The choices for the gaps can be placed within the gaps or after the text 

Alderson, 2003). The Eiken test and TOEIC, two widely used proficiency tests in Japan, 

apply this technique to measure reading comprehension. This technique combines the 

merits of the multiple-choice test and gap-filling test; therefore, it is also easy to make 

and administer, especially when the number of test takers is large. However, there are 

some demerits. Similar to the multiple-choice test, distractors are difficult to make and it 
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is necessary to avoid using words that students do not know or have not seen from 

reading a test beforehand (Grabe, 2009). 

In summary, there are a number of techniques for testing reading comprehension, 

including multiple-choice questions, cloze tests, and gap-filling tests. Because reading 

comprehension entails a host of constructs, no single test method can fulfill all the 

purposes for which tests are given (Alderson, 2003). Thus, it is ideal to combine different 

techniques in a reading test in order to assess reading comprehension accurately (Koda, 

2005). In the current study, however, only one technique, the gap-filling test with 

distractors, was selected because of the large number of participants and the need to score 

the tests consistently and rapidly. 

 

The Gaps in the Literature 

As studies on L2 reading motivation have demonstrated, recent research on L2 

reading motivation has begun to shed light on the nature of L2 reading motivation and the 

role of motivation in developing L2 reading performance. Yet, compared to L1 reading 

motivation research, little is known about L2 learners’ motivation for reading; therefore, 

further research is warranted. In particular, the following issues need to be addressed. 

First, limitations in the previous studies on L2 reading motivation must be 

addressed. One of the limitations concerns the constructs of L2 reading motivation. The 

constructs identified in the studies require further validation because many of them were 

drawn from the L1 reading motivation research (Wigfield, 1997), which was aimed at 

elementary school children in the US. Therefore, some of the constructs might not be 
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appropriate for older L2 learners, and different constructs unique to L2 reading might 

emerge. 

For example, a recent study by Kim and Cho (2014) questioned the validity of S. 

Mori’s study (2002a) because they were able to identify only four of the nine components 

identified in her study. Furthermore, three constructs of L1 reading motivation (reading 

curiosity, reading involvement, and Importance of L2 Reading) are problematic because 

none of the previous L2 studies identified them as three separate constructs: they 

clustered together as one intrinsic motivation construct. 

The constructs of extrinsic motivation for L2 reading also require further 

exploration. In L1 contexts, competition in reading, reading recognition, and reading for 

grades were categorized as the constructs of extrinsic motivation for reading (Wigfield, 

1997). However, considering the different aspects of L1 and L2 reading, it is expected 

that different constructs will emerge in L2 reading. In an attempt to explore the 

differences, for example, S. Mori’s study (2002a) included integrative orientation for L2 

reading as a possible construct of extrinsic motivation; however, this construct failed to 

emerge. In Japan where the current study is conducted, learners generally study English 

because the knowledge and skills of the language will help them with their future careers 

and lives; therefore, instrumental orientation for L2 reading, instead, should be tested as 

one of the constructs of L2 reading motivation. 

Another construct of extrinsic motivation that requires further investigation is 

value for L2 reading. In conceptualizing L2 reading motivation, how the second language 

is perceived in the society where the learners are situated influences motivation to read 
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the language. For example, in Japan, English is valued as one of the most important 

subjects in the education system. Japanese grow up, thinking that one of the key factors 

to success is high English proficiency and skills. It is likely that Japanese learners put 

high value on reading English; therefore, value for L2 reading might be a most defining 

construct of the participants of the current study, unlike the results of L1 reading 

motivation research where intrinsic motivation for reading was the most influential 

factor. 

Another limitation of the previous studies concerns the sample sizes because the 

number of participants in the studies was relatively small; therefore, it is necessary to 

conduct a study with a larger number of participants. Furthermore, because the major 

studies conducted in Japan have dealt with only female students or a particular group of 

students attending one college or one high school (S. Mori, 2002a; Takase, 2007), it is 

difficult to generalize the results of these studies to other Japanese college learners. Thus, 

a larger scale study involving both male and female students attending different 

universities needs to be conducted. 

In addition to these limitations, the gaps in the previous research need to be 

addressed. First, a few researchers have examined the relationship between L1 reading 

motivation and L2 reading motivation. It has often been assumed that if individuals are 

motivated to read in their L1, this motivation will transfer to reading in L2. However, one 

study (Takase, 2007) has found that L1 intrinsic motivation is not significantly correlated 

with L2 reading motivation. Because this study was situated in high school and 
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conducted with only female students, it is necessary to conduct another study with a 

larger group of learners including both male and female students. 

Another gap concerns the connection between L2 reading motivation and reading 

comprehension. Although two studies have investigated the relationship (Takase, 2007; 

Komiyama 2009), these studies are not applicable to the context of the current study 

because Takase’s study was situated in a girls’ high school in Japan and Komiyama’s 

study was situated in college ESL programs in the U.S.. Therefore, further research is 

needed with learners with a wide range of language proficiency and backgrounds. 

Furthermore, little is known about which component of L2 reading motivation is 

strongly connected to L2 reading comprehension. This is an important issue for two 

reasons: (a) it will reveal which aspects of motivation are influential in developing L2 

learners’ ability to read L2 materials, and (b) based on the results, an effective reading 

intervention which fosters such motivational aspects can be designed. 

Last but not least, important gaps exist in researching individual differences of L2 

readers. First, no previous researchers have investigated individual differences due to 

gender and L2 proficiency. As has been demonstrated in L1 reading, gender differences 

in profiles of L2 reading motivation are expected to emerge. The hypothesis is that 

female learners will exhibit more positive attitude toward L2 reading. Second, how 

differences in L2 proficiency influence L2 reading motivation profiles has not been 

investigated. Because proficient L2 readers and less proficient L2 readers are expected to 

have different expectancy for successful L2 reading, this difference is likely to influence 

their motivation profiles. It is hypothesized that proficient L2 readers have higher 
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intrinsic motivation and self-confidence for L2 reading, compared with less proficient L2 

readers. If the hypothesis is supported, it will be argued that it is necessary to consider 

differences in L2 reading proficiency when motivational support for L2 reading 

instruction is designed. 

 

Purposes of the Study and Research Questions 

This study is motived by three purposes. The first purpose is to examine the 

motivational constructs of Japanese college learners, assuming the multi-dimensionality 

of L2 reading motivation (S. Mori, 2002a; Takase, 2007). In order to explain these types 

of motivation, expectancy-value theory (Eccles, 1983), self-determination theory (Deci & 

Ryan, 1985a), instrumental orientation (Gardner, 1985), and self-confidence theory 

(Clement & Kruidenier, 1985) are referred to. With these different motivation types, an 

L2 reading model will be created, which will reveal how each construct is related to L2 

reading motivation. 

Second, the relationship between L2 reading motivation and reading 

comprehension will be examined by testing a structural equation model. The latent 

variable is L2 reading motivation, which consists of the observed variables, including 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. L2 reading self-confidence and intrinsic L1 reading 

motivation are expected to predict L2 reading motivation. 

Third, individual differences in L2 motivation for reading will be investigated. 

First, the motivational differences between male and female students will be examined, 

using the L2 reading motivation and comprehension model created earlier. Second, the 
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motivational differences due to L2 reading proficiency will be explored. Although some 

research exists on the connection between L2 proficiency and learning motivation 

(Vandergrift, 2005; Lasagabaster, 2011), little has been researched about the relationship 

between L2 reading proficiency and motivation. With regard to extrinsic motivation, it is 

expected that both proficient and less proficient learners possess equally high regard for 

L2 reading because the current study is situated in Japan where English is highly valued 

as an indispensable second language for successful careers and lives. 

The research questions that guide the study are as follows: 

1. What are the components of Japanese college learners’ motivation for L2 reading (the 

L2 Reading Motivation Model)? 

2. To what extent do the variables of L2 reading motivation predict text comprehension 

(the L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model)? 

3. To what extent do the relationships described in the L2 Reading Motivation and 

Comprehension Model vary across female and male students? 

4. To what extent do the relationships described in the L2 Reading Motivation and 

Comprehension Model vary across proficient and less proficient students? 

The research hypothesis for each question is as follows: (a) consistent with previous L1 

and L2 reading motivation research, L2 reading motivation consists of different types of 

motivation including intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation for L2 reading; (b) L2 

reading motivation explains a high amount of variance in reading comprehension; (c) 

female students possess higher motivation for L2 reading than male students as is shown 

in L1 research on motivation to read (McGeown, Goodwin, Henderson, and Wright, 
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2011); and less proficient readers possess lower intrinsic motivation for L2 reading 

because L2 reading is challenging for them and they often have difficulty in 

understanding the text written in L2. 

 

Chapter Summary 

In this chapter I have reviewed both the L1 and L2 literature on reading 

motivation research, pointed out the need for further studies, and posed four research 

questions that are investigated in the present study. Further, an overview of reading 

comprehension and assessment has been presented. In the following chapter, I report the 

results of two pilot studies conducted to develop an L2 reading motivation questionnaire 

for L2 reading. 
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CHAPTER 3 

PILOT STUDIES 

 

In this chapter, I present two pilot studies that were conducted to develop an L2 

reading motivation questionnaire, referring to previous studies on L1 and L2 reading 

motivation. Because these pilot studies were conducted before choosing L2 reading 

motivation as the topic of the current study, they are not without serious problems and 

limitations, including an insufficient number of questionnaire items for each factor, small 

N-sizes, and limited statistical analyses. These studies are presented in this chapter 

because the results provided important insights into the development of the L2 reading 

motivation questionnaire used in the current study. 

The purposes of Pilot Study 1 and Pilot Study 2 were to (a) replicate previous 

studies (S. Mori, 2002a; Takase, 2007) on L2 reading motivation, (b) determine whether 

the questionnaires used in these studies adequately measured Japanese college students’ 

motivation for L2 reading, and (c) screen the questionnaire items to develop an L2 

reading motivation questionnaire for the current study. In the next section, I present the 

details of the studies with a conclusion on specific aspects of these questionnaires. 

 

Pilot Study 1 

L2 Reading Motivation Questionnaire 

Pilot Study 1 was conducted with an L2 reading motivation questionnaire (RMQ), 

which was made up of 42 items drawn from Mori (2002a) and Takase (2007). The 
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respondents answered using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 

= Neither disagree nor agree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree). Of the 42 items, 29 items 

were drawn from Mori’s questionnaire, which was based on the Motivation for Reading 

Questionnaire (MRQ) for young L1 readers (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997). Mori included 

such constructs as reading efficacy, intrinsic motivation, and extrinsic motivation, which 

were part of the MRQ. In addition, she added one L2 construct, integrative orientation, 

proposed by Gardner (2001) to examine if it would emerge as a distinct factor for her 

female college participants. 

The other 13 items related to L1 (Japanese) reading motivation were drawn from 

Takase’s questionnaire, which was based on studies in the field of L2 learning (Gardner, 

1985; Koizumi & Matsuo, 1993; Schmidt, Boraie, & Kassabgy, 1996; Yoneyama, 1979) 

and L1 reading (Wigfield, 1997). 

Thus, this questionnaire was designed to measure five constructs: Intrinsic Value 

of L2 Reading, Extrinsic Utility Value of L2 Reading, Importance of L2 Reading, L2 

Reading Efficacy, and Intrinsic Interest in L1 Reading. 

Sample items are shown in Table 6. This questionnaire was originally written in 

Japanese and translated into English by the author (see Appendix A for the entire 

questionnaire in Japanese and Appendix B in English). 

  



 78 

Table 6. Sample Items from the L2 Reading Motivation Questionnaire 

L2 Reading Motivation 
I want to read novels written in English. 
I get involved in reading while reading interesting stories written in English. 
I think it is important to study reading in English in order to cope with the global age. 
I am good at reading English text. 
 
L1 Reading Motivation 
I like reading Japanese books. 
I prefer reading Japanese books to watching TV. 
I think reading books is important because it helps me broaden my viewpoints. 
I can understand difficult Japanese text. 

 

Participants 

The questionnaire was administered in April, 2007 to 46 first-year college 

students (36 female and 10 male students) attending a private music college. The 

participants’ English proficiency ranged from basic (Eiken pre-2nd degree) to 

intermediate (Eiken 2nd degree). All of them had studied English in junior and senior 

high school for six years. Generally speaking, they appeared to be motivated to study 

English. 

 

Procedures and Analyses 

The participants completed the questionnaire in 15 minutes during a regular class 

taught by the author. The questionnaire data were statistically analyzed using descriptive 

statistics and factor analysis to identify the factor structure with SPSS 16.0. The results, 

particularly the factor analysis results, must be interpreted with caution due to the small 

number of participants 
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Results 

The descriptive statistics for the questionnaire items are shown in Table 7.  

 

Table 7. Descriptive Statistics for L2 Reading Motivation Questionnaire Items 

Item M SD Minimum Maximum Skewness Kurtosis 

1 4.27 .81 2.00 5.00 -1.09 1.02 
2 3.82 .90 1.00 5.00 -.64 .90 
3 3.43 1.09 1.00 5.00 -.04 -.83 
4 3.39 1.19 1.00 5.00 -.29 -.70 
5 3.64 .94 2.00 5.00 -.06 -.86 
6 3.07 1.13 1.00 5.00 .06 -.38 
7 2.45 1.02 1.00 4.00 -.08 -1.10 
8 2.80 .93 1.00 5.00 -.30 .13 
9 3.57 1.07 1.00 5.00 -.25 -.65 
10 3.25 1.14 1.00 5.00 .07 -.82 
11 3.57 1.13 1.00 5.00 -.58 -.05 
12 2.82 .92 1.00 5.00 .01 -.30 
13 4.45 .87 2.00 5.00 -1.49 1.25 
14 4.11 .92 2.00 5.00 -.80 -.18 
15 3.30 .82 2.00 5.00 .70 .18 
16 3.91 .91 2.00 5.00 -.20 -1.04 
17 3.77 1.01 1.00 5.00 -.51 -.10 
18 1.43 .62 1.00 3.00 1.17 .37 
19 2.95 .96 1.00 5.00 -.23 .19 
20 2.68 .93 1.00 5.00 .34 .46 
21 3.11 1.08 1.00 5.00 .23 -.54 
22 3.39 .92 1.00 5.00 -.12 .03 
23 3.27 1.09 1.00 5.00 -.35 -.39 
24 4.23 .83 2.00 5.00 -.97 .55 
25 4.00 .94 2.00 5.00 -.53 -.69 
26 4.07 1.07 1.00 5.00 -.99 .29 
27 4.07 .87 2.00 5.00 -.58 -.45 
28 3.48 1.07 1.00 5.00 -.48 -.27 
29 2.61 .97 1.00 5.00 .06 -.27 
30 4.23 1.08 1.00 5.00 -1.30 .87 
31 3.05 1.35 1.00 5.00 .09 -.95 
32 3.45 1.41 1.00 5.00 -.25 -1.48 
33 3.89 1.28 1.00 5.00 -.89 -.29 
34 3.23 1.38 1.00 5.00 .07 -1.33 
35 4.34 .86 2.00 5.00 -1.20 .71 
36 2.45 1.27 1.00 5.00 .43 -.87 
37 3.55 1.32 1.00 5.00 -.29 -1.12 
38 2.41 1.09 1.00 5.00 .82 .40 
39 4.16 1.06 1.00 5.00 -1.20 .80 
40 4.57 .55 3.00 5.00 -.73 -.59 
41 3.66 1.14 1.00 5.00 -.66 .05 
42 2.84 1.14 1.00 5.00 .13 -.48 
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The highest raw score item mean for L2 reading motivation (L2RM) was 4.45 (SD = .87) 

for Item 13 (It is important to study English reading in order to cope with international 

society), followed by 4.23 (SD = .83) for Item 24 (I would like to improve my reading 

skills in English so that I can understand information in English on the Internet). The 

lowest was 1.43 (SD = .62) for Item 18 (It is useless to study reading English text.). As 

for L1 reading motivation (L1RM), the highest item mean was 4.57 for Item 40 (L1 

reading is important because it helps me broaden my viewpoints). Thus, roughly 

speaking, it was found that the participants generally regarded both L1 and L2 reading 

skills as relatively important. 

After negatively worded items (Items 8, 16, 20, 22, 26, 28, and 29) were reverse 

scaled, the dimensionality of the 42 items from the reading motivation questionnaire was 

analyzed using maximum likelihood factor analysis. Three criteria were used to 

determine the number of factors to rotate: eigenvalues greater than 1.0, the scree test, and 

the interpretability of the factor solution. Items 15, 22, and 28 were removed because 

their communalities were below.40. A principal axis factor analysis was next conducted 

using Varimax rotation. Based on the scree plot test and the interpretability of the factor 

solution, a six-factor solution was selected. The six factors accounted for 53.67% of the 

variance. Table 8 shows the pattern structure of the factor analysis and item loadings on 

each factor. After considering the item loadings on each factor, the factors were named as 

follows: Intrinsic Interest in L2 Reading (12 items), Importance of L2 Reading (10 

items), Intrinsic Interest in L1 Reading (10 items), Interest in L2 Media (3 items), Interest 

in L1 Media (2 items), and Desire to be Recognized (1 item). The latter two factors  
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Table 8. Pattern Structure of the Factor Analysis 

No Items F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 

Factor 1: Intrinsic Interest in L2 Reading       
19 I am good at reading in English. .79      
8 It is not troublesome to read in English. .69 .38     
9 When I read interesting stories in English, I cannot 

stop reading. 

.68 .36     

5 I enjoy reading in English. .68      
4 I liked English reading lessons in junior and senior 

high school. 

.67      

10 Once I start reading in English, I lose track of time. .66 .37 .33    
11 When I read long and difficult English sentences, I 

do not mind reading. 

.63      

7 If the story is interesting, I don’t mind reading 
English. 

.60      

12 When I read difficult sentences, I feel like trying 
harder to meet the challenge. 

.55      

3 I like reading English novels. .52      
20 I am good at reading English. .48      
21 My English grades in junior and senior high were 

good. 

.43      

Factor 2: Importance of L2 Reading       
14 It is important to study reading in English so I will 

be able to acquire knowledge. 
 .76     

27 I want to improve my reading skills in English so 
that I will be able to understand cultures and lives 
in English speaking countries. 

 .74     

18 I think it is useful to read in English.  .70     
1 I want to read English novels by studying reading 

in English. 
 .64     

13 I think it is important to study reading in English 
because we are living in the international age. 

 .64     

16 It is important to study reading in English in order 
to widen my views. 

 .62     

24 I want to improve my reading skills in English so 
that I will be able to understand cultures and lives 
in English speaking countries. 

 .57     

25 I want to study reading in English and utilize it in 
my future job. 

 .57    .41 

2 Even if reading (English) is not a required subject, I 
will take it. 

 .51     

17 I think it is important to study how to read in 
English because I will be able to acquire much 
knowledge. 

 .49     

Factor 3: Intrinsic Interest in L1 Reading       
32 Wherever I go, I take Japanese books.   .87    
30 I like to read Japanese books.   .84    
33 If I have Japanese books with me, I don’t mind 

waiting. 
  .78    

31 I prefer reading Japanese books to watching TV.   .66    
34 I often go to libraries.   .64    
38 I prefer reading Japanese short stories to watching 

their movie versions. 
  .64    

41 I was good at Japanese in junior and high school.   .58   .44 
37 I prefer reading Japanese novels to watching their 

movie versions. 
  .55    

Table 8 continues.  
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Table 8 continued. 

No Items F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 

Factor 3: Intrinsic Interest in L1 Reading       
42 I can understand difficult Japanese sentences.   .47    
39 I often find myself reading train ads or instructions 

without thinking. 
  .47    

Factor 4: Interest in L2 Media       
6 I enjoy reading English magazines and 

newspapers. 
.55   .59   

23 I am studying reading in English because I plan to 
study overseas in the future. 

   .56   

26  I want to improve my reading skills and read 
English newspapers or magazines. 

. .41  .53   

Factor 5: Interest in L1 Media        
38 I prefer getting information from newspapers to 

getting information from TV. 
    .60  

36 I read newspapers every day.     .59  
Factor 6: Desire to be Recognized        

29 I am studying reading in English because I want to 
get good grades. 

    .37 .58 

 

(Interest in L1 Media and Desire to be Recognized) were not measured adequately 

because only one or two items loaded on these factors, and a minimum of four items are 

necessary to form a factor. Furthermore, some of the items had mixed loadings. For 

example, Intrinsic Interest in L2 Reading included three items related to L2 reading 

efficacy (Item 19, 20, and 21), and Interest in L2 Media included an item related to 

instrumental orientation (Item 23). Although the results indicated that the questionnaire 

had several problems, the results provided important insights concerning how to improve 

the questionnaires used by the previous researchers. 

 

Discussion 

This small-scale pilot study was a preliminary study using the questionnaires 

developed by Mori (2002a) and Takase (2007). The purpose was to investigate the 

dimensionality of the questionnaire items. Although the results need to be interpreted 

with caution and they cannot be generalized, they provided valuable insights into some of 
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the problems with the questionnaires. First, there were too few items to properly measure 

the number of hypothesized constructs. Ideally, four or more measures should be chosen 

to represent each construct of interest (Green & Salkind, 2005). Although there was a 

sufficient number of items for three factors, Intrinsic Interest in L2 Reading, Importance 

of L2 Reading, Intrinsic Interest in L1 Reading, there were too few items for the other 

three factors, Interest in L1 Media, Interest in L1 Media, and Desire to be Recognized. 

Therefore, these three factors were problematic. Second, two unexpected constructs, 

Interest in L2 Media and Interest in L1 Media, emerged, and these factors received 

loading from only two or three items. Thus, these results indicated that the questionnaires 

developed by the previous studies (Mori, 2002a; Takase, 2007) were problematic.  

In summary, although Pilot Study 1 had many limitations and the results need to 

be interpreted with caution, the results showed that the L2 reading motivation 

questionnaire used in the study had the problems described above. This questionnaire was 

based on the questionnaires used in the previous studies (Mori, 2002a; Takase, 2007), 

which were developed by referring to the L1 reading motivation questionnaire (Wigfield 

& Guthrie, 1995). Therefore, in order to develop a new questionnaire, I decided to refer 

to the original L1 questionnaire and conduct another pilot study, which is reported below.  

 

Pilot Study 2 

Purposes of the Study 

Pilot Study 2 was conducted to develop an L2 reading motivation questionnaire 

for the current study. Based on the findings of Pilot Study 1, the L2 reading motivation 
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questionnaire was revised, and the following research question was posed: Does the 

questionnaire measure nine hypothesized components of L2 reading motivation? 

 

Participants 

The participants were 122 first- and second- year undergraduate college students 

(86 female and 36 male students) enrolled in six intact classes at a college in Tokyo. All 

of them were music majors who had studied English for six years before entering the 

college. Their English proficiency ranged from basic (Eiken 4th degree) to upper 

intermediate (Eiken 2nd degree). Generally speaking, more proficient students displayed 

more positive attitudes toward English. 

 

Instruments 

The instruments consisted of a 66-item L2 Reading Motivation Questionnaire 

(Appendix C and D). The L2 reading motivation questionnaire was written after 

consulting previous studies on L1 and L2 reading motivation. First, the L1 reading 

motivation questionnaire written by Wigfield and Guthrie (1995) was consulted to get 

ideas on the dimensions of L2 reading motivation. Although this questionnaire consisted 

of 11 dimensions (Reading Efficacy, Reading Challenge, Reading Curiosity, Reading 

Involvement, Importance of L2 Reading, Competition in Reading, Reading Recognition, 

Reading for Grades, Social Reasons for Reading, Reading Compliance, and Reading 

Work Avoidance), it was decided to eliminate four of the dimensions: Competition in 

Reading, Social Reasons for Reading, Reading Work Avoidance, and Reading for 
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Grades. The first three dimensions were removed because the participants in the current 

study were college students who were mature young adults whereas those of the L1 study 

were primary school children who were more likely to be influenced by their family and 

peers. The fourth dimension, Reading for Grades, was eliminated because it was regarded 

as similar to Reading Efficacy, which is formed as a result of receiving grades. 

Instead of these factors, two L2 specific dimensions were added, Instrumental 

Orientation and Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading. The former was added because it is 

one of the major reasons for learning a second language in Asian contexts such as Japan. 

The latter was added because it was expected that learners’ interest in L1 reading is 

related to their interest in L2 reading: that is, if individuals enjoy reading in L1, they are 

likely to enjoy reading in the L2, too. Table 9 shows the nine dimensions, the definition 

of each dimension, and example items. 

The items were written referring to previous L1 and L2 reading motivation 

questionnaires (Brown, 2006; Takase, 2007; S. Mori, 2002; Wang & Guthrie, 2004; 

Wigfield & Guthrie, 1995). The responses were collected using a 4-point Likert scale (1 

= Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree). The 4-point Likert 

scale was chosen to avoid the midpoint, which can elicit ambiguous responses such as 

“undecided”, “I don’t know”, or “I have never thought about it” (Ryan, 1980). 
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Table 9. Constructs of L2 Reading Motivation, Definitions, and Example Items 

Construct Definition Example item 

Reading Efficacy The belief that one can be 
successful at L2 reading  

I am good at reading in English. 

Reading Challenge Reading in L2 is the satisfaction 
of mastering or assimilating 
complex ideas in text. 

I enjoy the challenge of reading 
novels in English. 

Reading Curiosity The desire to learn about a 
particular topic of personal 
interest 

I like reading novels written in 
English. 

Reading Involvement The pleasure gained from a well-
written book or article on an 
interesting topic 

Once I start reading something 
interesting in English, I lose track 
of time. 

Importance of L2 
Reading 

How important reading is to the 
reader 

Learning to read in English is 
important.  

Reading Recognition The pleasure in receiving a 
tangible form of recognition for 
success 

I like to get compliments for my 
reading skills from my 
classmates. 

Reading Compliance Reading because of an external 
goal or requirement 

I read English because it is 
assigned as homework. 

Instrumental 
Orientation 

Reading because it is useful for 
one’s future 

I am learning to read in English 
because I want to get a job in 
which I can use English. 

Intrinsic Motivation for 
L1 Reading 

Intrinsic interest in reading in L1 I like reading books in Japanese. 

 

Procedures and Analyses 

The Reading Motivation Questionnaire was administered during the class. The 

participants completed the questionnaire in approximately 15 minutes by choosing one 

response from a 4-point Likert scale: 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = 

Strongly agree. The questionnaire responses were analyzed as follows. First, a factor 

analysis was conducted to investigate the dimensionality of the questionnaire items. After 

the dimensionality was determined, the relationships between the subscales were 

examined using Pearson correlations. The results of the analyses are reported below. 
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Results 

To answer the first research question concerning the components of the learners’ 

motivation for reading, the dimensionality of the 66 questionnaire items was analyzed. 

Four criteria were used to determine the number of factors to rotate: the priori hypothesis 

that the measure was multidimensional, the scree test, eigenvalues, and the 

interpretability of the factor solution (Green & Salkind, 2004). Based on these criteria, 10 

factors were rotated using principal axis factoring. A Promax rotation procedure was 

selected because the factors were expected to be related. Items receiving loadings lower 

than .40 were removed from the analysis (Field, 2005). The rotated solution, as shown in 

Table 10, yielded 10 interpretable factors. 

 
Table 10. Pattern Structure of the Factor Analysis 

  Factor 
No Items F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 

Involvement In and Fondness of L2 

Reading (IV) 

                   

13 Once I start reading interesting 
stories written in English, I lose track 
of time.  

.97      .23    

14 I feel more engaged when reading 
English than when listening to 
English.  

.85                   

9 I like reading English materials 
outside of the class.  

.81                   

11 I often get deeply engaged when I 
read novels written in English.  

.79                   

12 I often get deeply engaged when I 
read information in English on the 
Internet.  

.76                  

10 I often get deeply engaged when I 
read short stories in English. 

.65                   

2 I like reading English novels. .65      .21             
56 I can read English without 

translating. 
.53                   

21 I enjoy the challenge of 
understanding English passages. 

.51                   

22 I enjoy the challenge of 
understanding English passages 
even when I encounter difficult 
words or expressions.  

.48                   

4 I like reading English newspapers. .41                   

Table 10 continues. 
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Table 10 continued. 

  Factor 
No Items F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 

Importance of L2 Reading (IM)           

46 Learning to read in English is 
important because it will be 
conducive to my general education. 

  .83                 

48 Learning to read English is important 
because it will help me improve my 
English abilities.  

  .81             .22    

45 Learning to read English is important 
because it will broaden my views.  

  .77                 

47 Learning to read English is important 
because it will make ma a more 
knowledgeable person.  

  .65                 

49 Learning to read English is important 
to develop my thinking skills. 

  .64                 

44 Learning to read English is important 
because it is useful for my future.  

  .63                 

43 Learning to read English is important 
because we live in the international 
age.  

  .61                 

42 Learning to read English is 
important.  

  .60                 

Intrinsic L1 Reading Motivation (L1)           

j2 I like reading Japanese books.      .91               
j1 I prefer reading Japanese books to 

watching TV. 
    .76               

j5 I often read Japanese books before 
going to bed.  

    .72               

j9 I have favorite Japanese writers.     .70        .32       
j6 I often go to bookstores.      .68               
j8 When I read interesting stories in 

Japanese, I cannot stop reading. 
    .68               

j7 I usually carry books whenever I go 
out.  

    .65               

j3 I often read Japanese newspapers.     .56               

Instrumental Orientation (IN)           

35 I am learning to read English 
because it might help me get a 
better paying job in the future. 

      .82          .29   

34 I am learning to read English 
because I might study abroad in the 
future. 

      .78             

31 I am learning to read English 
because I want to learn about 
various perspectives and opinions in 
the world. 

      .71             

33 I am learning to read English 
because I might live overseas in the 
future. 

      .45             

32 I am learning to read English 
because I want to learn about 
different cultures.  

      .43             

Compliance (CM)           

37 I read English because of pressure 
from my parents. 

        -.89           

40 I read English to satisfy college 
course requirements  

        -.88           

41 I read English because it is part of 
the required English class. 

        -.76           

Table 10 continues.  
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Table 10 continued.  

  Factor 
No Items F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 

Past Achievement (PA)           

53 My reading test scores in junior high 
school were good. 

 .30         .89         

51 I was good at reading English in 
junior high school. 

          .88         

54 My reading test scores in senior high 
school were good. 

          .57         

52 I was good at reading English in 
senior high school. 

          .41         

Recognition (RC)           

26 I want to improve my reading ability 
(English) to please my parents. 

            .80       

25 I like to get compliments for my 
reading skills (English) from my 
teacher. 

            .67       

29 I want to get good scores in tests 
(e.g., TOEIC or Eiken).  

            .58       

28 I want to improve my reading ability 
(English) to please my English 
teacher. 

            .56       

30 I am learning to read English 
because I want to get a job in which I 
can use English. 

            .49       

36 I read English because it is assigned 
as homework. 

            .45       

Challenge (CH)           

18 I enjoy the challenge of reading short 
stories in English 

              .77     

1 I want to read English novels.               .68     
19 I enjoy the challenge of reading 

English information on the Internet. 
              .65     

3 I want to read English newspapers.    .22           .49     
23 I don't give up reading English easily 

even when I have difficulty 
understanding the content. 

              .42     

Preference of L2 Reading (PR)           

16 I feel more engaged when reading 
English than when writing English.  

                .84   

7 I like reading English more than 
speaking English. 

                .77   

6 I like reading English more than 
listening to English. 

                .64   

Internet English (IT)           

5 I want to read English information on 
the Internet. 

 .26                 .92 

20 I enjoy the challenge of learning 
difficult things when I read English.  

               .79 

 Percentage of variance explained 
by each factor 

24.95 8.88 7.43 5.48 4.44 4.13 3.83 3.04 2.71 2.48 

 

These ten factors accounted for 68.28% of the total variance. Factor 1 (α = .93), 

which accounted for 24.94% of the total variance, received high loadings from 11 items 

(13, 14, 9, 11, 12, 10, 2, 56, 21, 22, 4). Five items (13, 14, 11, 12, 10) were designed to 
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load onto Reading Involvement (e.g., I sometimes forget other things when reading 

interesting stories written in English); three items (9, 2, 4) were designed to load onto 

Reading Curiosity (e.g., I like reading novels written in English); and two items (21, 22) 

were designed to load onto Reading Challenge. Thus, this result was unexpected; 

however, it was understandable that the items clustered together because these factors 

were all related to intrinsic interest in L2 reading. Considering the common aspect of the 

items, this factor was labeled Involvement in and Fondness of L2 Reading (IV). 

The second factor (α = .89), which accounted for 8.77% of the total variance, 

received high loadings from eight items (46, 48, 45, 47, 49, 44, 43, 42), which were all 

related to valuing L2 reading ability (e.g., English reading ability is important to broaden 

my knowledge). All the items designed to load onto this factor loaded as expected. This 

factor was named Importance of L2 Reading (IM). 

The third factor (α = .88), which accounted for 7.43% of the variance, received 

high loadings from eight items (j2, j1, j5, j9, j6, j8, j7, j3) related to Intrinsic Motivation 

for L1 reading (e.g., I like reading Japanese books). All the items designed to load onto 

this factor loaded as expected except item j4, which received a lower loading than .40. 

This factor was named Intrinsic L1 Reading Motivation (L1). 

The fourth factor (α = .84), which accounted for 5.48% of the total variance, 

received high loadings from five items (35, 34, 31, 33, 32). These items were concerned 

with reading English for various purposes, such as studying abroad and getting jobs (e.g., 

I’m reading English so that I will be able to get a job which requires English). All the 
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items designed to load onto this factor loaded as expected. This factor was labeled 

Instrumental Orientation (IN). 

The fifth factor (α = .87), which accounted for 4.44% of the total variance, 

received high loadings from three items (37, 40, 41), although the other three items were 

removed from the questionnaire because of their low loadings. These items were 

concerned with reading English because of external pressures, such as homework and 

grades (e.g., I’m reading English because I want to pass the course). Therefore, this 

factor was named Compliance (CO). 

The sixth factor (α = .83), which accounted for 4.13% of the total variance, 

received high loadings from items 53, 51, 54, 52. Considering the common aspects of 

these items (e.g., English grades in junior high school were good), this factor was named 

Past Achievement (PA). Because these items were designed to load onto Reading 

Efficacy together with the other two items that loaded onto Involvement In and Fondness 

of L2 Reading, this result was unexpected. 

The seventh factor (α = .74), which accounted for 3.83% of the total variance, 

received high loadings from items 26, 25, 29, 28, 30, and 36. These items were concerned 

with satisfying others’ expectations (e.g., I’m reading English to please my teacher). 

Thus, it was named Recognition (RC). All the items designed to load onto this factor 

loaded as expected. 

The eighth factor (α = .86), which accounted for 3.04% of the total variance, 

received high loadings from items 18, 1, 19, 3, and 23. These items were concerned with 

willingness to challenge English reading (e.g., I want to read difficult English materials). 
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Therefore, it was labeled Challenge (CH). Although seven items were written for this 

factor, only three of them loaded onto this factor together with the other two items (1, 3) 

that were designed to measure Reading Curiosity. 

The ninth factor (α = .85), which accounted for 2.71% of the total variance, 

received high loadings from items 16, 7, and 6. These items were concerned with 

preferring L2 reading to other L2 skills (e.g., I prefer reading English to speaking 

English). Therefore, these items were named Preference of L2 Reading (PR). Because 

this factor was not initially hypothesized, this result was unexpected and indicated the 

need to reexamine these items. 

The last factor (α = .89), which accounted for 2.48% of the total variance, 

received high loadings from items 5 and 20. These items concerned reading English on 

the Internet (e.g., I would like to read English on the Internet). Therefore, it was labeled 

Internet English (IT). Although only two items loaded on this factor, it was decided to 

include it for two reasons: its eigenvalue was high (1.454), and this was an exploratory 

study. However, similar to the ninth factor, this factor was not initially hypothesized; 

therefore, this result indicated the need to reexamine the items that loaded onto this 

factor. 

After the ten factors were identified, the factor loadings of each factor were 

averaged to create a scale for each factor to answer the second research question, “What 

is the relationship between each component of L2 reading motivation and English 

proficiency and reading achievement, respectively?” The means of the factor-based 

motivation scales are presented in Table 11. The highest scale was Importance of L2 
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Reading (M = 3.42, SD = .49), the lowest was Compliance (M = 1.75), and the second 

lowest was Involvement in and Fondness of L2 Reading (M = 2.07). These results 

showed the following: (a) the participants regarded L2 reading as important, (b) they 

generally had not experienced the feeling of being involved in reading L2 texts, and (c) 

they did not read L2 texts because of external pressure from their peers. 

 

Table 11. Means of the Factor-Based Motivation Scales 

 IV IM L1 IN CM PA RC CH PR IT 

M 2.07  3.42  2.68  2.29  1.75  2.47  2.26  2.78 2.65 2.55 

SD .66  .49  .76  .68  .62  .77  .55  .72 .83 .90 
Note. IV = Involvement in and Fondness of L2 Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, L1 = 
Intrinsic Motivation in L1 Reading, IN = Instrumental Orientation, CM = Compliance, PA = Past 
Achievement, CH = Challenge, PR = Preference of L2 Reading, IT = Internet English. 

 

The correlations among the variables are shown in Table 12. Involvement and 

Fondness of L2 Reading had moderate significant correlations with Instrumental 

Orientation (r = .54), Challenge (r = .59), Internet English (r = .52), Eiken Test (r = .47), 

and Eiken Reading (the Reading Section) (r = .43). Importance of L2 Reading correlated 

significantly with Instrumental Orientation (r = .46), Challenge (r= .47), and Internet 

English (r = .40) and correlated negatively with Compliance (r = -40). Compliance was 

not significantly correlated with the other factors except for Challenge (r = -.36). 

Recognition was not significantly correlated with any of the other factors. Internet 

English had a high correlation with Challenge (r = .60). 

These correlations showed that many of the factors were related, except for 

Compliance and Recognition, the factors representing external regulation. Involvement 

had significant correlations with most of the other factors. Because it represented internal 
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desire to read L2 materials, this factor might be pivotal in explicating L2 reading 

motivation. 

 

Table 12. Correlations among the RM Subscales and the Eiken Test Scores 

 Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. IV —          
2. IM .28 —         
3. L1  .34* .16 —        
4. IN  .54* .46* .21 —       
5. CM .25* -.40* -.03 -.22 —      
6. PA .39* .10 .03 .23 -.19 —     
7. RC .13 .30 .08 .24 -.02 .01 —    
8. CH .59* .47*  .32* .49*  -.36* .19 .27 —   
9. PR .44* .29 .17 .27 -.08 .23 .17 .43* —  
10. IT .52*  .40* .17 .34* -.30 .10 .19 .60* .42* — 

Note. IV = Involvement in and Fondness of L2 Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, L1 = 
Intrinsic Motivation in L1 Reading, IN = Instrumental Orientation, CM = Compliance, PA = Past 
Achievement, CH = Challenge, PR = Preference of L2 Reading, IT = Internet English. 
*p < .0007 

 

Discussion 

Although Pilot Study 2 had many limitations, it provided valuable insights into 

the development of the L2 Reading Motivation Questionnaire. Six of the nine proposed 

L2 reading motivation factors—Importance of L2 Reading, Intrinsic Motivation for L1 

Reading, Instrumental Orientation, Compliance, Recognition, and Challenge—were 

identified with adequate to good internal consistency reliabilities. 

However, the other three hypothesized factors—Reading Involvement, Reading 

Curiosity, and Reading Efficacy—did not emerge as separate factors although they were 

three distinct factors in L1 reading motivation research (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1995).  
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Items written for these three hypothesized factors loaded together as one factor, which 

was named Involvement in and Fondness of L2 Reading considering the common aspect 

of these items. 

Second, although eight items were written for Reading Efficacy, only four of 

them clustered together. Because these four items were all related to previous English 

grades in junior and senior high school, this factor was named Past Achievement. This 

result indicated that it was necessary to reexamine the other items that did not load onto 

this factor. 

Third, Preference of L2 Reading and Internet English emerged as the ninth and 

tenth factors. These factors were problematic for two reasons. First, fewer than four items 

loaded on them, and second, because they were not hypothesized, it is difficult to provide 

a theoretical justification for them. The results suggested that there were some problems 

with the items that loaded onto these factors. 

 

Chapter Summary 

As these results in the two pilot studies showed, both of the reading motivation 

questionnaires developed for Pilot Study 1 and Pilot Study 2 had some problems. The 

former included too few questionnaire items for each factor to be accepted as a valid 

factor. The latter questionnaire expanded the former by adding some factors as well as 

questionnaire items; however, some unexpected factors emerged: Preference of L2 

Reading and Internet English. These problems might have been caused by the small 

number of participants and an insufficient number of questionnaire items. 
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Furthermore, there were two problematic factors. First, as the L1 reading 

motivation questionnaire (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997) shows, Involvement in and 

Fondness of L2 Reading were supposed to emerge as two separate factors: Curiosity and 

Involvement, but these loaded on one factor. Another factor, Past Achievement, was 

supposed to represent L2 reading efficacy beliefs, which refers to expectancy of success 

in L2 reading performance; however the items which loaded on this factor referred to 

how the participants perceived their past achievement; therefore, the semantic content of 

the items for this factor needs to be reexamined. In L2 contexts, language competence 

beliefs have been explained by self-confidence theory. 

Based on the results, it was decided to reexamine these problematic items, 

increase the number of questionnaire items for some factors, and administer the revised 

questionnaire with a larger number of participants for the main study. 

In sum, the L2 reading motivation questionnaire for the current study was 

developed based on these two pilot studies. In the following chapter, I discuss the 

methods used in the main study, including the participants, instruments, procedures, and 

statistical analyses. 
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CHAPTER 4 

METHODS 

 

In this chapter the methodology used in this cross-sectional study is presented. 

First, the participants are described. Second, the instruments, procedures, data 

preparation, and analyses used in the current study are explained. Third, two statistical 

methods, Rasch Analysis and structural equation modeling, applied to the current study 

are briefly introduced to explain why these methods were chosen for the current study. 

 

Participants 

The participants in the cross-sectional study were 1,030 Japanese college students 

enrolled in nine colleges (one public and eight private colleges) in the Kanto and Tohoku 

regions in Japan. In order to obtain data from a reasonably diverse sample of students in 

terms of reading motivation and English reading proficiency, a variety of majors from 

different types of educational institutions were selected. The participants’ majors 

included music, liberal arts, English language and literature, economics, environmental 

studies, commerce, and international studies. Eight of the colleges were coeducational, 

and one was a women’s college in the Kanto region. Hereafter, these colleges will be 

referred to as College A, College B, College C, College D, College E, College F, College 

G, College H, and College I. 

In terms of the rankings of these colleges, three of the colleges were highly 

competitive (Colleges C, D, and F) while Colleges B, E, H, and I were considered 
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average, and Colleges A and H were not competitive. The degrees of difficulty to enter 

the universities are indicated in Table 13 using hensachi, the standardized scores (the 

highest hensachi score is 67.5, the lowest hensachi score is 35; the average score is 50) 

published by one of the major preparatory schools for college entrance examinations 

(Kawai Jyuku Educational Information Network, 2011). Thus, there was a wide range in 

terms of the degree of the difficulty to enter the universities. 

Eight of the universities offered one or two English classes as part of the general 

education curriculum (Ippan Kyōyō) while Colleges C and F offered an intensive English 

curriculum where the first- and second-year students were required to take several 

academic English classes. The number of participants from each college ranged from 23 

(College I) to 408 (College A) (Table 13). 

The majority of the participants, 870 students (84.4%), were first-year students; 

therefore, at the time the questionnaire was administered, most of them were 18 or 19 

years old. The rest of the participants were second-year students (n = 160). There were 

377 (36.6%) male participants and 619 (60.9%) female participants. There were 34 

students (2.5%) who did not indicate their gender on the questionnaire. All of them had 

studied English for a minimum of six years at junior and senior high school in Japan 

before entering their respective colleges. 

Referring to the hensachi scores mentioned above, it was speculated that the 

participants formed approximately four English proficiency groups: basic (Eiken Test 

3rd-4th grade; TOEIC 260-365; approximately 25% of the participants); intermediate 

(Eiken Test pre-2nd grade; TOEIC 392; approximately 33% of the participants); upper 
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intermediate (Eiken Test 2nd grade; TOEIC 517; approximately 33% of the participants); 

and advanced (Eiken Test pre-1st grade; TOEIC 732; approximately 8% of the 

participants). (See Appendix C for the Eiken-TOEIC conversion table). 

 

Table 13. College, Standard Scores, Year, Gender, and Majors of the Participants 

 

University 

Standardized  

score 

 

Year 

 

n (Male/Female) 

 

Major 

A (Private) 35.0 1-2 400 (63/336) Music 

B (Private) 50.0 1 282 (185/93) Commerce 

C (Private) 67.5 1 87 (24/35) Liberal Arts 

D (Public) 62.5 1 51 (9/39) Liberal Arts 

E (Private) 52.5 1 30 (14/16) English Language and Literature 

F (Private) 62.5 1 23 (8/14) International Studies 

G (Private) 40.0 1 68 (54/15) Environmental Studies 

H (Private) 52.5 1-2 62 (21/41) Economics 

I (Private) 47.5 1 31 (0/31) English Language and Literature 

Note. N = 1,030 (Male students = 377, Female students = 619, Gender unknown = 34). The 
hensachi scores were drawn from Kawai Jyuku Educational Information Network (2011). 

 

In the cross-sectional study, the data were collected without names; therefore, 

consent forms were not distributed except for one college where the administrators 

required one. However, basic ethical issues were explained to the participants by their 

teachers, who administered the questionnaire and test. First, the purpose of the study and 

the contents of the questionnaire and reading test were described, and this was followed 

by instructions on how to answer them. Further, the participants were told that they had 

the right to refuse to answer any items on the questionnaire, and that their responses 

would be kept anonymous. 
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Instrumentation 

Two instruments were used to measure L2 learners’ reading motivation and 

achievement in the cross-sectional study: a reading motivation questionnaire and an L2 

text comprehension test. How these instruments were constructed is described in the next 

section. 

 

The Reading Motivation Questionnaire 

The Reading Motivation Questionnaire (RMQ) was a 69-item questionnaire 

designed to measure nine constructs concerning L2 reading motivation (see Appendix F 

& G for the entire questionnaire). The Reading Motivation Questionnaire consisted of 

two parts: 60 items designed to measure various aspects of L2 reading motivation and 

nine items designed to measure L1 reading motivation. This questionnaire was developed 

by conducting two preliminary studies, Pilot Study 1 and Pilot Study 2. (See Chapter 3 

for the pilot studies and Appendix A, B, C, and D for the complete questionnaires in 

Japanese and English.) 

Most of the constructs measured on the questionnaire were drawn from S. Mori’s 

L2 reading motivation questionnaire (2002), which was based on the L1 reading 

motivation questionnaire developed by Guthrie and Wigfield (1997). Because the L1 

questionnaire was intended for 4th and 5th grade students, S. Mori eliminated two 

constructs, competition in reading and social aspects of reading, which, she argued, were 

not suitable for Japanese university students. Instead, she added one L2 specific 

construct, integrative orientation, which failed to emerge as one of the L2 reading 
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motivation constructs in her study. Thus, in the present study, integrative orientation was 

eliminated, and instead, instrumental orientation was added because it was assumed that 

L2 university learners often read L2 reading materials for such instrumental purposes as 

getting a job or studying abroad. Furthermore, as mentioned in Chapter 2, Reading 

Efficacy, one of the factors of L1 reading motivation, was changed to L2 Reading Self-

Confidence (RSC) because the latter more accurately reflected the questionnaire items 

written for the factor (See Chapter 2 for more details.) 

All of the questionnaire items were hypothesized to tap the proposed dimensions 

of motivation for reading L2 texts. Five to eight items were written to measure each 

dimension of reading motivation: Curiosity (8 items), Involvement (8 items), Challenge 

(9 items), Recognition (6 items), Instrumental Orientation (6 items), Compliance (5 

items), Importance (8 items), L2 Reading Self-Confidence (10 items), and Intrinsic 

Motivation for Reading in L1 (9 items) (Table 14). 

The participants responded to each statement on a four-point Likert scale (1 = 

Strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Agree; 4 = Strongly agree). This scale was used in 

the original reading motivation questionnaire by Wang and Guthrie (2004). The 69 

statements were randomly ordered. 
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Table 14. Dimensions, Definitions and Examples of L2 Reading Motivation 

Questionnaire 

Note. The dimensions were adopted from Wigfield (1997), Wang and Guthrie (2004), S. Mori 
(2002a, 2002b), and Takase (2007). Reading Self-Efficacy was changed to L2 Reading Self-
Confidence, and Instrumental Orientation was added as a new construct. 

 

L2 Reading Comprehension Test 

The participants’ reading proficiency was measured using the L2 Reading 

Comprehension Test (Appendix H), a reading comprehension test I created for use in this 

study. This test consisted of two short texts (138 words and 142 words) and 21 questions 

(see Appendix E for the complete test). Because the participants’ English proficiency 

Dimension Definition Example item 

Curiosity (CU) 
 (8 items) 

Desire to learn about a particular 
topic of personal interest 

I want to read texts written in 
English. 
 

Involvement (IN) 
 (8 items) 

Enjoyment of experiencing different 
kinds of literacy and informational 
texts 
 

I often get deeply engaged when I 
read short stories written in English. 

Challenge (CH) 
(9 items) 

Satisfaction of mastering or 
assimilating complex ideas in text 

Even though it is difficult to read 
novels in English, I’d like to try it. 
 

Recognition (RC) 
(6 items) 

Pleasure in receiving a tangible 
form of recognition for success in 
reading 
 

I like to get compliments for my 
reading skills from my classmates. 

Instrumental 
Orientation (INS) 
(6 items) 

Belief that L2 reading is useful I am learning to read in English 
because I want to get a job in which 
I can use English. 
 

Compliance (CO) 
(5 items) 

Reading because of an external 
goal or requirement 

I read English because it is 
assigned as homework. 
 

Importance of L2 
Reading (IM) 
(8 items) 

Belief that reading is an activity of 
central importance 

Learning to read in English is 
important because it is useful for 
my future. 
 

L2 Reading Self-
Confidence 
(RSC) 
(9 items) 

Belief that one is competent in 
reading. 

I was good at reading English in 
senior high school. 
 

Intrinsic 
Motivation for 
Reading in L1 (J) 
(9 items) 

Fondness of and interest in reading 
in Japanese 

I like reading books in Japanese. 
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ranged from basic to advanced, two texts of different difficulty were chosen: Text A 

(Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level = 6.63; Flesch Reading Ease Score = 72) was taken from 

VOA. News.com (Ember, 2006) and Text B (Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level = 8.23; Flesch 

Reading Ease Score = 68) was taken from an Eiken 2nd degree practice book (Eiken 2-

kyu Kyohon, 2005). Further information about the texts is shown in Table 15. 

 

Table 15. Characteristics of the Texts Used in the Reading Test 

Text information Text A Text B 

Title Nutrients for Babies Technology for the Future 
Content Nutrition Technology 
Source VOA News.com Eiken 2nd level practice test 
Length (words) 138.00 142.00 
Flesch-Kincaid Grade 
Level 

6.63 8.23 

Flesch Reading Ease 
Score 

72.00 68.00 

 

The lexical frequency of each text was analyzed with the Range program with the 

GSL/AWL word frequency lists developed by Nation (2005) (Table 16). 

 

Table 16. Lexical Frequency of Text A and Text B 

Word list Text A token (%) Text B token (%) 

1,000 118 (84.89) 120 (84.51) 
2,000 10 (7.19) 3 (2.11) 
3,000 2 (1.44) 9 (6.34) 
Not in the lists 9 (6.47) 10 (7.04) 

Proper nouns 0 (0) 0 (0) 

Note. 1000 = the most frequent 1000 words of English, 2000 = the second 1000 most frequent 
words, and 3000 = frequently used words in upper secondary and university texts. “Note in the 
lists” are words which are not in the three lists above. 

 

The analysis indicated that about 85% of the vocabulary in both of the texts 

belonged to the first 1,000 high frequency words of English, 19% of Text B was in the 
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3,000 word range or above, and 11% of Text A was in the 3,000 word range or above. 

Text B contained more difficult words than Text A. There were no proper nouns in both 

passages. 

A sample question is shown below. 

Directions: Choose the best answer for each blank from the four choices provided. 

Two serious problems facing the world are the ever increasing amount of garbage 

produced by modern life and the growing (16) _________ (1 increase, 2 amount, 3 

shortage, 4 trend) of energy resources. 

 

The reading sub-skills measured by this test included word recognition (i.e., 

decoding), language comprehension (e.g., syntactic parsing and discourse knowledge), 

and reading strategies (e.g., reasoning and inferencing) (Table 17). To answer the 

questions correctly, the participants were required to identify the main ideas of the texts, 

find both explicitly and implicitly stated details, possess lexical knowledge, and 

synthesize the information using their background knowledge of the topic. The test had a 

strong lexical focus because previous research has consistently demonstrated that 

“vocabulary knowledge correlates more highly with reading comprehension than other 

factors, including morphosyntactic knowledge” (Koda, 2005, p. 49). This test was piloted 

twice, first, with six students (two students for each level: basic, intermediate, and 

advanced) and, second, with two Japanese college teachers. Minor changes were made 

based on their comments and performance (e.g., some distractors were changed). Because 
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the students were able to complete the test within 15 minutes, 15 minutes was allocated 

for test administration. 

 

Table 17. Reading Sub-Skills Measured 

Reading components  Reading sub-skills (# of items)  

Word recognition Letter recognition (7) 
Language 
comprehension 

Word meanings, syntactic parsing, understanding sentences 
in discourse, building discourse structure, integrating 
understanding with background knowledge (10) 

Reading strategies Predicting, guessing meanings of a new word from context, 
using discourse markers to see relationships, inference, 
reasoning (4) 

 

Procedures 

The data for this study were collected over the three-year period from April 2009 

to April 2011. In April 2009, I sent printed versions of the Reading Motivation 

Questionnaire and the L2 Reading Comprehension Test to the teachers at Colleges B, C, 

D, E, and F, who had agreed to assist me with data collection. They administered the 

questionnaire and the L2 Reading Comprehension Test in their classes during the first 

two weeks of the spring semester in April 2009. The students spent approximately 30 

minutes completing both the questionnaire and reading comprehension test. The 

completed questionnaires and tests were returned to me by mail by the end of May 2009. 

At College A, where I teach, five teachers, including me, administered the Reading 

Motivation Questionnaire and reading comprehension test in their classes in April 2009. 

The completed questionnaires and tests were returned to me immediately after they were 

administered. In April 2010, the same procedures were repeated to increase the number 

of the participants from the same colleges, but this time the questionnaire and test were 
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sent to Colleges B, C, G, H, and I administered the questionnaire and the test at College 

A. Finally, in April 2011, I administered the questionnaire and reading comprehension 

test in my classes at College A. So data was college three times at College A. Table 18 

shows the process of data collection. 

 

Table 18. Years and Colleges for Data Collection 

Year Colleges 

2009 A, B, C, D, E, F 
2010 A, B, D, G, H, I 
2011 A 

 

Data Preparation 

The data were prepared for subsequent analyses first, by giving each case an ID 

number to indicate the school, the year of data collection, and each participant’s gender. 

A research assistant and I entered the data into a Microsoft Excel 2010 (2010) 

spreadsheet. Next, the items on the Reading Motivation Questionnaire were reordered so 

that the items designed to measure the same constructs were together. 

 

Analyses 

Statistical analyses were conducted in two stages to answer the research 

questions, a preliminary stage and a main stage. The preliminary analysis of the data was 

made up of the following analyses of the 69 items on the Reading Motivation 

Questionnaire. First, descriptive statistics were calculated to summarize the data and to 

screen the data in preparation for the inferential statistical analyses. Second, an 

exploratory factor analysis was conducted to confirm the presence of the nine constructs. 
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This analysis was followed by a Rasch analysis of the questionnaire data using the Rasch 

rating scale model. This analysis was conducted to examine whether the questionnaire 

items measured the target constructs. After theses analyses, confirmatory factor analysis 

was conducted for each factor of L2 reading motivation. The purpose was to investigate 

if the items written for each factor formed unidimensional constructs. Through these 

preliminary analyses, 26 items were removed. The remaining items were submitted to the 

final analysis. 

In the main analysis, the following statistical analyses were conducted to answer 

the four research questions posed for the current study. 

The first research question concerning the components of Japanese college 

learners’ reading motivation was first answered using exploratory factor analysis. 

Principal axis factoring with Promax rotation was applied to identify the components of 

L2 reading motivation. Promax rotation was chosen because the hypothesized factors 

were expected to correlate with each other. Based on the results of the analysis, an L2 

reading motivation model was constructed, and its validity and dimensionality were 

tested by confirmatory factor analysis with AMOS v21 (Arbuckle, 2012). 

The second research question concerning the relationships between the variables 

of L2 reading motivation and L2 text comprehension was tested using structural equation 

modeling with AMOS v21. An L2 reading motivation and comprehension model was 

created by adding the results of the reading test to the reading motivation model above. 

The structural model was tested by conducting the SEM analysis. 
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The third research question concerning gender differences in the L2 reading 

motivation and comprehension model was investigated using structural equation 

modeling. A model with only male students and one with only female students were 

tested. 

The fourth research question investigated the differences in the reading ｈ

motivation and comprehension model due to differences in L2 reading comprehension. 

The participants were divided into three groups based on their reading test scores: low, 

middle, and high. The L2 reading motivation and comprehension model was tested with 

the three groups respectively. The summary of the main analyses are presented in Table 

19. 

 

Table 19. Research Questions, Variables, and Analysis for the Study 

Research question Variable Analysis 

1. What are the components of 
Japanese college learners’ motivation 
for L2 reading (the L2 Reading 
Motivation Model)? 

Reading Motivation 
Questionnaire items 

Exploratory factor 
analysis, 
Confirmatory factor 
analysis 

2. To what extent do the variables of 
L2 reading motivation predict text 
comprehension (the L2 Reading 
Motivation and Comprehension 
Model)? 

Composite scores of 
the extracted factors 
and reading test 
scores 

Structural equation 
modeling 

3. To what extend do the relationships 
described in the model above vary 
across female and male students? 

Composite scores of 
the extracted factors 
and reading test 
scores 

Structural equation 
modeling 

4. To what extent do the relationships 
described in the model above vary 
across proficient and less proficient 
students? 

Composite scores of 
the extracted factors 
and reading test 
scores 

Structural equation 
modeling 
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The Rasch Model 

In order to confirm the reliability and validity of the Reading Motivation 

Questionnaire and the reading comprehension test and to obtain data for subsequent 

analyses, the Rasch rating scale model (Andrich, 1982) was conducted for the Reading 

Motivation Questionnaire, and the Rasch model (Rasch, 1960) was conducted for the 

reading test, using WINSTEPS version 3.64.2 (Linacre & Wright, 2007). The Rasch 

model is a probabilistic mathematical model that makes it possible to establish the 

location of items and persons on a single measurement continuum. It incorporates a 

method that orders both persons (in accordance with their ability) and items (in 

accordance with their difficulty), assuming that the probability that a person will get an 

item correct is logistically related to the difference between the person’s ability level and 

the item difficulty. The model presupposes that “levels of one attribute increases with the 

values of the two attributes: item difficulty and person ability (Bond & Fox, 2007, p. 10). 

The formula for the Rasch model is (Linacre, 1999, p. 105): 

log ( Pnik / Pni(k-1) ) ≡ Bn - Di - Fk 

 

where 

Pnik is the probability that person n, on encountering item i would be observed in category 

k, 

Pni(k-1) is the probability that the observation would be in category k-1, 

Bn is the ability, (attitude etc.), of person n, 

Di is the difficulty of item i, 
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Fk is the impediment to being observed in category k relative to category k-1, i.e., the kth 

step calibration, where the categories are numbered 0,m. 

 

The Rasch rating scale model estimates the probability that a respondent will 

choose a particular response category for one item with the following formula (Linacre, 

1997). 

In { P nij / Pni(j-1) } = Bn – Di – Fj, where  

Pnij is the probability of respondent n scoring in category j for item I, Pni (j-1) is the 

probability of scoring in catetory (j-1), Bn is the person measure of respondent n, Di is the 

difficulty of item i, and Fj is the difficulty of category step j. The person’s likely score is 

defined by the interaction between the person’s measure, the criterion’s difficulty, and the 

score’s category threshold. 

The aims of the Rasch model are briefly explained below, followed by the 

explanations of the analyses and criteria for dimensionality. 

 

The Aims of the Rasch Model 

The Rasch model was created in order to address some of the shortcomings of 

traditional statistical analysis. According to Bond and Fox (2007), there has been a 

problem in the way traditional statistical analysis has dealt with interval data: “… the 

quantitative researchers in the human sciences are focused too narrowly on statistical 

analysis, and not concerned nearly enough about the quality of the measures on which 

they use these statistics” (p. 2). 
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Further, they stated that “it is not good enough to allocate numbers to human 

behaviors and then, merely to assert that this is measurement in the social sciences” (p. 

4). Simply put, Likert-scale data are ordinal data; therefore, it is problematic to treat them 

as interval data, and the Rasch model is used to solve this problem. 

Thus, the Rasch model aims at providing social scientists with the means to 

produce accurate and reliable interval measures based on scientific measurement 

principles. That is, it constructs “an interval scale in which distances between counts 

made equal and meaningful” (Bond & Fox, 2007, p. 17). The section below explains the 

specific analyses applied to the current study as well as their criteria. 

 

Item and Person Fit 

Rasch analysis provides fit statistics designed to show how well each item 

matches the underlying construct (Bond & Fox, 2007; Shizuka, 2007). That is, they help 

researchers ascertain “the extent to which each item performance matches the Rasch-

model expectations” (Bond & Fox, 2007, p. 311). If items fit the model, they imply a 

unidimensional variable, thereby indicating that item estimates are meaningful 

quantitative summaries of interval level measures. Items that diverge from the expected 

pattern do not hold the assumption of unidimensionality; therefore, they might have to be 

removed from the data to improve the quality of the measures. Generally, infit and outfit 

statistics are reported in both an unstandardized form and a standardized from. The 

unstandardized form is the mean of the squared residuals (Infit MNSQ and Outfit 

MNSQ). The residual values indicate the differences between the expectations of the 
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Rasch model and the actual performance of the item: The larger the residuals are, the 

larger the differences are between them. Residuals are squared to make all differences 

positive, following the traditional statistical practice. The standardized form is reported as 

a t statistic (Infit ZSTD and Outfit ZSTD), whose acceptable values range from -2 to +2 

(Bond & Fox, 2007, p. 57). 

The infit statistic indicates “the degree of fit of observations to the Rasch modeled 

expectations, weighted to give more value to on-target observations” (Bond & Fox, 2007, 

p. 310). It is more sensitive to irregular response patterns for items located near the 

person’s ability estimate or persons whose ability is near an item’s difficulty estimate; 

therefore, it gives more weight to the performances of persons closer to the item value. 

The outfit statistic is unweighted estimates of the degree of fit of responses. These values 

are sensitive to the responses of persons whose estimated ability is far above or below the 

item’s difficulty. The expected value for both infit and outfit mean square (Infit MNSQ 

and Outfit MNSQ) is 1.00. It is suggested that the critical value for mean squares be 

calculated by the following formula (Smith, Schmacker, & Bush, 1998, p. 78): 

MS (WT) = 1 + 
´

2

x
  

MS (UT) = 1 + 
´

6

x
 

Because x represents the sample size, the critical value is influenced by the size 

(e.g., critical values of 1.16 for sample sizes of approximately 150, 1.09 for sample sizes 

of approximately 500, and 1.06 for sample sizes of approximately 1,000 for the weighted 

mean square). Generally, values between 0.70 and 1.30 are regarded as acceptable for 
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dichotomous items (Wright & Linacre, 1994, p. 370). An infit or outfit mean square 

above 1 shows more variation between the observed and the predicted response patterns 

while one below 1 indicates less variation. 

Although both infit and outfit statistics indicate an item’s fit to the Rasch model, 

there is a difference between them. The infit statistic gives more weight to the 

performances of persons closer to the item’s difficulty estimate. However, the outfit 

statistic does not; therefore, it is easily influenced by outlying scores. This is why 

researchers generally pay closer attention to the infit statistic (Bond & Fox, 2007). 

In the current study, the Infit MNSQ and Outfit MNSQ statistics are used, and the range 

between 0.5 and 1.50 is adopted as the criterion for the Likert scale items, following the 

recommendation by Linacre (2007). 

 

Rating Scale Analysis 

A 4-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = 

Strongly agree) was used with the Reading Motivation Questionnaire. In order to 

examine whether or not the scale functioned effectively, the following five criteria 

proposed by Linacre (1999, 2002) were applied. 

1. At least ten observations of each category. 

2. OUTFIT mean-squares less than 2.0. 

3. Step calibrations advance. 

4. Step difficulties advance by at least 1.1 logits. 

(1.1 logits were applied because of the 4-point Likert scale.) 
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5. Step difficulties advance by less than 5.0 logits. 

In the current study, these criteria were applied when rating scale functioning of the 

reading motivation constructs were analyzed. 

 

Item Residuals Analysis 

The Rasch Principal Component Analysis of item residuals locates unexpected 

patterns of data through an analysis of the residuals that remain after the linear Rasch 

measure has been extracted from the data set. This analysis enables researchers to 

identify “any common variance among those aspects of the data that remained 

unexplained or unmodeled by the primary Rasch measure” (Bond & Fox, 2007, p. 253). 

Linacre (1997, 1998) suggested that it is one of the three stages to the investigation of 

data dimensionality, including the examinations of any negative-point biserial 

correlations and Rasch fit indicators. If there are a substantial number of items that share 

the same unexpected attribute, then it might become necessary to consider creating a 

separate measure for that dimension. Linacre (2011) suggested the following guidelines 

to this analysis (p. 540): 

1. Acceptable Rasch data reliability is .80. 

2. In the unexplained variance, a secondary dimension must have the strength of at least 

three items, so if the first contrast has an eigenvalue less than 3.0, the data are probably 

unidimensional. 

In the current study, these criteria were applied when the results of the PCA of item 

residuals were analyzed. 
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In sum, there are three specific advantages in using the Rasch analysis in this 

study. First, ordinal data can be transformed into interval data with the Rasch Rating 

Scale. Second, Rasch analysis provides indicators of how well each item fits in the 

underlying constructs. Third, the Rasch PCA of item residuals can identify common 

variance that remains unexplained by the Rasch dimension. 

 

Structural Equation Modeling 

In the main analysis of the study, structural equation modeling (SEM) was applied 

(a) to examine the reliability and dimensionality of the hypothesized constructs of L2 

reading motivation and (b) analyze the causal relationships between the variables of the 

Reading Motivation Questionnaire and the reading comprehension test. Amos v21 

(Arbuckle, 2012) was used to analyze the data. A brief explanation of structural equation 

modeling is given below. 

Structural equation modeling is a statistical technique that incorporates and 

integrates path analysis and multiple regression (Garson, 2012). It tests hypothesized 

relationships between variables about which linear relationships are assumed. This 

approach is confirmatory because it tests hypotheses based on theoretical assumptions. 

Two important aspects of the approach are (a) a series of structural equations represented 

by causal processes under study, and (b) structural relations modeled pictorially to show a 

clear conceptualization of the theory under study (Byrne, 2010). Structural equation 

modeling can be used to examine a complex set of relationships among a large number of 

variables including latent (unobserved) and manifest (observed) variables. 
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Several characteristics of structural equation modeling distinguish it from other 

traditional statistical procedures. First, unlike many descriptive statistical procedures, 

structural modeling takes an inferential approach to data analysis; that is, researchers 

must specify associations among the hypothesized variables, consulting relevant theories 

under study. Second, compared to other traditional procedures such as regression, 

structural modeling accounts for measurement error as part of the model it tests; 

therefore, when errors are sizable, it can provide more accurate results than the other 

procedures. Third, structural modeling can subsume both observed variables and 

unobserved variables whereas the traditional methods can only incorporate the former. 

Fourth, it can encompass complex sets of relationships, including multiple predictors, 

outcomes, and mediators, demonstrating the causal relationships among them in graphic 

representations. In sum, these features of structural modeling allow not only the 

confirmation of existing theories but also more flexible data analysis with less 

measurement error. 

Structural modeling consists of two steps: validating the measurement models and 

fitting the structural model (Garson, 2012). The former generally refers to confirmatory 

factor analysis, a special form of factor analysis. After researchers form models based on 

theories and past empirical findings, they test the relationships between the observed 

variables and their underlying latent constructs. Confirmatory factor analysis differs from 

the structural model in that there are no directed arrows between latent variables. The 

structural model, on the other hand, tests theoretical hypotheses between variables. It is 

composed of a set of exogenous and endogenous variables that are connected by arrows 
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to specify associations between them and correlation coefficients that show the strengths 

of the relationships between variables. 

In SEM, there are two types of latent variables, exogenous and endogenous. 

Exogenous variables are synonymous with independent variables: They cause changes in 

the values of other latent variables in the model. Some examples of such background 

variables are gender, age, and socioeconomic status. On the other hand, endogenous 

variables are synonymous with dependent variables, which are influenced by exogenous 

variables. Changes in the value of endogenous variables are explained by the model 

specification (Byrne, 2010). 

When conducting structural modeling, researchers must consider the following: 

(a) the research hypothesis, (b) the sample size, (c) measurement instrument, (d) 

multivariate normality, (e) parameter identification, (f) outliers, (g) missing data, and (h) 

interpretation of model fit indices. A suggested process for structural equation modeling 

includes (a) reviewing the relevant theory and research to support model specification, 

(b) specifying a model, (c) determining model identification, (d) collecting data, (e) 

conducting preliminary descriptive statistical analysis, (f) estimating parameters in the 

model, (g) assessing model fit, and (h) presenting and interpreting the results (Suhr, 

2006). 

Several statistical tests are used to determine how well the model fits the data. A 

good fit indicates that the model is plausible. When reporting the results of the analysis, it 

is necessary to include such details as the hypothesized model, modifications made, 

which measures identify each latent variable, and correlations between latent variables. 
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Although many traditional statistical methods require only one statistical test to 

determine the significance of the analyses, SEM presents several fit indices to determine 

how well the model fits the data, including chi-squared tests, root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA), root mean square residual and standardized root mean square 

residual, goodness of fit index (GFI), adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI), normed fit 

index, non-normed fit index, and comparative fit index (CFI). Because these fit indices 

report information concerning the lack of the model fit and do not reflect how plausible 

the model is, “this judgment rests squarely on the shoulders of the researcher” (Byrne, 

2010, p. 88; italics in original). Therefore, it is necessary to report multiple criteria, 

considering theoretical and statistical considerations. Different SEM specialists 

recommend reporting different fit indices. For example, Kline (2010) recommends 

reporting the Chi-squared test (χ2), the RMSEA, CFI, and SRMR. I report the first three 

criteria in the current study. A summary of fit indices and cutoff criteria referred to in the 

current study is shown in Table 20. The criteria were based on Oshio (2006). 

 

Table 20. Summary of Fit Indices Used in the Current Study 

Index Significance  
Chi-squared test p > .05 good 
Root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA) 

 
< .05 good, > .10 poor 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) > .95 good 

 

In order to find out if there are significant differences between parameters, critical 

ratios for differences between parameters are computed (Blunch, 2013; Oshio, 2005). 

These critical differences are really a T-test, which calculate the differences between 

parameter estimates divided by standard errors of the differences. If they exceed 1.96, the 
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difference between the parameters is significant at the 5% level. The critical ratios, for 

example, can be used to compare two identical models with different groups of 

participants.  

 

Chapter Summary 

In this chapter I first reported the methodology used in the present study, 

including information concerning the participants, instruments, procedures, data 

preparation, data screening, and statistical analyses applied to answer each of the four 

research questions. Second, I briefly introduced Rasch analysis and structural equation 

modeling, which play an important part in the data analysis. In the next chapter, I 

describe the process of the preliminary analysis, which focused on the validation of the 

L2 reading motivation questionnaire and the reading test. 
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CHAPTER 5 

INSTRUMENT VALIDATION 

 

This chapter reports the results of the preliminary analysis, which was conducted 

to validate the L2 reading motivation questionnaire and a reading comprehension test. 

The validity and dimensionality of the questionnaire and the test were examined through 

a series of statistical analyses, including descriptive statistics, exploratory factor analysis, 

Rasch analysis, and confirmatory factor analysis. 

 

Exploratory Factor Analyses of the Hypothesized Constructs 

As the first step of the preliminary analysis, an exploratory factor analysis of the 

questionnaire data was conducted to confirm the presence of the nine hypothesized L2 

reading motivation factors. Using 16.0, the data were screened to determine whether or 

not they met the assumptions for factor analysis. After confirming the adequacy of the 

data, the questionnaire items were subjected to factor analysis, and the results were 

compared with those of a Rasch analysis. 

 

Data Screening 

Descriptive statistics were calculated for the reading motivation questionnaire 

items (Table 21). Of the 1,030 participants, six participants were removed from the data 

set because they did not respond to most of the questions. Although several items showed 
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high skewness (CO2, IM1, IM2, J8) and kurtosis (CO2, IM1, IM7, RE3, J7, J9) with 

values greater than 2.00, these items were kept for the final analysis because the N-size of 

1,024 was large enough to discount their effects (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p. 80). 

There were 1,004 to 1,024 responses for each item. In total, there were 70,656 responses, 

with 658 (0.9%) missing responses, which was well under the 5% criterion for missing 

data that Tabachnick and Fidell (2007, p. 63) defined as problematic. The Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy, which measures inter-item correlations, 

was .96, which is superb for factor analysis (Field, 2007). Barlett’s Test of Sphericity was 

highly significant (p < .000). The correlation matrix of the items was also examined 

because items that correlate too highly (r > .90) or correlate with no other items are 

inappropriate for factor analysis (Field, 2007, p. 648). As a result, two items (J4, CU8) 

were removed from the data because they did not significantly correlate with other items. 

Based on these analyses, 67 items were kept for the subsequent factor analysis. 
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Table 21. Descriptive Statistics for the Reading Motivation Questionnaire Items  

(69 items) 

Item Description  M SD Skew Kurt 

CU1 I want to read materials written in English. 2.74 .91 -.32 -.66 
CU2 I like reading materials written in English. 2.15 .85 .31 -.54 
CU3 I want to read English newspapers. 2.48 .99 -.09 -1.05 
CU4 I like reading English newspapers. 1.91 .77 .65 .26 
CU5 I want to read information written in English on the Internet. 2.47 .99 .00 -1.02 
CU6 I like reading English more than listening to English. 2.45 .91 -.05 -.82 
CU7 I like reading English more than speaking English. 2.48 .89 -.03 -.74 

CU8 
Even if reading were not a required subject at college, I 
would take a reading class. 

2.71 .91 -.27 -.70 

CU9 I like reading materials written in English outside of the class. 2.18 .89 .32 -.64 

IN2 
I often get deeply engaged when I read short stories written 
in English. 

1.99 .85 .53 -.39 

IN3 
I often get deeply engaged when I read novels written in 
English. 

1.80 .82 .89 .34 

IN4 
I often get deeply engaged when I read information written in 
English on the Internet. 

1.86 .86 .88 .24 

IN5 I forget other things when I read novels written in English. 1.88 .89 .83 -.05 

IN6 
Once I start reading something interesting in English, I lose 
track of time. 

1.88 .82 .76 .15 

IN7 
I feel more engaged when reading English than when 
speaking English. 

2.50 .86 -.11 -.64 

IN8 
I feel more engaged when reading English than when writing 
English. 

2.46 .86 .00 -.64 

CH1 
Even though it is difficult to read novels in English, I would 
like to try it. 

2.57 .93 -.16 -.82 

CH2 
Even though it is difficult to read short stories in English, I’d 
like to try it. 

2.69 .93 -.34 -.71 

CH3 
Even though it is difficult to read information on the Internet in 
English, I’d like to try it. 

2.55 .92 -.09 -.83 

CH4 
I enjoy the challenge of learning difficult things when I read 
English books. 

1.96 .78 .61 .12 

CH5 
I enjoy the challenge of understanding English reading 
passages. 

2.67 .85 -.26 -.52 

CH6 
I’d like to read English passages even when I encounter 
difficult words or expressions. 

2.60 .87 -.20 -.62 

CH7 
I don't give up reading easily even when I have difficulty 
understanding the content. 

2.37 .81 -.04 -.58 

CH8 
I want to improve my reading abilities by reading more 
challenging materials. 

2.53 .93 -.07 -.85 

CH9 
Even if English is difficult, I read again and again to 
understand the content. 

2.62 .85 -.31 -.50 

RC1 
I like to get compliments for my reading skills from my 
classmates. 

2.07 .91 .43 -.70 

RC2 
I like to get compliments for my reading skills from my 
teacher. 

2.17 .95 .30 -.90 

RC3 I want to read better to please my parents. 1.96 .91 .58 -.59 
RC4 I want to get good grades in English reading classes. 3.04 .86 -.76 .05 
RC5 I want to read better to please my English teacher. 1.69 .77 .93 .33 

RC6 
I want to get good scores on such tests as TOEIC, TOEFL, or 
Eiken. 

2.99 .98 -.65 -.60 

Table 21 continues. 
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Table 21 continued. 

Item Description  M SD Skew Kurt 

INS1 
I am learning to read in English because I want to get a job in 
which I can use English. 

2.29 .97 .32 -.86 

INS2 
I am learning to read in English because I want to learn about 
various opinions and views in the world. 

2.45 .94 .04 -.90 

INS3 
I am learning to read in English because I want to learn about 
different cultures by reading English materials. 

2.49 .92 .06 -.82 

INS4 
I am learning to read in English because I might live overseas 
in the future. 

2.05 .94 .58 -.55 

INS5 
I am learning to read in English because I might study abroad 
in the future. 

2.24 1.03 .35 -1.01 

INS6 
I am learning to read English because it might help me get a 
better paying job in the future. 

2.07 .87 .50 -.41 

CO1 
I read materials written in English because it is assigned as 
homework. 

1.96 .78 .55 -.01 

CO2 
I read materials written in English because of pressure from 
my parents. 

1.42 .60 1.41 2.18 

CO3 
I read materials written in English because of pressure from 
my teacher. 

1.72 .71 .80 .65 

CO4 
I read materials written in English to satisfy course 
requirements. 

1.95 .84 .64 -.12 

CO5 
I read materials written in English because it is part of some 
required classes. 

1.97 .84 .71 .06 

IM1 Learning to read in English is important. 3.41 .77 -1.31 1.40 

IM2 
Learning to read in English is important because we are living 
in the international age. 

3.41 .68 -1.15 1.57 

IM3 
Learning to read in English is important because it will 
broaden my view. 

3.20 .72 -.78 .73 

IM4 
Learning to read in English is important because it is useful 
for my future. 

3.26 .76 -.97 .87 

IM5 
Learning to read in English is important because it will be 
conducive to my general education. 

3.21 .74 -.80 .63 

IM6 
Learning to read in English is important because it will make 
me a more knowledgeable person. 

3.35 .71 -.96 .80 

IM7 
Learning to read in English is important because it will 
develop my English abilities. 

3.28 .75 -1.06 1.19 

IM8 
Learning to read in English is important because it will 
develop my thinking skills. 

3.07 .78 -.64 .14 

RSC1 I was good at reading English in junior high school. 2.42 1.05 .10 -1.18 
RSC2 I was good at reading English in senior high school. 2.15 .94 .41 -.73 

RSC3 
My reading test scores for English reading classes in junior 
high school were good. 

2.53 1.06 -.08 -1.20 

RSC4 
My reading test scores for English reading classes in senior 
high school were good. 

2.29 .94 .23 -.84 

RSC5 I can read English faster than most of my classmates. 1.78 .77 .93 .77 
RSC6 I can read English without translating into Japanese. 1.99 .79 .44 -.33 

RSC7 
I often learn new things by reading materials written in 
English. 

2.36 .90 .01 -.83 

RSC8 Of all English studies, I am best at reading. 2.10 .82 .25 -.63 
RSC9 Even when I read difficult texts in English, I persist in reading. 2.51 .88 -.22 -.68 
RSC10 I am good at reading comprehension tests. 1.97 .81 .53 -.22 

Table 21 continues. 
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Table 21 continued. 

Item Description  M SD Skew Kurt 

J1 I prefer reading books in Japanese to watching TV. 2.37 .96 .30 -.83 
J2 I like reading books in Japanese. 2.85 .97 -.42 -.83 
J3 I often read a Japanese newspaper. 2.18 .94 .40 -.70 
J4 I often read a Japanese magazine. 2.76 .93 -.32 -.76 
J5 I often read Japanese books. 2.32 .99 .30 -.93 
J6 I often go to bookstores. 2.96 .95 -.51 -.74 
J7 I usually carry a Japanese book whenever I go out. 2.30 1.05 .28 -1.12 

J8 
When I read interesting stories in Japanese, I cannot stop 
reading. 

3.26 .89 -1.12 .47 

J9 My hobby is reading books. 2.65 1.08 -.13 -1.27 

Note. CU = Curiosity, IN = Involvement, CH = Challenge, RC = Recognition, INS = Instrumental 
Orientation, CO = Compliance, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-
Confidence, J = Intrinsic Motivation for Reading in L1 

 

Factor Analysis Results 

The dimensionality of the 69 items from the reading motivation questionnaire was 

analyzed using a principal axis factor analysis. The criteria for the factor analysis were as 

follows: (a) a minimum eigenvalue of 1.0, (b) a priori conceptual beliefs about the 

number of factors, (c) the scree plot, and (d) the interpretability of the factor solution 

(Green & Salkind, 2005). A minimum loading of .32 was applied as the standard for 

determining items for each factor (Costello & Osborne, 2005). 

Promax rotation, a type of oblique rotation, was applied because the hypothesized 

factors were expected to correlate because they were all related to L2 reading motivation. 

Based on the scree plot, eigenvalues, and the interpretability of the factor solution, nine 

factors were extracted. The results of the exploratory factor analysis are presented in 

Table 22. A total of 61.78% of the variance was accounted for by the nine factors. 
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Table 22. Exploratory Factor Analysis Results of the Reading Motivation Questionnaire 
  Factor 

Item Item description F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 

IN6 
Once I start reading something interesting 
in English, I lose track of time. 

.95     .21    

IN5 
I forget other things when I read novels 
written in English. 

.87         

IN3 
I often get deeply engaged when I read 
novels written in English. 

.78         

IN2 
I often get deeply engaged when I read 
short stories written in English. 

.77         

CU2 I like reading materials written in English.  .71         
CU4 I like reading English newspapers. .66         

IN4 
I often get deeply engaged when I read 
information written in English on the 
Internet. 

.52         

CU9 
I like reading materials written in English 
outside of the class. 

.52         

CH4 
I enjoy the challenge of learning difficult 
things when I read English books. 

.51         

IM5 
Learning to read in English is important 
because it will be conducive to my general 
education.  

 .84   .     

IM3 
Learning to read in English is important 
because it will broaden my view. 

 .79   .22     

IM2 
Learning to read in English is important 
because we are living in the international 
age. 

 .76        

IM6 
Learning to read in English is important 
because it will make me a more 
knowledgeable person. 

 .71        

IM7 
Learning to read in English is important 
because it will develop my English 
abilities. 

 .71        

IM8 
Learning to read in English is important 
because it will develop my thinking skills. 

 .70        

IM4 
Learning to read in English is important 
because it is useful for my future. 

 .70        

IM1 
I think read abilities in English is 
important. 

 .61        

RC6 
I want to get good scores on such tests as 
TOEIC, TOEFL, or Eiken. 

 .33        

RSC1 
I was good at reading English in junior 
high school. 

  .90       

RSC3 
My reading test scores for English reading 
classes in junior high school were good. 

  .90       

RSC4 
My reading test scores for English reading 
classes in senior high school were good. 

  .82       

RSC2 
I was good at reading English in senior 
high school. 

  .81       

RSC5 
I can read English faster than most of my 
classmates. 

  .70       

RSC10 
I am good at reading comprehension 
tests. 

  .62      .21 

RSC6 
I can read English without translating into 
Japanese. 

  .56       

RSC9 
Even when I read difficult texts in English, 
I persist in reading. 

  .43       

RSC7 
I often learn new things by reading 
materials written in English. 

         

Table 22 continues. 
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Table 22 continues. 

  Factor 

Item Item description F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 

J2 I like reading books in Japanese.    .86      
J9 My hobby is reading books.    .78      
J5 I often read Japanese books.    .75      

J1 
I prefer reading books in Japanese to 
watching TV. 

   .73      

J7 
I usually carry a Japanese book whenever 
I go out. 

   .65  .22    

J6 I often go to bookstores.    .63      

J8 
When I read interesting stories in 
Japanese, I cannot stop reading. 

   .62      

J3 I often read a Japanese newspaper.    .46      

CO4 
I read materials written in English to 
satisfy course requirements. 

    -1.00     

CO1 
I read materials written in English because 
it is assigned as homework. 

    -.98     

CO5 
I read materials written in English because 
it is part of some required classes.  

    -.83     

CO3 
I read materials written in English because 
of pressure from my teacher.  

    -.68     

CO2 
I read materials written in English because 
of pressure from my parents. 

    -.43     

CH5 
I enjoy the challenge of understanding 
English reading passages. 

  .23       

CH7 
I don’t give up reading easily even when I 
have difficulty understanding the content. 

         

CU7 
I like reading English more than speaking 
English.  

     .98    

IN7 
I feel more engaged when reading English 
than when speaking English. 

     .96    

CU6 
I like reading English more than listening 
to English.  

     .63    

IN8 
Even if reading were not a required 
subject at college, I would take a reading 
class. 

         

RC2 
I like to get compliments for my reading 
skills from my teacher. 

      .81   

RC5 
I want to read better to please my English 
teacher. 

      .80   

RC3 I want to read better to please my parents.       .66   

RC1 
I like to get compliments for my reading 
skills from my classmates. 

      .55   

RC4 
I want to get good grades in English 
reading classes. 

      .32   

INS5 
I am learning to read in English because I 
might study abroad in the future. 

   .30    .84  

INS4 
I am learning to read in English because I 
might live overseas in the future.  

       .80  

INS1 
I am learning to read in English because I 
want to get a job in which I can use 
English. 

       .71  

INS2 
I am learning to read in English because I 
want to learn about various opinions and 
views in the world. 

       .63  

INS3 
I am learning to read in English because I 
want to learn about different cultures by 
reading English materials. 

       .60  

INS6 
I am learning to read English because it 
might help me get a better paying job in 
the future. 

       .43  

Table 22 continues. 
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Table 22 continued. 

  Factor 

Item Item description F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 

CH2 
Even though it is difficult to read short 
stories in English, I’d like to try it. 

        .85 

CH3 
Even though it is difficult to read 
information on the Internet in English, I’d 
like to try it. 

        .84 

CH1 
Even though it is difficult to read novels in 
English, I’d like to try it. 

        .81 

CU5 
I want to read information written in 
English on the Internet. 

        .74 

CU3 I want to read English newspapers. .25        .70 
CU1 I want to read materials written in English.          .66 

CH6 
I’d like to read English passages even 
when I encounter difficult words or 
expressions. 

        .62 

CH8 
I want to improve my reading abilities by 
reading more challenging materials. 

        .40 

CH9 
Even if English is difficult, I read again and 
again to understand the content. 

         

 Eigenvalues 20.21 4.57 4.27 3.19 2.65 2.25 1.76 1.34 1.12 
 Percentage of Variance 30.16 6.82 6.38 4.76 3.96 3.36 2.68 2.00 1.67 

Note. CU = Curiosity, IN = Involvement, CH = Challenge, RC = Recognition, INS = Instrumental 
Orientation, CO = Compliance, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-
Confidence, J = Intrinsic Motivation for Reading in L1. Factor loadings above .32 are shown in the 
table. 

 

Seven of the nine hypothesized constructs, Challenge, Recognition, Instrument 

Orientation, Compliance, Importance, Recognition, and Intrinsic Motivation for Reading 

in L1, emerged as expected. However, two unexpected factors surfaced: five items from 

Involvement (IN6, IN5, IN3, IN2, IN4), three items from Curiosity (CU2, CU4, CU9), 

and one item from Challenge (CH4) loaded on Factor 1, and CU7, IN7, CU6 loaded on 

Factor 6; thus, a total of nine factors were identified. 

The nine factors were tentatively named considering the common characteristics 

of the items. As mentioned above, Factor 1 obtained loadings greater than +.32 from 

three hypothesized factors: three items from Curiosity, five items from Involvement, and 

one item from Challenge. After examining these items, I found that these items all shared 

intrinsic interest in and fondness and enjoyment of reading in English; therefore, this 
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factor was named Intrinsic Motivation for L2 Reading (IML2). An example item is “I 

often get deeply engaged when I read novels written in English.” 

Factor 2 received loadings greater than +.32 from nine items. Because these items 

indicated intrinsic value of the ability to read well in English, the factor was named 

Importance of L2 Reading in the L2 (IM). An example item is “Learning to read in 

English is important because it will broaden my view.” 

Factor 3 obtained loadings greater than +.32 from eight items. The items were 

related to beliefs about reading abilities; therefore, this factor was named L2 Reading Self 

Confidence (RSC). An example item is “I was good at reading English in junior high 

school.” 

Factor 4 received loadings greater than +.32 from eight items. These items 

concerned interest in, fondness and enjoyment of reading in Japanese; therefore, the 

factor was named Intrinsic Motivation for Reading in L1 (J). A sample item is “I like 

reading books in Japanese.” 

Factor 5 obtained loadings greater than -.32 from six items. Because these were 

concerned with reading behavior prompted by external pressure from peers or grades, the 

factor was named Compliance (CO). A representative item is “I read materials written in 

English to satisfy course requirements.” 

Factor 6, which emerged unexpectedly, consisted of three items. They were all 

related to preference of reading in English in relation to other English skills, such as 

speaking and writing; thus, this factor was names as Preference for L2 Reading (PR). A 

sample item is “I like reading English more than speaking English.” 
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Factor 7 was composed of four items related to reading behavior characterized by 

extrinsic desire to be recognized by others. An example item is “I like to get compliments 

for my reading skills from my teacher.” Therefore, this factor was named Recognition 

(RC). 

Factor 8 received loadings greater than +.32 from six factors, which reflected the 

utility value of reading English for future purposes. An example item is “I am learning to 

read English because I might study abroad in the future.” Therefore, this factor was 

named Instrumental Orientation (INS). 

Factor 9 received loading greater than +.32 from eight items. An example item is 

“Even though it is difficult to read information in English on the Internet, I’d like to try 

it.” The common feature of the items was willingness to take up the challenge of reading 

materials written in English. Therefore, this factor was named Challenge (CH). 

In order to investigate the relationships between the factors, correlation 

coefficients were calculated. Table 23 shows the results: 15 out of 36 factor correlations 

for the nine extracted factors were above .32, which meant that there was 10% (or more) 

overlap in variance among factors, enough variance to warrant oblique rotation 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p. 646). 
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Table 23. Factor Correlation Matrix 

Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 IML2 —         

2 IM .53 —        

3 RSC .53 .23 —       

4 J .34 .18 .07 —      

5 CO .62 .60 .29 .20 —     

6 PRE .50 .36 .36 .27 .42 —    

7 RC .40 .43 .20 .06 .23 .25 —   

8 INS .53 .42 .28 .12 .29 .14 .32 —  

9 CH .22 -.09 .65 -.03 -.03 .18 .12 .06 — 
Note. IML2 = Intrinsic Motivation for L2 Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, RSC = L2 
Reading Self-Confidence, J = Intrinsic Motivation for Reading in L1, CO = Compliance, PRE = 
Preference of L2 Reading, RC = Recognition, INS = Instrumental Orientation, CH = Challenge. 

Bold numbers are higher correlations than .32. 

 

In sum, the results of the factor analysis are as follows: 

Factor 1: Intrinsic Motivation for Reading in L2 (IML2): IN6, IN5, IN3, CU2, CU4, IN4, 

IN1, CH4 

Factor 2: Importance of L2 Reading in L2 (IM): IM5, IM3, IM2, IM6, IM7, IM8, IM4, 

IM1 

Factor 3: L2 Reading Self-Confidence (RSC): RSC1, RSC3, RSC 4, RSC2, RSC5, 

RSC6, RSC9 

Factor 4: Intrinsic Motivation for Reading in L1 (J): J2, J9, J5, J1, J7, J6, J8, J3 

Factor 5: Compliance (CO): CO4, CO1, CO5, CO3 

Factor 6: Preference of Reading in L2 to Other Skills (PRE): CU7, IN7, CU6 

Factor 7: Recognition (RC): RC2, RC5, RC3, RC1 

Factor 8: Instrumental Orientation (INS): INS5, INS4, INS1, INS2, INS3, INS6 

Factor 9: Challenge (CH): CH2, CH3, CH1, CU5, CU3, CU1, CH6, CH8 
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The reliability of each factor was calculated using Cronbach’s alpha (Table 24). 

The highest alpha was .93 for Intrinsic Motivation for Reading in L2 (IML2) and 

Challenge (CH) while the lowest was .78 for Recognition (RC). On the whole, the alpha 

coefficients showed satisfactory reliability. 

 

Table 24. Cronbach’s Alpha Reliabilities of the Nine Factors 

Factor IML2 IM RSC J CO PRE RC INS CH 

Reliability  .93 .90 .90 .86 .85 .83 .78 .86 .93 

Note. IML2 = Intrinsic Motivation for L2 Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, RSC = L2 
Reading Self-Confidence, J = Intrinsic Motivation for Reading in L1, CO = Compliance, PRE = 
Preference of L2 Reading, RC = Recognition, INS = Instrumental Orientation, CH = Challenge. 

 

In summary, the results of the factor analysis partially confirmed the priori 

hypothesis: seven out of the nine hypothesized factors emerged as expected. However, 

there were two problems. First, one unexpected factor (Preference of Reading in L2 to 

Other Skills) emerged. When the items (CU7, IN7, CU6) that loaded on this factor were 

closely examined, it was found that they were similar in that they compared perceptions 

of L2 reading with those of speaking or listening. That is, they might not necessarily tap 

into perceptions of L2 reading, but simply reflect that the respondents prefer L2 reading 

to other skills such as L2 listening or speaking. Thus, the results suggested that these 

items should be eliminated from the questionnaire for the main analysis. 

Another problem is the items that were expected to load onto Curiosity and 

Involvement in L2 Reading loaded separately onto one factor. This result indicated that 

these factors are inseparable because both of them concern intrinsic fondness of and 

interest in L2 reading. Following the factor analysis, a Rasch analysis was conducted to 

investigate the questionnaire. The results are reported below. 
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Rasch Analysis of the L2 Reading Motivation Questionnaire 

Following the exploratory analysis, a Rasch analysis was conducted to investigate 

whether the 69 items of the L2 reading motivation questionnaire adequately measured the 

hypothesized factors. 

 

Curiosity, Involvement, and Challenge 

Because the questionnaire items hypothesized to measure Curiosity, Involvement, 

and Challenge loaded on the same factor in the factor analysis, these items were first 

analyzed together to determine whether or not they form a unidimensional factor. 

The Rasch PCA of item residual results are displayed in Table 25. Although the 

Rasch model accounted for more than 50% of the variance, the unexplained variance in 

the first contrast was high, as the eigenvalue was 3.4 (Table 25). As this was over the 3.0 

criterion (Linacre, 2007), it suggested the presence of more than one construct. 

 

Table 25. Rasch PCA of Item Residual Results for Curiosity, Involvement, and 

Challenge 

 Eigenvalue Percent 

Raw variance explained by measures 25.4 50.4% 
Raw variance explained by persons 13.1 26.1% 
Raw variance explained by items 12.2 24.3% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 25.0 49.6% 
Unexplained variance in first contrast 3.4 6.8% 

 

The Rasch PCA item residuals loadings for Curiosity, Involvement, and 

Challenge are shown in Table 26. 
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Table 26. Rasch PCA of Item Residuals Loadings for Curiosity, Involvement, and 

Challenge 

Item Loading Item Difficulty Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ 
CU7 .82 -.35 1.75 2.03 
IN7 .79 -.39 1.44 1.62 
CU6 .68 -.27 1.63 1.80 
IN8 .47 -.28 1.19 1.24 
CH7 .20 -.09 .82 .88 
CU8 .16 -.86 1.32 1.39 
CH9 .15 -.65 .90 .97 
CU5 -.43 -.31 1.10 1.09 
CU2 -.35 .43 .61 .59 
CU4 -.35 1.02 .71 .68 
CU9 -.34 .35 .73 .70 
IN4 -.34 1.15 1.17 1.21 
CU3 -.34 -.34 1.15 1.13 
CH3 -.33 -.48 .92 .92 
CU1 -.29 -.92 .88 .88 
IN3 -.29 1.31 .94 .99 
CH2 -.27 -.82 .75 .73 
CH1 -.27 -.54 .68 .68 
IN2 -.24 .80 .91 .86 
IN6 -.21 1.10 .95 1.10 
IN5 -.17 1.09 1.19 1.57 
CH4 -.16 .63 .66 .89 
CH8 -.05 -.45 .96 .97 
CH5 -.02 -.77 .83 .84 
CH6 -.01 -.60 .72 .71 

 

The Rasch person reliability (separation) estimate was .93 (3.64). The item reliability 

(separation) estimate was 1.00 (14.19). The Rasch item statistics are shown below (Table 

27). 

Rasch items statistics for Curiosity, Involvement, and Challenge are shown in 

Table 27. Two items showed misfit: Item CU6 had an infit MNSQ statistics of 1.63 (Infit 

ZSTD = 9.9) and an outfit MNSQ statistics of 1.80 (Outfit ZSTD = 9.9), and Item CU7 

had an infit MNSQ statistics of 1.75 (Infit ZSTD = 9.9) and an outfit MNSQ statistics of 

2.03 (Outfit ZSTD = 9.9). The other items met the 0.50-1.50 MNSQ fit criterion. Point-

measure correlations were all positive and they ranged from .39-.79.  
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Table 27. Rasch Item Statistics Curiosity, Involvement, and Challenge 

 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Measure 
Correlation 

IN3 1.31 .05 .94 -1.3 .99 -.1 .63 
IN4 1.15 .05 1.17 3.7 1.21 3.3 .58 
IN6 1.10 .05 .95 -1.1 1.10 1.7 .62 
IN5 1.09 .05 1.19 4.2 1.57 8.3 .59 
CU4 1.02 .05 .71 -7.3 .68 -6.2 .68 
CH4 .89 .05 .66 -8.9 .63 -7.7 .71 
IN2 .80 .05 .91 -2.2 .86 -2.7 .66 
CU2 .43 .05 .61 -9.9 .59 -9.6 .76 
CU9 .35 .05 .73 -6.9 .70 -6.7 .74 
CH7 -.09 .05 .82 -4.6 .88 -2.7 .67 
CU6 -.27 .05 1.63 9.9 1.80 9.9 .45 
IN8 -.28 .05 1.19 4.2 1.24 4.2 .57 
CU5 -.31 .05 1.10 2.2 1.09 2.0 .69 
CU3 -.34 .05 1.15 3.3 1.13 2.8 .68 
CU7 -.35 .05 1.75 9.9 2.03 9.9 .39 
IN7 -.39 .05 1.44 9.1 1.62 9.9 .48 
CH8 -.45 .05 .96 -.9 .97 -.7 .70 
CH3 -.48 .05 .92 -1.9 .92 -1.8 .71 
CH1 -.54 .05 .68 -8.5 .68 -8.1 .79 
CH6 -.60 .05 .72 -7.3 .71 -7.2 .75 
CH9 -.65 .05 .90 -2.5 .97 -.6 .67 
CH5 -.77 .05 .83 -4.2 .84 -3.7 .70 
CH2 -.82 .05 .75 -6.4 .73 -6.5 .77 
CU8 -.86 .05 1.32 7.0 1.39 7.8 .57 
CU1 -.92 .05 .88 -3.0 .88 -2.8 .72 

 

Because the results of the analysis indicated the presence of more than one factor, 

it was decided to examine the dimensionality and validity of the three factors, Curiosity, 

Involvement, and Challenge separately. The following three sections show the results for 

the three factors. 
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Curiosity 

Each category on the rating scale had more than 10 responses, and the Outfit 

MNSQ statistic for each category was below the 2.00 criterion. The thresholds were 

separated by more than 1.1 logits and less than 5.0 logits, and no categories were 

misordered (Table 28). Thus, the criteria for acceptable category functioning were met. 

 

Table 28. Category Functioning for Curiosity 

 
 

Count (%) 
Infit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 

MNSQ 
Structural 
calibration 

Category 
measure 

1 Strongly disagree 1,316 (17) 1.04 1.05 None (-3.01) 
2 Disagree 2,801 (35) .92 .88 -1.81 -.96 
3 Agree 2,749 (35) .97 1.02 .02 .96 
4 Strongly agree 1,071 (13) 1.06 1.08 1.79 3.00 

 

The Rasch item statistics for the eight items measuring Curiosity are shown in 

Table 29. Item CU7 had an infit MNSQ statistic of 1.46 (Infit ZSTD = 9.6) and an outfit 

MNSQ statistic of 1.57 (Outfit ZSTD = 9.9), indicating misfit to the model. The other 

items met the 0.50-1.50 MNSQ fit criterion. Point-measure correlations were all positive, 

ranging from .46 to .74. 

 

Table 29. Rasch Item Statistics for Curiosity 

 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

 
Outfit 

MNSQ 

 
Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-
measure 

correlation 

CU4 1.15 .05 .68 -8.2 .65 -8.1 .68 
CU2 .59 .05 .64 -9.8 .63 -9.7 .74 
CU9 .43 .05 .75 -6.3 .73 -6.5 .73 
CU6 -.06 .05 1.33 7.2 1.36 7.6 .53 
CU5 -.10 .05 .99 -.2 .99 -.2 .71 
CU3 -.13 .05 .98 -.4 .97 -.8 .71 
CU7 -.13 .05 1.46 9.6 1.57 9.9 .46 
CU8 -.63 .05 1.10 2.4 1.14 3.1 .62 
CU1 -.69 .05 .77 -5.9 .77 -5.8 .74 



 136 

 

 

As shown in Table 29, because item CU7 misfit, a separate Rasch item analysis 

was conducted without it to investigate if removing it improved the dimensionality. After 

deleting Item 7, a new analysis was conducted. In the analysis, another items, item CU6 

showed misfit. So after deleting item CU6, another analysis was conducted. The final 

results with the seven items showed acceptable fit indices and reliability. 

The final Rasch item statistics for Curiosity are shown in Table 30. All the items 

met the 0.50-1.50 MNSQ fit criterion. Point-measure correlations were all positive and 

they ranged from .46-.74. 

 

Table 30. Final Rasch Item Statistics for Curiosity 

 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

 
Outfit 

MNSQ 

 
Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-
measure 

correlation 

CU4 1.15 .05 .76 -5.6 .72 -5.4 .75 
CU2 .59 .05 .73 -6.5 .73 -6.3 .74 
CU9 .43 .05 .87 -3.1 .84 -3.5 .74 
CU5 -.10 .05 1.11 2.5 1.10 2.2 .76 
CU3 -.13 .05 1.10 2.3 1.09 2.0 .77 
CU8 -.63 .05 1.49 9.9 1.62 9.9 .64 
CU1 -.69 .05 .88 -2.9 1.87 -2.9 .79 

 

The Wright map for Curiosity is shown below. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Persons with     |  More difficult to endorse items 

higher curiosity | 
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Figure 5. Wright map for Curiosity. Each # is 8 persons. M = Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 SD. 
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As shown in Figure 5, the Curiosity items exhibited various levels of difficulty. 

The most difficult item was CU4 (Like to read English papers), and the least difficult 

item was CU1 (Want to read materials written in English). All the items clustered around 

the mean within ±one standard deviation. Therefore, these items were neither too 

difficult or easy to endorse. 

The Rasch PCA of item residuals results are displayed in Table 31. The Rasch 

model accounted for 57.0% of the variance, which was above the 50% criterion. The 

unexplained variance in the first contrast was 26.2% and the eigenvalue was 1.8, which is 

below the 3.0 criterion suggested by Linacre (2007). 

 

Table 31. Rasch PCA of Item Residual Results for Curiosity 

 Eigenvalue Percent 

Raw variance explained by measures 9.6 57.0 
Raw variance explained by persons 5.9 35.7 
Raw Variance explained by items 3.7 22.3 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 7.0 42.1 
Unexplained variance in first contrast 1.8 26.2 
Unexplained variance in second contrast 1.4 20.4 
Unexplained variance in third contrast 1.1 16.1 
Unexplained variance in fourth contrast 1.0 14.7 
Unexplained variance in fifth contrast 0.0 12.9 

 

The Rasch person reliability (separation) estimate was .85 (2.34) while the item 

reliability (separation) estimate was 1.00 (15.16). 

Following the analysis, the semantic content of item CU7 (I like reading English 

more than speaking English) and CU6 (I like reading English than listening to English) 

were considered. Both of these items were related to preference of reading to other skills. 

In Japanese junior high and senior high school, students still study English by translating 
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reading passages into Japanese and spending little time speaking or listening to English; 

thus, many Japanese students feel more comfortable reading English than speaking or 

listening to it. Endorsing item CU7 indicated students’ preference of reading English to 

speaking English, and might not necessarily indicate a fondness of L2 reading. 

Considering this reason, as well as the results of the second analysis, it was determined to 

remove item CU7 from the questionnaire. 

 

Involvement 

Each rating scale category had more than 10 responses, and the Outfit MNSQ 

statistic for each category was below the 2.00 criterion. The thresholds were separated by 

more than 1.1 logits and less than 5.0 logits, and no categories were misordered (Table 

32). Thus, the criteria for acceptable category functioning were met. 

 

Table 32. Category Functioning for Involvement 

  
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structural 
calibration 

Category 
measure 

1 Strongly disagree 1,994 (26) .91 .94 None (-3.40) 
2 Disagree 3,354 (44) .98 1.03 -2.24 -1.05 
3 Agree 1,780 (23) .93 .98 .22 1.15 
4 Strongly agree 571 (7) 1.34 1.41 2.02 3.23 

 

Rasch item statistics for the eight items measuring Involvement are shown in 

Table 33. Item IN7 had an infit MNSQ statistic of 1.60 (Infit ZSTD = 9.9) and an outfit 

MNSQ statistic of 2.03 (Outfit ZSTD = 9.9), indicating misfit to the Rasch model. The 

other items met the 0.50-1.50 MNSQ fit criterion. Point-measure correlations were all 

positive and they ranged from .51-.76 
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Table 33. Rasch Item Statistics for Involvement 

 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-measure 
correlation 

IN3 .77 .06 .76 -5.6 .72 -6.0 .74 
IN4 .58 .05 1.10 2.2 1.10 1.9 .67 
IN6 .52 .05 .72 -6.7 .72 -6.2 .76 
IN5 .51 .05 .99 -.3 .97 -.6 .72 
IN2 .18 .05 .77 -5.5 .75 -5.8 .76 
IN8 -1.04 .05 1.23 5.0 1.31 6.2 .63 
IN7 -1.16 .05 1.60 9.9 2.03 9.9 .51 

 

Because item IN7 misfit, a separate Rasch item analysis was conducted without it 

to investigate if removing it improved the dimensionality. After deleting item IN7, a new 

analysis was conducted. The final Rasch item statistics for Involvement are shown in 

Table 34. All the items met the 0.50-1.50 MNSQ fit criterion. Point-measure correlations 

were all positive and they ranged from .66-.83. 

 

Table 34. Final Rasch Item Statistics for Involvement 

 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-measure 
correlation 

IN3 1.37 .66 .86 .86 .83 -3.4 .82 
IN4 1.13 .65 1.31 1.31 1.29 5.0 .75 
IN6 1.02 .64 .80 .80 .79 -4.2 .83 
IN5 .98 .64 1.13 1.13 1.09 1.7 .80 
IN2 .90 .62 .90 .90 .91 1.8 .83 
IN8 -1.01 .61 1.20 1.20 1.28 5.6 .66 

 

 

The Rasch model explained 53.8% of the variance, and the unexplained variance 

in the first contrast was 10.4% (eigenvalue = 1.6), which was well below the 3.0 criterion 

suggested by Linacre (2007). Thus, the unidimensionality of the construct improved 

without the item. The Rasch person reliability (separation) statistic was .81 (2.10), while 
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the item reliability (separation) statistic was .99 (11.35). Therefore, deleting item IN7 did 

not negatively affect the item and person reliability estimates. 

The Rasch PCA of item residuals results are displayed in Table 35. The Rasch 

model accounted for 52.8% of the variance (eigenvalue = 5.6), which satisfied the 50% 

criterion. The unexplained variance in the first contrast was 16.7% and the eigenvalue 

was 1.3, which is below the 3.0 criterion suggested by Linacre (2007). 

 

Table 35. Rasch PCA of Item Residual Results for Involvement 

 Eigenvalue Percent 

Raw variance explained by measures  5.6 52.8 
Raw variance explained by persons 4.8 44.9 
Raw Variance explained by items 0.8 7.9 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 5.0 47.2 
Unexplained variance in first contrast 1.8 16.7 
Unexplained variance in second contrast 1.3 11.9 
Unexplained variance in third contrast 1.1 10.0 
Unexplained variance in fourth contrast 0.9 8.7 
Unexplained variance in fifth contrast 0.0 0.0 

 

The Rasch person reliability (separation) statistic was .77(1.85), while the item 

reliability (separation) estimate was .94 (3.82). 

As shown in Figure 6, the Involvement items exhibited various levels of 

difficulty. The most difficult item was IN3 (Engaged reading novels in English), and the 

least difficult item was IN7 (Engaged when reading English than when speaking 

English). All the items clustered around the mean within ±one standard deviation. 

Therefore, none of these items were too difficult or easy to endorse. However, as the 

number of the participants who were below the mean is larger than that of the people 
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above, the result indicated that more participants reported they got involved in L2 

reading.  

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Persons with higher   |  More difficult to endorse items 
Involvement           | 
    5              .  + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                   .  | 
    4                 + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                   .  | 
                      | 

    3                 + 
                   .  | 
                      | 
                  .#  | 
                      | 
                   # T| 
    2                 + 
                  .#  | 
                   .  | 
                  .#  |T 
                      | 
                  ##  | 
    1              .  + 
                 .##  |  IN3: Engaged reading novels in English 
               .#### S|S 
                   .  |  IN4: Engaged reading on the net IN5: Forget time while reading 
               .####  |  IN6: Forget other things while reading 
             #######  |  IN2: Engaged when reading short stories 
    0              .  +M 
            ########  | 
                   .  |  IN1: Enjoy reading in English outside the class 

          .#########  | 
                      |S 
       .############ M| 
   -1              .  +  IN8: Engaged when reading English than when writing English 
                      |   
            .#######  | 
                   .  |T 
             .######  | 
                   .  | 
   -2                 + 
            .#######  | 
                      | 
              .##### S| 
                      | 
                      | 
   -3         .#####  + 
                      | 
                      | 
               #####  | 
                   .  | 
                      | 

   -4                T+ 
                      | 
                 .##  | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
   -5         .#####  + 
Persons with higher   |  Easier to endorse items 
Involvement           | 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Figure 6. Wright map for Involvement. Each # is 9 persons. M = Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 
SD. 



 143 

The mean person measure of -.91 (SD = 1.51) indicated that the participants 

generally had difficulty endorsing the items measuring Involvement. 

Following the analysis, the semantic content of item IN7 (I feel more engaged 

when reading English than speaking English) was examined. Like item CU7, this item 

compared students’ engagement in reading and in speaking. For the same reason 

mentioned for item CU7, this item appeared inappropriate because it compared students’ 

engagement in reading with that in speaking. Considering the inappropriateness as well 

as the results of the second analysis, item IN7 was removed from the final analysis. 

 

Challenge 

Each rating scale category had more than 10 responses, and the Outfit MNSQ 

statistic for each category was below the 2.00 criterion. The thresholds were separated by 

more than 1.1 logits and less than 5.0 logits, and no categories were misordered (Table 

36). Thus, the criteria for acceptable category functioning were met. 

 

Table 36. Category Functioning for Challenge 

  
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structural 
calibration 

Category 
measure 

1 Strongly disagree 1,065 (12) 1.11 1.11 None (-3.97) 
2 Disagree 3,023 (35) .91 .91 -2.82 -1.46 
3 Agree 3,556 (41) .93 .96 -.07 1.43 
4 Strongly agree 1,071 (12) 1.07 1.07 2.89 4.03 

 

The Rasch item statistics for the eight items measuring Challenge are shown in 

Table 37. All of the items met the 0.50-1.50 Infit MNSQ criterion. Point-measure 

correlations were all positive and ranged from .71-.83. Because the items had acceptable 
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fit according to the infit MNSQ statistics and the point-measure correlations were highly 

positive, all of the items were retained in the analysis. 

 

Table 37. Rasch Item Statistics for Challenge 

 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-measure 
correlation 

CH4 1.81 .06 .95 -1.1 -1.4 -1.4 .73 
CH7 .44 .06 1.10 2.1 3.0 3.0 .71 
CH8 -.09 .06 1.10 2.1 1.9 1.9 .77 
CH3 -.13 .06 1.20 4.2 4.3 4.3 .74 
CH1 -.22 .06 .86 -3.2 -3.6 -3.6 .82 
CH6 -.30 .06 .75 -6.3 -6.5 -6.5 .82 
CH9 -.37 .06 1.08 1.7 1.9 1.9 .74 
CH5 -.54 .06 1.09 2.0 3.0 3.0 .74 
CH2 -.61 .06 1.09 -4.1 -4.5 -4.5 .83 

 

As shown in Figure 7, the Challenge items exhibited various levels of difficulty. 

The most difficult item was CH4 (Like to read English to learn difficult things), which 

was around two standard deviations above the mean. The least difficult items were CH2 

(Reading short stories) and CH5 (Like the challenge of English), which was around one 

standard deviation below the mean. All the other items clustered around the mean within 

±one standard deviation. Therefore, CH4 was difficult to endorse, but the other items 

were relatively easy to endorse. 
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----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Persons with higher |  More difficult to endorse items 
Challenge           | 
   6           .##  + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                .#  | 
   5                + 
                    | 
                    | 
                .#  | 
                    | 
   4               T+ 
               .##  | 
                    | 
                 .  | 
               .##  | 
   3             .  + 
              .###  | 
                 .  | 
             .####  | 

              .###  | 
   2             . S+ 
           .######  |  CH4: Like to read English books to learn difficult things 
                 .  | 
        .#########  |T 
                 .  | 
   1  .###########  + 
        .#########  |S 
                 .  | 
       .##########  |  CH7: Don’t give up reading even when difficult 
         .########  | 
   0               M+M CH8: Want to develop English abilities reading difficult text 
         .########  |  CH1: Challenge reading English novels CH3: Reading English on net 
                 .  |  CH6: Challenge reading difficult vocab. CH9: Read repeatedly 
          .#######  |  CH2: Reading short stories  CH5: Like the challenge of English 
        ##########  |S 
  -1             .  + 
           #######  | 
          ########  |T 
                    | 
              .### S| 

  -2             .  + 
               .##  | 
              .###  | 
                    | 
              .###  | 
  -3                + 
                .#  | 
                    | 
                .#  | 
                   T| 
  -4             .  + 
               .##  | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
  -5           .##  + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
  -6         .####  + 

Persons with lower  |  Easier to endorse items 
Challenge           | 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Figure 7. Wright map for Challenge. Each # is 7 persons. M = Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 
SD. 
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The mean person measure of .06 (SD = 1.93) indicated that the participants were 

generally able to endorse the items measuring Challenge. 

The Rasch PCA of item residuals results are displayed in Table 38. The Rasch 

model accounted for 57.3% of the variance (eigenvalue = 12.1), which was above the 

50% criterion. The unexplained variance in the first contrast was 9.3% (eigenvalue = 

2.0), which is below the 3.0 criterion suggested by Linacre (2007). 

 

Table 38. Rasch PCA of Item Residual Results for Challenge 

 Eigenvalue Percent 

Raw variance explained by measures  12.1 57.3 
Raw variance explained by persons 8.3 39.2 
Raw Variance explained by items 3.8 18.1 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 9.0 42.7 
Unexplained variance in first contrast 2.0 9.6 
Unexplained variance in second contrast 1.3 6.3 
Unexplained variance in third contrast 1.2 5.8 
Unexplained variance in fourth contrast 1.1 5.2 
Unexplained variance in fifth contrast 1.1 5.1 

 

The Rasch person reliability (separation) estimate was .87 (2.59), while the item 

reliability (separation) statistic was .99 (11.90). 

 

Recognition 

Each rating scale category had more than 10 responses, and the Outfit MNSQ 

statistic for each category was below the 2.00 criterion. The thresholds were separated by 

more than 1.1 logits and less than 5.0 logits, and no categories were disordered (Table 

39). Thus, the criteria for acceptable category functioning were met. 
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Table 39. Category Functioning for Recognition 

  
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
calibration 

Category 
measure 

1 Strongly disagree 1,438 (24) 1.07 1.11 None (-2.94) 
2 Disagree 1,820 (31) .91 .95 -1.71 -.97 
3 Agree 1,699 (29) .86 .86 -.11 .92 
4 Strongly agree 936 (16) 1.12 1.11 1.82 (3.01) 

 

The Rasch item statistics for the eight items measuring Recognition are shown in 

Table 40. All of the items met the 0.50-1.50 MNSQ fit criterion. Point-measure 

correlations were all positive and ranged from .61-.77. 

 

Table 40. Rasch Item Statistics for Recognition 

 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

 
Outfit 

MNSQ 

 
Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-measure 
correlation 

RC5 1.52 .05 .87 -2.9 .82 -3.1 .64 
RC3 .81 .05 1.20 4.3 1.23 4.3 .61 
RC1 .56 .05 .89 -2.7 .88 -2.6 .70 
RC2 .34 .05 .70 -7.9 .69 -7.6 .77 
RC6 -1.55 .05 1.33 6.8 1.40 7.0 .65 
RC4 -1.68 .05 .98 -.5 .99 -.1 .69 

 

The Rasch PCA of item residuals results are displayed in Table 41. The Rasch 

model accounted for 59.9% of the variance (eigenvalue = 9.0), which was above the 50% 

criterion. The unexplained variance in the first contrast was 13.6% (eigenvalue = 2.0), 

which is below the 3.0 criterion suggested by Linacre (2007). The items appeared to form 

a reasonably unidimensional construct. 
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Table 41. Rasch PCA of Item Residual Results for Recognition 

 Eigenvalue Percent 

Raw variance explained by measures 9.0 59.9 
Raw variance explained by persons 3.9 25.8 
Raw Variance explained by items 5.1 34.2 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 6.0 40.1 
Unexplained variance in first contrast 2.0 13.6 

 

As shown in Figure 8, the Recognition items showed a wide range of the 

difficulty levels to endorse. The most difficult item was RC5 (Want to please teachers), 

which was around two standard deviations above the mean. The least difficult item was 

RC4 (Want to get grades), which was around one standard deviation below the mean. All 

the other items clustered around the mean within ±one standard deviation. Therefore, 

CH4 was difficult to endorse, but the other items were relatively easy to endorse. 

 

Instrumental Orientation 

Each rating scale category had more than 10 responses, and the Outfit MNSQ 

statistic for each category was below the 2.00 criterion. The thresholds were separated by 

more than 1.1 logits and less than 5.0 logits, and no categories were misordered (Table 

42). Thus, the criteria for acceptable category functioning were met. 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Persons with higher |  More difficult to endorse items 
Recognition         | 
   4            .#  + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
   3            .#  + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                .# T|T 
                    | 
                    | 
   2                + 
                .#  | 
                 .  | 

                 .  |  RC5: Want to please English teachers 
             .####  | 
                    | 
          .#######  |S 
   1               S+ 
                    |  RC3: Want to please my parents 
          .#######  | 
                 .  |  RC1: Want to be complemented by classmates 
                 .  | 
        .#########  |  RC2: Want to be recognized by English teachers 
                    | 
   0  .###########  +M 
                    | 
        .######### M| 
                    | 
                    | 
        ##########  | 
                    | 

  -1   .##########  + 
                 .  |S 
                    | 
           .######  | 
                    |  RC6: Want to take good scores in official tests 
                 . S|  RC4: Want to get good grades  
            .#####  | 
  -2                + 
                    | 
                    | 
            .#####  |T 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
  -3           .##  + 
                   T| 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 

                    | 
                    | 
  -4        .#####  + 
Persons with lower  |  Less difficult to endorse items 
Recognition         | 
------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Figure 8. Wright map for Recognition. Each # is 10 persons. M = Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 
SD. 
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Table 42. Category Functioning for Instrumental Orientation 

  
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
calibration 

Category 
measure 

1 Strongly disagree 1,076 (19) 1.09 1.08 None (-3.41) 
2 Disagree 2,346 (42) .91 .95 -2.26 -1.02 
3 Agree 1,536 (27) .95 .98 .31 1.16 
4 Strongly agree 683 (12) 1.01 1.05 1.95 (3.17) 

 

Rasch item statistics for the eight items measuring Instrumental Orientation are 

shown in Table 43. Item INS6 had an infit MNSQ statistic of 1.52 (Infit ZSTD = 9.8) and 

an outfit MNSQ statistic of 1.57 (Infit ZSTD = 9.9), indicating misfit to the model. The 

other items met the 0.50-1.50 MNSQ fit criterion. Point-measure correlations were all 

positive and ranged from .60-.80. 

 

Table 43. Rasch Item Statistics for Instrumental Orientation 

 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-measure 
correlation 

INS4 .59 .05 .94 -1.4 .95 -1.0 .76 
INS6 .54 .05 1.52 9.8 1.57 9.9 .60 
INS5 .05 .05 .97 -.7 .93 -1.5 .79 
INS1 -.08 .05 .89 -2.6 .88 -2.7 .79 
INS2 -.50 .05 .83 -4.2 .87 -2.9 .80 
INS3 -.60 .05 .86 -3.3 .88 -2.6 .78 

 

As shown in Figure 9, the Instrumental Orientation items exhibited various levels 

of difficulty. The most difficult item was INS4 (To live overseas) and INS6 (To get well-

paid jobs), and the least difficult item was INS3 (To learn different cultures in other 

countries). All the other items closely clustered around the mean within ±one standard 

deviation. Therefore, none of the items were difficult to endorse. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Persons with higher |  More difficult to endorse items 

Instrumental        | 

Orientation         | 

 4            .#  + 
                  | 
              .#  | 
                  | 
                  | 
                  | 
                  | 
 3                + 
              .# T| 
                  | 
                  | 
                  | 
            .###  | 
                  | 
 2                + 
             .##  | 

               .  | 
            .###  | 
                  | 
                 S| 
         .######  | 
 1             .  + 
          ######  |T 
               .  | 
                  |  INS4: To live overseas  INS6: To get well-paid jobs 
         .######  |S 
               .  | 
       .########  | 
 0                +M INS5: To study overseas 
                  |  INS1: To get jobs which requires English 
        .#######  | 
                 M|S INS2: To learn opinions of people in other countries 
      .#########  |  INS3: To learn different cultures in other countries 
               .  | 

               .  |T 
-1  ############  + 
                  | 
                  | 
         .######  | 
                  | 
                  | 
                  | 
-2       .###### S+ 
                  | 
                  | 
           .####  | 
                  | 
                  | 
                  | 
-3                + 
           .####  | 
                  | 
                  | 

                  | 
                 T| 
                  | 
-4   .##########  + 
Persons with lower  |  Easier to endorse items 

Instrumental        | 

Orientation         | 

 --------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Figure 9. Wright map for Instrumental Orientation. Each # is 10 persons. M = Mean; S = 
1 SD; T = 2 SD. 
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The mean person ability estimate was -.39. This indicated that the items were 

slightly difficult for the participants to endorse overall. 

The Rasch PCA of item residuals results are displayed in Table 44. The Rasch 

model accounted for 53.8% of the variance (eigenvalue = 7.0), which above the 50% 

criterion. The unexplained variance in the first contrast was 13.3% (eigenvalue = 1.7), 

which is below the 3.0 criterion suggested by Linacre (2007). 

 

Table 44. Rasch PCA of Item Residual Results for Instrumental Orientation 

 Eigenvalue Percent 

Raw variance explained by measures 7.0 53.8 
Raw variance explained by persons 4.7 35.8 
Raw Variance explained by items 2.3 18.0 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 6.0 46.2 
Unexplained variance in first contrast 1.7 13.3 
Unexplained variance in second contrast 1.7 12.9 
Unexplained variance in third contrast 1.0 7.6 
Unexplained variance in fourth contrast 0.8 6.4 
Unexplained variance in fifth contrast 0.8 6.1 

 

The Rasch person reliability (separation) estimate was .81 (2.05), while the item 

reliability (separation) statistic was .99 (8.31). 

Because item INS6 misfit, a separate Rasch item analysis was conducted without 

the item. In this analysis, the Rasch model explained 58.6% of the variance, which was 

well over the 50% criterion; however, the unexplained variance in the first contrast 

increased from 13.3% to 15.4% and the eigenvalue increased from 1.7 to 1.9. Eighteen 

misfitting participants (2% of the participants) were temporarily removed to see if the 

deletion made any difference to the fit of the item. The new infit MNSQ statistic was 1.41 

(Infit ZSTD = 7.8) and the outfit MNSQ statistic was 1.41 (Outfit MNSQ = 7.4). Thus, 
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the fit statistics improved. The Rasch person reliability (separation) estimate was .82 

(2.13), while the item reliability (separation) statistic was .99 (8.72). Therefore, deleting 

INS6 did not negatively affect the item and person reliability estimates. 

Following these analyses, the semantic content of item INS6 (I am learning to 

read English because it might help me get a better paying job in the future) was 

examined. Because this item is related to the utility of English in the students’ future 

jobs, it was considered appropriate for the intended construct, Instrumental Orientation. 

Considering the above results, it was determined to include INS6 in the final analysis. 

 

Compliance 

Each rating scale category had more than 10 responses, and the Outfit MNSQ 

statistic for each category was below the 2.00 criterion. The thresholds were separated by 

more than 1.1 logits and less than 5.0 logits, and no categories were misordered (Table 

45). Thus, the criteria for acceptable category functioning were met. 

 

Table 45. Category Functioning for Compliance 

  
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly disagree 1,025 (26) 1.20 1.12 None (-4.59) 
2 Disagree 2,289 (55) .84 1.05 -3.49 -1.32 
3 Agree 604 (15) .78 .74 .89 1.75 
4 Strongly agree 168 (4) 1.03 1.17 2.60 (3.81) 

 

Rasch item statistics for the eight items measuring Compliance are shown in 

Table 46. Item CO2 had an infit MNSQ statistic of 1.52 (Infit ZSTD = 9.0) and an outfit 

MNSQ statistic of 1.59 (Outfit ZSTD = 5.6), indicating misfit to the model. The other 
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items met the 0.50-1.50 MNSQ fit criterion. Point-measure correlations were all positive 

and they ranged from .58-.86. 

 

Table 46. Rasch Item Statistics for Compliance 

 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-measure 
correlation 

CO2 2.08 .08 1.52 9.0 1.59 5.6 .58 
CO3 .32 .07 1.12 2.1 1.10 1.6 .74 
CO4 -.77 .07 .73 -5.6 .72 -5.6 .86 
CO1 -.80 .07 .73 -5.8 .73 -5.3 .84 
CO5 -.83 .07 .88 -2.4 .89 -2.1 .83 

 

As shown in Figure 10, the Compliance items exhibited various levels of 

difficulty. The most difficult item was CO2 (Read English because of pressure from 

parents), which was around two standard deviations above the mean. The least difficult 

item was CO1 (Read English because homework) and CO5 (Read English because 

required) and CO4 (Reading English for credits), which were all around one standard 

deviation below the mean. One item was around the mean. Therefore, most of the CO 

items were relatively easy to endorse except for CO2. 

The mean person measure of -1.69 (SD = 1.93) indicated that the participants 

generally had great difficulty endorsing the items measuring Compliance.  
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----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Persons with      |  More difficult to endorse items 
higher Compliance | 
 6             .  + 
                  | 
                  | 
                  | 
                  | 
 5                + 
                  | 
               .  | 
                  | 
                  | 
 4                + 
                  | 
               .  | 
                  | 
                  | 
 3                + 
               .  | 
                  | 
                  | 

               . T|T 
 2                +  CO2: Read English because of pressure from parents 
                  | 
              .#  | 
                  | 
             .##  |S 
 1                + 
                  | 
             .##  | 
                  |  CO3: Read English because of pressure from teachers 
            .### S| 
 0                +M 
               .  | 
               .  | 
            .###  | 
                  |  CO1: Read English because homework CO5: Read English because 
-1                +  required  CO4: Read English for credits 
   .############  |S 
               .  | 
                 M| 
               .  | 

-2                + 
        .#######  |T 
               .  | 
               .  | 
                  | 
-3                + 
          .#####  | 
                  | 
                 S| 
                  | 
-4                + 
           .####  | 
                  | 
                  | 
                  | 
-5                + 
           .####  | 
                  | 
                 T| 
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Figure 10. Wright map for Compliance. Each # is 17 persons. M = Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 
SD. 
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The Rasch PCA of item residuals results are displayed in Table 47. The Rasch 

model accounted for 57.9% of the variance (eigenvalue = 6.9), which was over the 50% 

criterion. The unexplained variance in the first contrast was 16.5% and the eigenvalue 

was 2.0, which is below the 3.0 criterion suggested by Linacre (2007). 

 

Table 47. Rasch PCA of Item Residual Results for Compliance 

 Eigenvalue Percent 

Raw variance explained by measures 6.9 57.9 
Raw variance explained by persons 5.0 41.7 
Raw Variance explained by items 1.9 16.3 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 5.0 42.1 
Unexplained variance in first contrast 2.0 16.5 
Unexplained variance in second contrast 1.2 10.5 
Unexplained variance in third contrast 0.9 7.8 
Unexplained variance in fourth contrast 0.8 7.0 
Unexplained variance in fifth contrast 0.0 0.2 

 

The Rasch person reliability (separation) estimate was .77 (1.82), while the item 

reliability (separation) statistic was 1.00 (14.89). 

Because item CO2 misfit, a separate Rasch item analysis was conducted without 

it. The Rasch model explained 59% of the variance (eigenvalue = 7.3), which was well 

over the 50% criterion. The unexplained variance in the first contrast slightly improved 

from 16.5% to 15.4% and the eigenvalue from 2.0 to 1.9. Eighteen misfitting participants 

(2% of the participants) were temporarily removed to see if the deletion improved item 

fit. The infit MNSQ statistic was 1.41 (Infit ZSTD = 7.4) and the outfit MNSQ statistic 

was 1.21 (Outfit MNSQ = 1.9). Thus, the item fit statistics improved without those 

participants. The Rasch person reliability (separation) estimate was .78 (1.89), while the 
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item (reliability) separation estimate was 1.00 (16.27). Therefore, deleting INS6 did not 

negatively affect item and person reliability estimates. 

Following the analysis, the semantic content of item CO2 (I read materials 

written in English because of pressure from my parents) was examined. Because this item 

is related to reading behavior prompted by external pressure, it was thought appropriate 

for the intended construct, Compliance. Considering the above results, it was determined 

to include CO2 in the final analysis. 

 

Importance of L2 Reading 

Each rating scale category had more than 10 responses, and the Outfit MNSQ 

statistic for each category was below the 2.00 criterion except for the first category, 

Strongly disagree (Outfit MNSQ = 2.34). The thresholds were separated by more than 

1.1 logits and less than 5.0 logits, and no categories were misordered (Table 48). 

 

Table 48. Category Functioning for Importance of L2 Reading (4-point Likert-scale) 

  
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
calibration 

Category 
measure 

1 Strongly disagree 205 (3) 1.69 2.34 None (-3.38) 
2 Disagree 700 (10) .93 .94 -2.10 -1.51 
3 Agree 3,714 (54) .84 .87 -.91 1.09 
4 Strongly agree 2,270 (33) .90 .88 3.00 (4.12) 

 

Because the first category (Strongly disagree) exceeded the Outfit MNSQ 

criterion, the first and second categories were combined and the Likert scale category 

functioning was examined again. The results (Table 49) indicated that the Outfit MNSQ 

statistic for the combined category (Disagree) was 1.33, which met the criterion. 
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Therefore, it was decided to combine Strongly disagree and Disagree and use a three-

point Likert scale (1 = Disagree, 2 = Agree, and 3 =Strongly agree) for Importance of L2 

Reading. 

 

Table 49. Category Functioning for Importance of L2 Reading (3-point Likert scale) 

  
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
calibration 

Category 
measure 

1 Disagree 953 (12) 1.24 1.33 None (-3.19) 
2 Agree 3726(46) .88 .90 -2.08 .00 
3 Strongly agree 3442(42) .90 .88 2.08 (3.19) 

 

Rasch item statistics for the eight items measuring Importance of L2 Reading are 

shown in Table 48. Item IM1 had an infit MNSQ statistic of 1.52 (Infit ZSTD = 9.4) and 

an outfit MNSQ statistic of 1.68 (Outfit ZSTD = 9.1), indicating a degree of misfit. The 

other items met the 0.50-1.50 MNSQ fit criterion. Point-measure correlations were all 

positive and ranged from .65-.83. 

 

Table 50. Rasch Item Statistics for Importance of L2 Reading 

 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-measure 
correlation 

IM1 -.79 .08 1.52 9.4 1.68 9.1 .65 
IM2 -.73 .08 1.09 1.8 1.13 2.0 .71 
IM8 1.05 .07 1.09 1.9 1.07 1.3 .76 
IM6 -.36 .07 .98 -.4 1.00 .1 .76 
IM7 -.07 .07 .89 -2.2 .85 -3.0 .78 
IM4 .07 .07 .88 -2.6 .83 -3.4 .79 
IM3 .45 .07 .78 -4.9 .78 -4.5 .81 
IM5 .37 .07 .73 -6.3 .69 -6.6 .83 

 

As shown in Figure 11, the Importance of L2 Reading items exhibited various 

levels of difficulty. The most difficult item was IM8 (Value English reading to develop  
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Persons with higher  |More difficult to endorse items 
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Figure 11. Wright map for Importance of L2 Reading. Each # is 12 persons. M = Mean; S 
= 1 SD; T = 2 SD. 

  



 160 

thinking skills), which was around one standard deviation above the mean. The least 

difficult item was IM1 (Value English reading skills), which was around one standard 

deviation below the mean. All the other items clustered around the mean within ±one 

standard deviation. Therefore, these items were relatively easy to endorse. Furthermore, 

most of the participants were either at or above the mean so it was clear that the 

participants tended to agree with these items. 

The mean person measure of 1.93 (SD = 1.77) indicated that the participants were 

generally able to endorse the items measuring Importance of L2 Reading easily. 

The Rasch PCA of item residuals results are displayed in Table 51. The Rasch 

model accounted for 47.2% of the variance, which was slightly below the 50% criterion. 

The unexplained variance in the first contrast was 11.0% and the eigenvalue was 1.7, 

which is well below the 3.0 criterion suggested by Linacre (2007). 

 

Table 51. Rasch PCA of Item Residual Results for Importance of L2 Reading 

 Eigenvalue Percent 

Raw variance explained by measures  7.2 47.2% 
Raw variance explained by persons 4.9 32.2% 
Raw Variance explained by items 2.3 14.9% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 8.0 52.8% 
Unexplained variance in first contrast 1.7 11.0% 
Unexplained variance in second contrast 1.3 8.7% 
Unexplained variance in third contrast 1.2 8.2% 
Unexplained variance in fourth contrast 1.1 7.1% 
Unexplained variance in fifth contrast 1.0 6.5% 

 

The Rasch person reliability (separation) estimate was .81 (2.05), while the item 

reliability (separation) statistic was .98 (7.48). 
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Because item IM1 misfit, a separate Rasch item analysis was conducted without 

it. The Rasch model accounted for 49.6% (eigenvalue = 6.9), which was slightly higher 

than the results with the item included in the analysis. The unexplained variance in the 

first contrast was 11.1% (eigenvalue = 1.5), which was almost the same as the results 

with the item. Twenty misfitting participants (20) were temporarily removed to see if 

their deletion improved item fit. The resulting infit MNSQ statistic was 1.22 (Infit ZSTD 

= 4.2) and the outfit MNSQ statistic was 1.14 (Outfit MNSQ = 1.9). Thus, the fit 

statistics improved considerably after excluding these participants. The Rasch person 

reliability (separation) statistic was .81 (2.06), while the item reliability (separation) 

statistic was .98 (7.39). The reliability estimates without item IM1 were almost the same 

as the ones with the item. 

Following these analyses, the semantic content of item IM1 (I think reading 

abilities in English is important) was examined. Because this item is logically related to 

the intended construct, Importance of L2 Reading, it was considered appropriate for the 

construct. Considering the above results, it was determined to include IM1 in the final 

analysis. 

 

L2 Reading Self-Confidence 

Each rating scale category had more than 10 responses, and the Outfit MNSQ 

statistic for each category was below the 2.00 criterion. The thresholds were separated by 

more than 1.1 logits and less than 5.0 logits, and no categories were disordered (Table 

52). Thus, the criteria for acceptable category functioning were met. 
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Table 52. Category Functioning for L2 Reading Self-Confidence 

  
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
calibration 

Category 
measure 

1 Strongly disagree 2,084 (22) 1.05 1.05 None (-3.37) 
2 Disagree 3,888 (40) .86 .85 -2.21 -1.06 
3 Agree 2,692 (28) .94 .98 .17 1.14 
4 Strongly agree 963 (10) 1.14 1.20 2.04 3.24 

 

The Rasch item statistics for the eight items measuring L2 Reading Self-

Confidence are shown in Table 53. All of the items satisfied the infit and outfit 

requirements (0.50-1.50). Point-measure correlations were all positive and ranged 

from .63-.77. 

 

Table 53. Rasch Item Statistics for L2 Reading Self-Confidence 

 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-measure 
correlation 

RE5 1.21 .06 .88 -2.7 .82 -3.2 .68 
RE10 .65 .05 .74 -6.3 .73 -5.8 .75 
RE6 .59 .05 .93 -1.6 1.02 .3 .68 
RE8 .27 .05 .93 -1.1 1.02 .3 .69 
RE2 .13 .05 .82 -4.3 .80 -4.6 .77 
RE4 -.23 .05 .87 -3.0 .87 -3.0 .77 
RE7 -.40 .05 1.30 6.3 1.45 8.8 .63 
RE1 -.57 .05 1.18 4.0 1.14 3.1 .75 
RE9 -.80 .05 1.03 .6 1.09 1.9 .70 

RE3 -.85 .05 1.20 4.4 1.17 3.5 .74  

 

As shown in Figure 12, the L2Reading Self-Confidence items exhibited various 

levels of difficulty. The most difficult item was RE5 (Can read faster), which was 

slightly above one standard deviation from the mean. The least difficult items were RE3 

(Got good scores in junior high school) and RE9 (Understand difficult English), which 

were around one standard deviation below the mean. All the other items clustered around 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Figure 12. Wright map for L2 Reading Self-Confidence. Each # is 6 persons. M = Mean; 
S = 1 SD; T = 2 SD. 
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the mean within ±one standard deviation. Therefore, these items were relatively easy to 

endorse; however, as relatively a large number of participants were placed below the 

mean, it was clear that many participants tended to regard their L2 reading ability low. 

The mean person measure of -.58 (SD = 1.61) indicated that the participants 

generally had difficulty endorsing the items measuring L2 Reading Self- Confidence. 

The Rasch PCA of item residuals results are displayed in Table 54. The Rasch model 

accounted for 53.3% of the variance (eigenvalue = 11.4), which was above the 50% 

criterion. The unexplained variance in the first contrast was 11% and the eigenvalue was 

2.4, which is below the 3.0 criterion suggested by Linacre (2007). 

 

Table 54. Rasch PCA of Item Residual Results for L2 Reading Self-Confidence 

 Eigenvalue Percent 

Raw variance explained by measures  11.4 53.3 
Raw variance explained by persons 6.9 32.3 
Raw Variance explained by items 4.5 21.0 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 10.0 46.7 
Unexplained variance in first contrast 2.4 11.0 
Unexplained variance in second contrast 1.4 6.5 
Unexplained variance in third contrast 1.3 5.9 
Unexplained variance in fourth contrast 1.1 5.4 
Unexplained variance in fifth contrast 1.0 4.6 

 

The Rasch person reliability (separation) statistic was .85 (2.38), while the item 

separation statistic was .99 (12.09). 

 

Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading (Japanese) 

Each rating scale category had more than 10 responses, and the Outfit MNSQ 

statistic for each category was below the 2.00 criterion. The thresholds were separated by 
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more than 1.1 logits and less than 5.0 logits, and no categories were misordered (Table 

55). Thus, the criteria for acceptable category functioning were met. 

 

Table 55. Category Functioning for Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading (Japanese) 

  
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
calibration 

Category 
measure 

1 Strongly disagree 1,388 (16) 1.10 1.16 None (-2.73) 
2 Disagree 2,648 (30) .95 .93 -1.51 -.79 
3 Agree 2,643 (30) .98 .95 .15 .84 
4 Strongly agree 2,191 (25) .99 1.02 1.36 2.64 

 

The Rasch item statistics for the eight items measuring Intrinsic Motivation for L1 

Reading (Japanese) are shown in Table 56. Item J4 had an infit MNSQ statistic of 1.56 

(Infit ZSTD = 9.9) and an outfit MNSQ statistic of 1.88 (Infit ZSTD = 9.9), indicating 

misfit to the Rasch model. The other items met the 0.50-1.50 MNSQ fit criterion. Point-

measure correlations were all positive and ranged from .46-.79. 

 

Table 56. Rasch Item Statistics for Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading (Japanese) 

 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-measure 
correlation 

J3 .90 .05 1.24  5.2 1.25 4.9 .58 
J7 .67 .04 1.10 2.2 1.07 1.6 .69 
J5 .63 .04 .80 -5.0 .78 -5.2 .74 
J1 .53  .04 .80 -5.0 .81 -4.3 .72 
J9 -.03 .04 .94 -1.4 .89 -2.4 .74 
J4 -.25 .04 1.56 9.9 1.88 9.9 .46 
J2 -.43 .05 .64 -9.7 .62 -9.2 .79 
J6 -.66 .05 .92 -1.9 .89 -2.1 .70 
J8 -1.35 .05 1.08 1.7 .95 -.8 .66 

 

As shown in Figure 13, the Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading (J) items 

exhibited various levels of difficulty. The most difficult item was J3 (Often read  
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Figure 13. Wright map for Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading (Japanese). Each # is 6 
persons. M = Mean; S = 1 SD; T = 2 SD. 
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Japanese papers), which was slightly below one standard deviation above the mean. The 

least difficult item was J8 (Can’t stop reading when reading interesting books), which 

was between one and two standard deviations below the mean. All the other items 

clustered around the mean within ±one standard deviation. Therefore, these items were e 

relatively easy to endorse. Furthermore, those who were placed above the mean were 

more than those below so the map indicated that many participants agreed with the 

statements. 

The mean person measure of .30 (SD = 1.35) indicated that the participants were 

generally able to endorse the items measuring the construct. 

The Rasch PCA of item residuals results are displayed in Table 57. The Rasch 

model accounted for 52.4% of the variance (eigenvalue = 9.9), which was well above the 

50% criterion. The unexplained variance in the first contrast was 9.3% and the eigenvalue 

was 1.8, which is below the 3.0 criterion suggested by Linacre (2007). 

 

Table 57. Rasch PCA of Item Residual Results for Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading 

(Japanese) 

 Eigenvalue Percent 

Raw variance explained by measures  9.9 52.4 
Raw variance explained by persons 5.0 26.7 
Raw Variance explained by items 4.8 25.6 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 9.0 47.6 
Unexplained variance in first contrast 1.8 9.3 
Unexplained variance in second contrast 1.5 7.8 
Unexplained variance in third contrast 1.3 6.9 
Unexplained variance in fourth contrast 1.1 5.9 
Unexplained variance in fifth contrast 1.0 5.2 

 

The Rasch person reliability (separation) estimate was .81 (2.07), while the item 

reliability (separation) estimate was 1.00 (14.60). 
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In summary, the exploratory factor analysis and Rasch analysis conducted above 

demonstrated that most of the questionnaire items reliably measured the hypothesized 

factors except for four items, J4, CU7, CU8, and IN7. As a result, 65 items of the reading 

motivation questionnaire were retained for further analysis. In the section below, the 

results of confirmatory factor analysis with the 65 items are reported. 

 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Hypothesized Factors 

Based on the results obtained from the exploratory factor analysis and Rasch 

analysis above, four items, J4, CU7, CU8, and IN7, were deleted from the questionnaire. 

The reliability and dimensionality of the remaining 65 items were further investigated 

using confirmatory factor analysis for each of the nine hypothesized factors. The 

following section reports the results of the analyses. 

 

Curiosity 

The reliability and dimensionality of seven items, each assessing Curiosity (CU), 

was assessed in a sample of 1024 persons using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with 

maximum likelihood estimation in Amos v21 (Arbuckle, 2012). A four-point Likert scale 

was used to measure the degree of agreement with the seven items, CUI, CU2, CU3, 

CU4, CU5, CU6, CU9. All items loaded significantly on the latent variable, Curiosity, 

with loadings ranging from .304 to .846. The Chi-square value for the overall model was 

significant, χ2 (14) =256.791., p = .000, CFI = .922, and RMSEA= .164 [90% CI = .121, 

149], suggesting a lack of fit between the hypothesized model and the data. Because item 
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CU6 (I like reading English more than listening to English) had a low loading (.304), it 

was decided to remove it from the analysis. With the remaining six items, CFA was 

conducted again. The fit indices were χ2 (9) = 256.971, p = .000, CFI = .922, and RMSEA 

= .164 [90% CI = .145, .180], respectively. The Δχ2 value was significant (17.650). 

Because these fit indices indicated less desirable fit, standardized residual covariances 

were examined. The covariance between items CU3 (I want to read English newspapers) 

and CU5 (I want to read information written in English on the Internet) was high. 

Because item CU3 referred to reading media related materials and because its loading 

was relatively low, it was eliminated from the analysis. After removing it, the CFA was 

conducted again. The fit indices improved, χ2 (5) = 83.917, p = .000, CFI = .968, RMSEA 

= .124 [90% CI = .101, .148] There was another high residual covariance between items 

CU1 (I want to read materials written in English) and CU5, so it was decided to 

eliminate CU5 because the former included the idea of reading English on the Internet. 

The Chi-square value for the overall model was significant, χ2 (2) = 13.837, p = .001, CFI 

= .994, and RMSEA = .076 [90% CI = .042, .116]. The Δχ2 value was significant (70.08). 

Given the significant improvement in overall fit, the model with the four items was 

considered the best model, and the four items, CU1, CU2, CU4, CU9, were retained for 

the final analysis. Table 58 shows the summary of the changes in the variable 

configuration for Curiosity. 
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Table 58 Changes in Variable Configurations for Curiosity 

Items  df χ2 / df CFI RMSEA 90% C.I. Δχ2 
7 items 274.62 14 19.61 .92 .13 [.12, .14] ― 
6 items 247.19  9 27.47 .92 .16 [.14, .10] 27.43 
5 items  83.91  5 16.78 .96 .12 [.10, .14] 163.28 
4 items 13.83  2 6.91 .99 .07 [.04, .11] 70.08 

 

Involvement in L2 Reading 

The reliability and dimensionality of six items, each assessing Involvement in L2 

Reading (Involvement), was assessed next. A four-point Likert scale was used to measure 

the respondents’ agreement with the six items, IN2, IN3, IN4, IN5, IN6, and IN8. All 

items loaded significantly on the latent variable, Involvement, with loadings ranging 

from .412 to .833. The Chi-square value for the overall model was significant, χ2 (14) = 

142.139, p = .000, and the other fit indices were CFI = .950 and RMSEA = .121 [90% CI 

= .104, 139], suggesting a lack of fit between the hypothesized model and the data. For 

two reasons, item IN8 (I feel more engaged when reading English than when writing 

English) was eliminated from the analysis. First, it was felt that this item did not 

necessarily reflect engagement in L2 reading in that students might feel more engaged in 

L2 reading than L2 writing simply because they practice the latter less frequently than the 

former in Japanese high school contexts. Second, IN8 received a much lower loading 

(.412) than the other items. 

The CFA was performed again with the remaining five items. The fit indices were 

χ2 (8) = 29.122, p = .000, CFI = .948, and RMSEA = .161 [90% CI = .138, .185]. The 

model required further improvement; therefore, standardized residual covariances were 

examined. There was a high covariance between items IN5 and IN6. When items IN5 

(Once I start reading interesting text written in English, I lose track of time) and IN6 (I 
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forget other things when I read novels written in English) were compared, it was clear 

that they were similar because both of them referred to deep engagement while reading; 

therefore, it was decided to eliminate item IN6 because “interesting text written in 

English” can also refer to “novels”. A subsequent model with the four items was found to 

have better fit, χ2 (4) = 13.255, p = .001, CFI = .993, and RMSEA = .074 [90% CI = .040, 

114]. The Δχ2 value was significant (122.005). Given the significant improvement in 

overall fit, the model with the four items was considered the better model, and the four 

items (IN2, IN3, IN4, IN5) were retained for the final analysis. Table 59 shows the 

summary of the changes in the variable configuration for Involvement in L2 Reading. 

 

Table 59. Changes in Variable Configurations for Involvement in L2 Reading 

Number 
of items  χ2 df 

 
χ2 / df CFI RMSEA 90% C.I. 

 
Δχ2 

6 142.13 9 15.79 .95 .12 [.10, .13] ― 
5 29.12 5 27.05 .94 .16 [.13, .18] 6.87 
4 13.25 2  6.62 .99 .07 [.04, .11] 122.01 

 

Challenge for L2 Reading 

The reliability and dimensionality of nine items, CH1, CH2, CH3, CH4, CH5, 

CH6, CH7, CH8, and CH9, each assessing Challenge for L2 Reading (Challenge), were 

assessed. A four-point Likert scale was used to assess the respondents’ agreement with 

the items. All items loaded significantly on the latent variable, Challenge, with loadings 

ranging from .644 to .871. The Chi-square value for the overall model was significant, χ2 

(27) = 423.444, p = .000. Because the other fit indices, CFI (.927) an RMSEA (.121) 

[90% CI = .111, 131], showed poor model fit, standardized residual covariances were 

examined. There was a high residual covariance (4.405) between items CH7 (I don’t give 
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up reading English easily even when I have difficulty understanding the content) and 

CH9 (Even if English is difficult, I read again and again to understand the content). This 

result made sense because these items were similar; therefore, it was decided to eliminate 

item CH7 (.638) because it had a lower loading than item CH9 (.673). 

After removing the item, the CFA was conducted again. There was a high 

standardized covariance (3.331) between items CH8 (I want to improve my reading 

abilities by reading more challenging materials) and CH9 (Even if English is difficult, I 

read again and again to understand the content). Because these items both referred to 

persistent efforts to continue reading despite difficulty, it was decided to eliminate item 

CH9 because it received a lower loading (.653) than item CH8 (.743). 

After removing item CH9, the CFA was conducted again. The Chi-square value 

for the overall model was significant, χ2 (14) = 153.357, p = .000. Because the other fit 

indices, CFI (.967) and RMSEA (.098) [90% CI = .085, .113.], showed poor model fit, 

standardized residual covariances were examined. A high covariance (2.988) was found 

between items CH4 (I enjoy the challenge of learning difficult things when reading 

English books) and CH5 (I enjoy the challenge of understanding English when reading 

materials written in English). After comparing the loading for each item, it was decided 

to eliminate item CH4 because it had a lower loading (.631) than item CH5 (.681). 

After removing item CH9, the CFA was conducted again. The Chi-square value 

for the overall model was significant, χ2 (14) = 153.357, p = .000. Because the other fit 

indices, CFI (.967) and RMSEA (.098) [90% CI = .085, .113], were still not satisfactory, 

the semantic content of the questionnaire items were examined again. Items CH1 (Even 
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though it is difficult to read novels written in English, I’d like to try it) and CH2 (Even 

though it is difficult to read short stories written in English, I’d like to try it) were similar 

because both of them referred to the desire to read fiction written in English. Therefore, it 

was decided to eliminate item CH2 and retain item CH1 because “novels” is a broader 

category for fiction than “short stories”. The CFA was conducted again, and the results 

improved considerably: χ2 (8) = 15.271, p = .009, CFI (.996) and RMSEA (.045) [90% CI 

= .020, 071]. The Δχ2 value was significant (138.086). Given the significant improvement 

in overall fit, the model with the five items was considered the best; thus, the five items, 

CH1, CH3, CH5, CH6, and CH8, were retained for the final analysis. Table 60 shows the 

summary of the changes in the variable configuration for Challenge for L2 Reading. 

 

Table 60. Changes in Variable Configurations for Challenge for L2 Reading 

Number of 
items χ2 df 

 
χ2 / df CFI RMSEA 90% C.I. 

 
Δχ2 

9 423.98 27 15.70 .92 .12 [.11, .13] ― 
7 249.51 20 12.47 .96 .09 [.08, .11] 174.47 
6 153.35 14 10.95 .96 .09 [.08, .11] 96.16 
5 15.27  5 3.05 .99 .04 [.02, .07] 138.08 

 

Recognition for L2 Reading Performance 

The reliability and dimensionality of six items, each assessing Recognition for L2 

Reading Performance (Recognition), were assessed. A four-point Likert scale was used to 

measure the respondents’ agreement with the six items. All items loaded significantly on 

the latent variable, Recognition, with loadings ranging from .419 to .876. The Chi-square 

value for the overall model was significant, χ2 (9) = 421.489, p = .000. Item RC6 (I want 

to get good scores in Eiken or TOEIC tests) was removed from the analysis because it 
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received a much lower loading (.419) than the other items, and it was felt that this item 

was different from the other items which concerned studying English because of pressure 

from others. The CFA was conducted again, and the results were unsatisfactory, χ2 (5) = 

164.720, p = .000, CFI = .891, and RMSEA = .176 [90% CI = .154, .200]. Because these 

indices showed the model required further improvement, modification indices were 

checked. There was a high covariance between error terms, e3 and e5; therefore, items 

RC3 (I want to read better to please my parents) and RC5 (I want to read better to please 

my English teacher) were compared. Because both of the items were related to the desire 

to perform better to please others who are important for the respondent, it was decided to 

add a path between the error terms of e3 and e5. The CFA was conducted again, and the 

fit indices improved, χ2 (4) = 29.461, p = .000, CFI = .983, and RMSEA = .079 [90% CI 

= .054, .079]. Given the significant improvement in overall fit, the model allowing the 

one error covariance was considered the best model, and items RC1, RC2, RC3, RC4, 

and RC5 were retained for the final analysis. Table 61 shows the summary of the changes 

in the variable configuration for Recognition for L2 Reading. 

 

Table 61. Changes in Variable Configurations for Recognition for L2 Reading 

Items  

(Paths added) χ2 df 

 

χ2 / df CFI RMSEA 90% C.I. 

 
Δχ2 

6 items 421.48 9 46.83 .78 .21 [.19, .22] ― 

5 items 164.72 5 32.94 .89 .17 [.15, .20] 256.76 

5 items (1) 29.46 4 7.36 .96 .07 [.05, .10] 135.26 

Note. Number in parentheses denotes the number of paths added to the model. 
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Instrumental Orientation for L2 Reading 

The reliability and dimensionality of six items, each assessing Instrumental 

Orientation for L2 reading (Instrumental Orientation), was assessed. A four-point Likert 

scale was used to measure the respondents’ agreement with the six items, INS1, INS2, 

INS3, INS4, INS5, and INS6. All items loaded significantly on the latent variable, 

Instrumental Orientation with loadings ranging from .450 to .800. The Chi-square value 

for the overall model was significant, χ2 (9) = 339.416, p = .000, and the other fit indices 

were CFI = .883, RMSEA = .191[90% CI = .174, 209]. Because these indices showed 

unacceptable model fit, the model was not considered appropriate for Instrumental 

Orientation, and modification indices were examined. There was a high standardized 

residual covariance between e1 and e6, so items INS1 (I am learning to read in English 

because I want to get a job in which I can use English) and INS6 (I am learning to read 

English because it might help me get a better paying job in the future) were compared. 

Because both of the items referred to the use of English in one’s future job, it was 

decided to eliminate item INS6, which had a lower loading (.450) than that of item INS1 

(.730). 

The remaining five items were analyzed again using CFA, and the results showed 

unsatisfactory fit, χ2 (5) = 210.776 (p = .001), CFI = .918, and RMSEA = .202 [90% CI 

= .180, .226 ]. Therefore, modification indices were checked. Because there was a high 

covariance between e2 and e3, items INS2 (I am learning to read in English because I 

want to learn about various opinions and views in the world) and INS3 (I am learning to 

read in English because I want to learn about different cultures by reading English 
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materials) were compared. Because these items both refer to learning different types of 

knowledge through reading in the L2, it was decided to allow them to covary. With the 

path added between the error terms of e2 and e3, the CFA was conducted again. The fit 

indices improved considerably, χ2 (4) = 24.994 (p = .000), CFI = .992, and RMSEA 

= .072 [90% CI = .047, .101], and the Δχ2 value was significant (185.782). Therefore, the 

model with five items, INS1, INS2, INS3, INS4, and INS5, and a path between e2 and e3 

was accepted as the final model for Instrumental Orientation for L2 Reading. Table 62 

shows the summary of the changes in the variable configuration for Instrumental 

Orientation for L2 Reading. 

 

Table 62. Changes in Variable Configurations for Instrumental Orientation for L2 

Reading 

Items  

(Paths added) χ2 df 

 

χ2 / df CFI RMSEA 90% C.I. 

 

Δχ2 

6 items 339.41 9 37.71 .88 .19 [.17, .20] ― 

5 items 210.77 5 42.15 .91 .20 [.18, .22] 128.64 

5 items (1) 24.99 4 6.25 .99 .07 [.04, .10] 185.78 

Note. Number in parentheses denotes the number of paths added to the model. 

 

Compliance 

The reliability and dimensionality of five items assessing Compliance were 

investigated. All items loaded significantly on the latent variable, Compliance, with 

loadings ranging from .586 to .924. The Chi-square value for the overall model was 

significant, χ2 (4) = 14.086, p = .007. Although CFI was satisfactory (.941), the RMSEA 

statistic showed poor model fit (.170) [90% CI = .174, .209]. When modification indices 

were examined, items CO2 (I reluctantly read English because of pressure from my 

parents) and CO3 (I reluctantly read English because of pressure from my teacher) 
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showed a high modification index. When the content of these items was examined, it was 

found that both of them referred to reading English because of external pressure from 

such significant others as parents or teachers. Therefore, a covariance path was added to 

the error terms of e2 and e3, and the CFA was conducted again. The fit indices showed 

acceptable model fit, χ2 (4) = 14.086, p = .007, CFI = .996 and RMSEA = .050 [90% CI 

= .023, .080]. The changes in the fit indices are shown in Table 63. Therefore, it was 

decided to use this model. Items CO1, CO2, CO3, CO4 and CO5 were retained for the 

final analysis. 

 

Table 63. Changes in Variable Configurations for Compliance 

Items  

(Paths added) χ2 df 

 

χ2 / df CFI RMSEA 90% C.I. 

   

Δχ2 

5 items 157.17 5 31.434 .939 .172 [.174, .209] ― 

5 items (1) 14.29 4 3.573 .996 .050 [.023, .080] 142.88 

Note. Number of Path denotes the number of paths added to the model. 

 

Importance of L2 Reading 

The reliability and dimensionality of eight items, each assessing Importance of L2 

Reading (Importance), were investigated. Eight items, IM1, IM2, IM3, IM4, IM5, IM6, 

IM7, and IM8, were measured with a four-point Likert scale. All items loaded 

significantly on the latent variable, Importance, with loadings ranging from .516 to .846. 

The Chi-square value for the overall model was significant, χ2 (20) = 180.628, p = .000, 

suggesting a lack of fit between the hypothesized model and the data. The other fit 

indices were CFI = .963 and RMSEA = .088 [90% CI = .082, 095]. Modification indices 

were checked to see if the fit indices could be improved. A high covariance was found 

between e1 and e6; therefore, items IM1 (English reading ability is important) and IM 6 
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(Learning to read in English is important because it will make me a more knowledgeable 

person) were compared. It was found that there was considerable overlap in the content, 

and the standardized residual covariance between them was high (4.017), so it was 

decided to remove item IM1, which received a lower loading (.516) than item IM6 (.718). 

With the remaining seven items, confirmatory factor analysis was conducted 

again. The results improved slightly, χ2 (14) = 98.564, p = .000; CFI = .979; and RMSEA 

= .077 [90% CI = .063, .091]. The Δχ2 value was significant (82.064). Further 

improvement was desired, so it was decided to delete item IM 4 (Learning to read in 

English is important because it is useful for my future) because it was similar to item IM 

3 (Learning to read in English is important because it will be conducive to my general 

education). With the remaining six items, a CFA was conducted again. As a result, the fix 

indices were satisfactory, χ2 (9) = 46.318, p = .000; CFI = .988; and RMSEA = .063 [90% 

CI = .046, .082]. Considering the significant improvement, the model with the six items, 

IM2, IM3, IM5, IM6, IM7, and M8, was considered appropriate for measuring the 

variable, Importance of L2 Reading. Table 64 shows the summary of the changes in the 

variable configuration for Importance of L2 Reading. 

 

Table 64. Changes in Variable Configurations for Importance of L2 Reading 

Items 

(Paths added) χ2 df 

 

χ2 / df CFI RMSEA 90% C.I. 

Δχ2 

8 items 156.04 20 7.04 .96 .08 [.07, .09] ― 

7 items 98.56 14 9.93 .97 .07 [.06, .09] 57.48 

6 items  46.31  9 5.14 .98 .06 [.04, .08] 52.25 
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L2 Reading Self-Confidence 

The reliability and dimensionality of ten items, each assessing L2 Reading Self-

Confidence were investigated. All items loaded significantly on the latent variable, and 

the loadings ranged from .562 to .818. The Chi-square value for the overall model was 

significant, χ2 (35) = 917.581, p = .000. The other fit indices were CFI = .838 and 

RMSEA = .158 [90% CI = .150, .167]. Because these indices showed problems with the 

model and there were more than enough items, individual items were closely examined 

for their content. Items RSC1 (I was able to read English well in junior high school) and 

RSC3 (My reading test scores were good in junior high school) referred to performance 

in English classes in junior high school. Similarly, items RSC2 (I was able to read 

English well in senior high school) and RSC 4 (My reading test scores were good in 

senior high school) referred to performance in English classes in senior high school. 

Because these items were identical except for the school, it was decided to eliminate 

items RSC1 and RSC3 because of their relatively low loadings. 

Second, items RSC2 (I was able to read English well in senior high school) and 

RSC4 (My reading test scores were good in senior high school) were compared. Because 

both referred to performance in English classes in senior high school, item RSC4 was 

eliminated because it received a lower loading (.777) than that of item RSC2 (.806). 

Finally, items RSC8 (Of all English skills, I am best at reading) and RSC10 (I am good 

at reading comprehension tests in English) were compared. Because both of them 

referred to performance in L2 reading, it was decided to eliminate item RSC8, which 

received a lower loading (.664) than that of item RSC10 (.750). 
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After removing these four items, the CFA was conducted again with the 

remaining six items. The fit indices were χ2 (8) = 78.828, p = .000, CFI = .969, and 

RMSEA = .088 [90% CI = .071, .106]. The Δχ2 value was significant (838.763). The 

improvements showed that the current model with the six items, RSC2. RSC5, RSC6, 

RSC7, RSC9, and RSC10, was appropriate for measuring the construct, L2 Reading Self-

Confidence. Table 65 shows the summary of the changes in the variable configuration for 

L2 Reading Self-Confidence. 

 

Table 65. Changes in Variable Configurations for L2 Reading Self-Confidence 

Items χ2 df χ2 / df CFI RMSEA 90% C.I. Δχ2 
10 items 917.58 35 26.21 .83 .15 [.15, .16] ― 
6 items 78.82  8 9.85 .96 .08 [.07, .10] 838.75 

 

Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading 

The reliability and dimensionality of eight items, each assessing Intrinsic 

Motivation for L1 Reading (Japanese), were investigated. A four-point Likert scale was 

used to assess the respondents’ agreement with the eight items. All items loaded 

significantly on the latent variable, and the loadings ranging from .499 to .846. The Chi-

square value for the overall model was significant, χ2 (20) = 192.877, p = .000, and the 

other indices were CFI = .949 and RMSEA = .093 [90% CI = .081, .105], respectively. 

To improve the model, modification indices were consulted. There were high covariances 

between four pairs of error terms (e6 and e7, e8 and e9, e1 and e2, and e5 and e7); 

therefore, it was decided to examine the semantic content of these paired items: J6 and 

J7, J8 and J9, J1 and J2, and J5 and J7. 
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First, items J6 (I often go to bookstores) and J7 (I usually carry a Japanese book 

whenever I go out) were looked at. Both of them represent fondness for L1 reading; 

however, it was considered that item J7 was more appropriate because people sometimes 

go to bookstores to buy casual magazines, CDs, and DVDs, which does not necessarily 

indicate interest in L1 reading. Therefore, it was decided to remove item J6 from the 

questionnaire. Second, items J8 (When I read interesting stories in Japanese, I cannot 

stop reading) and J9 (My hobby is reading books) were compared. Although both of the 

items showed interest in and fondness for L1 reading, they tap into different aspects of L1 

reading: the former, general attitude toward L1 reading and the latter, engagement in L1 

reading. Therefore, it was decided to keep both of the items. Third, items J1 (I prefer 

reading books in Japanese to watching TV) and J2 (I like reading books in Japanese) 

were examined. These two items were closely related in that both of them represent 

fondness for L1 reading; therefore, it was decided to eliminate item J1, whose loading 

(.756) was lower than that of item J2 (.846). The fourth pairs, items J5 and J7, were to be 

compared; however, because J7 had been already removed, item J5 (I often read 

Japanese books) was kept. In summary, items J1 and J6 were removed. 

After removing these two items, the CFA was conducted again. Confirmatory 

factor analysis was conducted again with the remaining six variables. The subsequent 

model was found to have better fit to the model, χ2 (9) = 62.096, p = .000, CFI = .975, 

and RMSEA = .077 [90% CI = .059, .095]. The Δχ2 value was significant (130.781). 

Given the significant improvement in overall fit, the model with items J2, J3, J5, J7, J8, 
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and J9 was considered the best model. Table 66 shows the summary of the changes in the 

variable configuration for Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading. 

 

Table 66 Changes in Variable Configurations for Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading 

Items  χ2 df χ2 / df CFI RMSEA 90% C.I. Δχ2 
8 items 192.87 20 9.64 .94 .09 [.08, .10] ― 
6 items 62.09  9 6.90 .97 .07 [.05, .09] 130.78 

 

Final Construct Configuration for the Nine Variables of L2 Reading Motivation 

Questionnaire 

Based on the results of the confirmatory factor analyses above, the final 

configurations for the nine variables of L2 reading motivation were determined. For each 

variable, the number of the items, Cronbach’s αreliability, and the number of paths 

added are shown in Table 67. 

 

Table 67. Final Construct Configuration of the Nine Variables. 

Variables ｋ α paths 
Curiosity  4 .88 0 
Involvement  4 .88 0 
Challenge for L2 Reading 5 .89 0 
Recognition 5 .75 0 
Instrumental Orientation 5 .87 1 
Compliance 5 .85 1 
Importance 6 .89 0 
L2 Reading Self-Confidence 6 .85 0 
Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading 6 .84 0 

Total 46  2 

Note. k = The number of items kept for the final analysis. 

 

Of the nine variables, eight showed satisfactory reliabilities higher than .84 with 

only one variable, Recognition, was lower at .75. Because these coefficients were all 
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above the acceptable range of .70 (Nunnaly, 1978), all nine variables were retained for 

the final analysis. 

In summary, as a result of the confirmatory factor analysis reported above, the 

final L2 reading motivation questionnaire consisted of nine variables with 46 items (see 

Appendix I for the final questionnaire, in Japanese and Appendix J in English), and the 

questionnaire was used in the final analysis. 

 

Rasch Analyses of the Reading Comprehension Test 

Rasch item statistics for the 21 items from the reading comprehension test are 

shown in Table 68. 

 

Table 68. Rasch Item Statistics for the Reading Comprehension Test 
 

Item 

 

Measure 

 

SE 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Infit 

ZSTD 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

ZSTD 

Pt-measure 

correlation 

16 1.41 .08 .99 -.2 1.04 .6 .45 

2 1.28 .08 1.04  1.1 1.07 1.3 .41 

8 .97 .08 .96 -1.3 .94 -1.3 .48 

5 .90 .08 .95 -1.5 1.01 .3 .47 

21 .85 .08 .97 -1.0 .92 -1.7 .48 

20 .71 .08 .97 -1.0 .99 -.3 .46 

18 .58 .07 1.18  5.9 1.24 5.4 .29 

17 .54 .07 .83 -6.2 .78 -5.7 .57 

10 .48 .07 1.04 1.4 1.06 1.4 .40 

15 .44 .07 .88 -4.6 .89 -2.9 .52 

9 .20 .07 .90 -3.9 .86 -3.6 .50 

3 .19 .07 1.08 2.9 1.08 1.8 .36 

19 .14 .07 1.15 5.4 1.25 5.4 .29 

14 .05 .07 1.08 1.8 1.08 1.8 .35 

6 -.69 .08 .94 -1.8 .88 -1.9 .42 

4 -.75 .08 .93 -2.2 .95 -.7 .42 

12 -.76 .08 1.08 2.2 1.08 1.1 .30 

13 -.80 .08 1.02 .5 1.10 1.4 .34 

7 -.85 .08 1.06 1.6 1.21 2.8 .29 

1 -1.43 .09 .93 -1.4 .82 -1.8 .37 

11 -3.46 .19 .96 -.2 .65 -1.4 .20 
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All of the items met the .70-1.30 MNSQ fit criterion (Linacre, 1999). Point-measure 

correlations were all positive, ranging from .20-.57. 

As shown in Figure 14, the test items exhibited various levels of difficulty. The 

most difficult item was Item 16, which was in between one and two standard deviations 

above the mean. The least difficult item was Item 1, which was in between one and two 

standard deviations below the mean. All the other items clustered around the mean within 

±one standard deviation. Therefore, most of the items were relatively easy except for 

Item 16. Most of the participants clustered around the mean; however, there were some 

participants who were at or above two standard deviations above the mean. 

The Rasch PCA of item residual results are displayed in Table 69. The Rasch 

model accounted for 28.8% of the variance, which is lower than the 50% criterion 

suggested by Linacre. The unexplained variance in the first contrast was 5.1% and the 

eigenvalue was 1.5, which is below the 3.0 criterion suggested by Linacre (2009). The 

small eigenvalue for the first residual contrast indicates that the reading test is 

fundamentally unidimensional. 
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Figure 14. Wright map for the reading test. Each “#” is 8. Each “.” is 1 to 7. 
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Table 69. Rasch PCA of Item Residual Results for the Reading Test 

 Eigenvalue Percent 
Raw variance explained by measures 7.9 27.4 
Raw variance explained by persons 3.3 11.4 
Raw Variance explained by items 4.6 16.0 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 21.0 72.6 
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 1.5 5.1 
Unexplained variance in 2nd contrast 1.3 4.5 
Unexplained variance in 3rd contrast 1.2 4.2 

 

The Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) was .97 (1.64), while the item 

reliability (separation) statistics was .99 (12.42). 

In summary, although the variance accounted for by the Rasch model was 

relatively low, the Rasch results demonstrated that the reading test was a reliable measure 

of reading comprehension. 

 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter reported the results of the preliminary analysis that was conducted to 

validate the two instruments of the current study, the L2 reading motivation questionnaire 

and the reading comprehension test. In the next chapter I report the results of the main 

study in which the dimensionality of L2 reading motivation using the L2 reading 

motivation questionnaire as well as the relationship between L2 reading motivation and 

text comprehension were investigated. 
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CHAPTER 6 

RESULTS 

 

In this chapter I report the results of the main study in the order of the research 

questions posed in Chapter 2. First, a principal components analysis was conducted to 

examine the factor structure of L2 reading motivation. Second, based on the results, an 

L2 reading motivation model was constructed, and its dimensionality and validity were 

examined using confirmatory factor analysis. Third, an L2 reading motivation and text 

comprehension model was constructed, and its dimensionality and validity were 

confirmed using structural equation modeling. Fourth, individual differences between 

male and female students and more proficient and less proficient students were examined 

using the structural model. 

 

Components of Motivation for L2 Reading 

The first research question concerned the motivational components of L2 reading. 

The responses to the L2 reading motivation questionnaire (46 items; see Chapter 5 for 

further details) were factor analyzed using SPSS (Version 22). Initially, the factorability 

of the items was examined. Several criteria for the factorability of the data were used. 

First, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .95, excellent for factor 

analysis (Field, 2009). Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant with χ2 (1225) = 

29753.04, p < .000. Finally, the communalities were examined. The communalities for 

items CO2 (.31) and J3 (.26) were low; therefore, these two items were removed from the 
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analysis. The other items shared higher common variances, so the principal components 

analysis was conducted with the remaining 44 items (see Appendix I and J for the entire 

questionnaire in Japanese and English, respectively). 

Principal components analysis was used because the primary purpose was to 

identify and compute composite scores for the factors underlying motivation for L2 

reading. The initial eigenvalues showed that the first component explained 31.76% of the 

variance, the second 8.32%, the third 6.85%, the fourth 5.96%, the fifth 3.85%, the six 

3.54%, the seventh 2.91%, and the eighth 1.96%. Because the seventh and eighth 

components had eigenvalues close to 1 (1.28 and .86 respectively), two solutions were 

examined with seven and eight factors, respectively, using both orthogonal (varimax) and 

oblique (promax) rotations of the factor loading matrix. Both of the rotations produced 

similar results; however, because the components were correlated, it was decided to use 

the promax rotation for the final analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The eight-

component solution, which explained 65.188% of the variance, was preferred to the 

seven-component solution because of the scree plot, the number of the items that loaded 

on each factor, and the theoretical support, which assumed that reading motivation 

consisted of eight components, including Challenge for Reading (CH) (Wigfield & 

Guthrie, 1997). 

Next, Item RC4 (I want to get good grades in English reading classes) and Item 

RSC7 (I often learn new things by reading materials written in English) were eliminated 

because their loadings were below .32 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). With the remaining 

42 items, a principal components analysis was conducted again, using promax rotation. 
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The results indicated that all the items exhibited loadings in excess of .39 on their 

respective factors. 

Although Items CU2, RC1, CH1, and CH3 were complex, it was decided to retain 

them because the higher loadings of these pairs were above .49. These eight components 

explained 65.19% of the variance. The item loadings for this final solution are presented 

in Table 70. 

Six of the nine hypothesized constructs emerged as expected: Importance of L2 

Reading, Compliance, L2 Reading Self-Confidence, Intrinsic Motivation for Japanese 

Reading, Instrumental Orientation for L2 Reading, and Recognition; therefore, these 

labels were retained. 

However, the items intended to measure Curiosity did not cluster as a single 

component; instead, Items CU2, CU4, and CU9 loaded on Involvement in L2 Reading 

and Item CU1 loaded on Challenge for L2 Reading. Although this result was unexpected, 

it was plausible, considering the fact that these three components (Curiosity, Challenge 

for L2 Reading, and Involvement in L2 Reading) represent intrinsic motivation for L2 

reading, according to Wang and Guthrie’s (2004) study conducted in L1 reading. How 

these Curiosity items were related to the items that loaded on Involvement in L2 Reading 

and Challenge for L2 Reading, were examined, respectively below. 
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Table 70. Principle Component Analysis for L2 Reading Motivation Questionnaire 
 IN IM CO RSC J INS RC DR 
Involvement in L2 Reading（IN; α = .90)      
IN3 .83        
IN2 .74        
CU2* .70       .34 
CU4* .67        
IN4 .64        
IN5 .64        
CU9* .49        
Importance of L2 Reading（IM; α = .89)      
IM5  .90       
IM3  .88       
IM8  .76       
IM2  .76       
IM7  .70       
IM6  .68       
RC4       
Compliance (CO; α= .87)       
CO4   -.96      
CO1   -.94      
CO5   -.75      
CO3   -.54      
L2 Reading Self-Confidence (RSC, α=.84)      
RSC2    .79     
RSC10    .75     
RSC5    .71     
RSC6    .62     
RSC9    .57     
RSC7         
Intrinsic Reading Motivation for L1 Reading (J; α = .84)    
J2     .84    
J9     .79    
J5     .71    
J8     .63    
J7     .63    
Instrumental Orientation（INS; α = .87)      
INS5      .93   
INS4      .84   
INS1      .63   
INS3      .58   
INS2      .56   
Recognition（RC; α = .78)      
RC5       .80  
RC2       .80  
RC3       .64  
RC1    .32   .49  
Desire to Read (DR; α = .89)      
CH1 .36       .75 
CU1*        .72 
CH6        .66 
CH3 .34       .49 
CH5        .42 
CH8        .39 
Eigenvalue 13.99 3.66 3.02 2.62 1.69 1.56 1.28 .86 
% of Var. 31.79 8.32 6.87 5.96 3.85 3.54 2.91 1.96 
Variance        65.19 

Note. CU = Curiosity in L2 Reading. CU items are denoted with *. IN = Involvement in L2 
Reading, CU = Curiosity, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, CO = Compliance, J = Intrinsic 
Motivation for L1 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, INS = Instrumental Orientation, 
RC = Recognition, CH = Challenge. 
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Involvement in L2 Reading received loadings from seven items. The strongest 

loading was from Item IN3 (I often get deeply engaged when I read novels in English). 

Three other items were Items IN2, IN4, and IN5 (e.g., I forget other things when I read 

novels in English), which were related to the state of deep engagement while reading L2 

materials. The other three were Curiosity items, Item CU2 (I like reading materials 

written in English), Item CU4 (I like reading English newspapers), and Item CU9 (I like 

reading materials written in English outside of the class). As these Curiosity and 

Involvement items showed, they were all related to intrinsic interest in and fondness of 

L2 reading; therefore, it was reasonable that they loaded on the same factor. Thus, in 

order to reflect the addition of the Curiosity items, the original name of the factor, 

Involvement in L2 Reading was changed to Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 

Reading (ININ). 

Challenge for L2 Reading received loadings from seven items. The strongest item 

was Item CH1 (Even though it is difficult to read novels written in English, I’d like to try 

it). The second strongest item was Item CU1 (I want to read materials written in 

English), which was related to the desire to read different types of reading materials in 

English. The other five items were all hypothesized Challenge for L2 Reading items 

(Items CH1, CH6, CH3, CH5, and CH8; e.g., Item CH3: Even though it is difficult to 

read information written in English on the Internet, I’d like to try it), which were also 

related to the desire to read English despite the difficulty of doing so. Therefore, it was 

clear that the content of the Curiosity item (CU1) and the CH items overlapped, and it 

made sense that they grouped together. To reflect the addition of the Curiosity item, the 
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name of this component was changed from Challenge for L2 Reading to the Desire to 

Read L2 Reading Materials (DR). In summary, the results of the factor analysis showed 

that L2 reading motivation is composed of the eight factors (ININ, IM, CO, RSC, J, INS, 

RC, and DR). 

Table 71 shows a summary of the factors, including the number of items and the 

Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimate for each factor. All of the Cronbach’s alphas for the 

eight factors were satisfactory, ranging from .78 (Recognition) to .90 (Desire to Read L2 

Materials). The alpha for Recognition was lower (.78) than that of the others; however, 

because it was within an acceptable range (Field, 2012), the factor was retained. 

 

Table 71. The Items and Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficients for Each Component 

 ININ IM CO RSC J INS RC DR 

Number of items 7 6 4 6 5 5 4 6 

Cronbach’s α .90 .88 .87 .84 .84 .87 .78 .89 
Eigenvalue 13.99 3.66 3.02 1.69 2.62 1.56 1.28 .86 
% of Total Var.  31.79 8.32 6.87 3.85 5.96 3.54 2.91 1.96 
Total Variance        65.19 

Note. ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, 
CO = Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, 
INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials. 

 

Composite scores were created for each of the eight factors by calculating a mean 

value, based on the mean scores of the items that had their primary loading on that 

particular factor. Higher scores indicated greater degrees of motivation represented by 

each factor. Descriptive statistics of the eight factors are presented in Table 72. 

 

  



 193 

Table 72. Descriptive Statistics for the Eight Factors of L2 Reading Motivation 

 M SD Skew.a Kurt.b  

ININ 1.97 .67 .53 .18 

IM 3.26 .58 -.94 1.60 

CO 1.90 .67 .59 .26 

RSC 2.08 .65 .29 -.14 

J 2.60 .72 -.15 -.49 

INS 2.31 .78 .23 -.59 

RC 1.97 .68 .41 -.23 

DR 2.61 .72 -.32 -.34 

Note. ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading), 
CO = Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, 
INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials  
Responses were collected using a Likert scale, 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 
and 4 = Strongly agree. 
a SEM of skewness was .076. b SEM of kurtosis was .152. 

 

The midpoint of the 4-point Likert scale was 2.5; thus, the mean values of three 

factors (Importance of L2 Reading, Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading, and Desire to 

Read L2 Materials) were above the mean. Importance of L2 Reading (IM; M = 3.26) had 

the highest mean score among the motivation for L2 reading items, which showed that 

the participants generally regarded L2 reading as important and put intrinsic value on it. 

The second highest mean was for Desire to Read L2 Materials (DR; M = 2.61). This 

meant that the participants generally felt that they wanted to read L2 materials even 

though it was not easy to understand them. The third highest mean score was Intrinsic 

Motivation for L1 Reading (J; M = 2.60), which indicated many of the participants were 

fond of or interested in reading Japanese books. 

The mean values of the other five factors were lower than 2.5. Instrumental 

Orientation (INS), the desire to read English for future studies or careers, was 2.31, well 

below the mid-point. This indicated that while some of the participants considered 
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reading English useful and necessary for their future studies and careers, some did not. 

L2 Reading Self-Confidence (RSC) was 2.08, slightly above 2. This showed that many of 

them did not feel confident about their English ability perhaps because they regarded 

their L2 reading ability as minimally proficient. 

The other three factors, Recognition (RC), Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in 

L2 Reading (ININ), and Compliance (CO), had means below 2.00, which meant that 

many of the participants felt that the items did not reflect their perceptions toward L2 

reading. Recognition (RC), the desire to be recognized by others by reading well, was 

slightly below 2.00 (M = 1.97), which meant that many of the participants were not so 

concerned with how others perceived their L2 reading ability, and thus felt that they read 

L2 materials not to gain respect from others but to satisfy their own needs and interests. 

Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading (ININ) had a mean of 1.97, which 

indicated that many of the participants did not read English for enjoyment. This is 

probably because they had not practiced pleasure reading in their high school English 

classes, so they had little experience in reading English for enjoyment. The lowest mean 

was Compliance (M = 1.90), which meant that students did not read English because they 

were asked to do so by others. Or rather, because they were more or less adults, they were 

independent of the pressure from significant others, such as parents or teachers. 

Compliance is similar to Recognition in that both of them are externally 

controlled by others’ expectations or external pressure. Thus, many participants did not 

read English because they were asked to read it, but because they chose to read 

voluntarily. This made sense for two reasons. First, the participants had already passed 
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university entrance examinations, so they were not under any pressure to pass such 

exams. Second, they were young adults, who were more or less in control of their lives, 

and largely independent of their parents. 

In summary, the descriptive statistics of these eight factors of L2 reading 

motivation revealed several important aspects of the respondents. First, they regarded 

reading English as important for their future careers and lives. However, a relatively 

small number of the students indicated that they wanted to read English for their future 

careers. This is probably because they felt that it was important to read English in an 

idealistic sense, but whether or not they actually desired to use English in their future jobs 

was a different matter. In terms of the enjoyment of reading English, a relatively small 

number of students indicated that they like to read English for pleasure. However, even 

though few read, what reading they did was of their own volition rather than following 

other people’s expectations or coercion. 

After examining the descriptive statistics, Pearson correlation coefficients were 

calculated in order to understand the degree to which the eight factors were related. Table 

73 presents the results. 

Based on the findings in L1 reading (e.g., Wang & Guthrie, 2004), it was 

expected that Importance of L2 Reading, Desire to Read L2 Materials, L2 Reading Self-

Confidence, and Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading would correlate 

positively because they were related to positive perceptions of L2 reading. Two other 

components, Compliance and Recognition, however, were expected to correlate 

negatively with these four components (Importance of L2 Reading, Desire to Read L2 
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Materials, L2 Reading Self-Confidence, and Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 

Reading) because the former represented the desire to read L2 materials due to external 

pressure. The other two components, Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading and 

Instrumental Orientation, were new constructs added in the current study as unique 

aspects of L2 reading; therefore, whether or not they were related to the other constructs 

was unknown. 

 

Table 73 Correlations Among the Eight Factors 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. ININ —        

2. IM .28** —       

3. CO -.32** -.41** —      

4. RSC .67** .28** -.32** —     

5. J .28** .14** -.11** .17** —    

6. INS .64** .46** -.39** .52** .17** —   

7. RC .21** .24** -.02 .22** .03 .28** —  

8. DR .71** .55** -.57** .56** .29** .64** .25** — 
Note. The numbers in bold are large (> .50) or medium (> .30) correlations.  
ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, CO = 
Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, 
INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials 
**p < .01 

 

As expected, many of the components were significantly and positively 

correlated. The following standards were used when interpreting the correlation 

coefficients: small > .10, medium > .30, large ≥ .50 (Field, 2012). Intrinsic Interest and 

Involvement in L2 Reading was highly correlated with Desire to read L2 Reading 

Materials at .71, L2 Reading Self-Confidence at .67, and Instrumental Orientation at .64. 

These high correlations made sense because if learners enjoy reading English, they will 

desire to read more and they will naturally want to use the skill in their future careers. 
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Importance of L2 Reading (IM) was highly correlated with Desire to Read L2 

Materials at .55. Importance of L2 Reading was moderately correlated with Instrumental 

Orientation at .46. Compliance (CO) exhibited significant negative correlations with six 

components: Importance of L2 Reading, Desire to Read L2 Materials, L2 Reading Self-

Confidence, Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading, Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 

Reading, and Instrumental Orientation. L2 Reading Self-Confidence (RSC) was highly 

correlated with Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading (ININ) at .67, 

Instrumental Orientation (INS) at .52, and Desire for L2 Reading (DR) at .56. 

Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading (J) had low, but significant correlations with 

five components, Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, Importance of L2 

Reading, L2 Reading Self-Confidence, Instrumental Orientation, and Desire to Read L2 

Materials, a negative correlation with Compliance (-.11), and a non- significant 

correlation with Recognition. These results show that Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading 

is more or less an independent factor that is unrelated to the other seven factors. This 

finding suggests that fondness of reading in the L1 exerts relatively a small influence on 

L2 reading motivation. 

Instrumental Orientation (INS) had high correlations with Intrinsic Interest and 

Involvement in L2 Reading (.64), L2 Reading Self-Confidence (.52), and Desire to Read 

L2 Materials (.64). 

Recognition (RC) had significant, but weak correlations with five factors, 

Importance of L2 Reading, Desire to Read L2 Materials, L2 Reading Self-Confidence, 

Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, and Instrumental Orientation, and non-
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significant correlations with Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading and Compliance. The 

non-significant correlation between Recognition and Compliance was unexpected 

because both factors were related to external influence on L2 reading behavior. 

Finally, Desire to Read L2 Materials (DR) correlated highly with five factors: 

Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading at .71, Importance at .55, L2 Reading 

Self-Confidence (RSC) at .56, and Instrumental Orientation at .64. 

Based on the results of the factor analysis, an L2 reading motivation model was 

created. Its validity and dimensionality will be examined in the next section. 

 

The L2 Reading Motivation Model 

To address the first research question, “What are the components of Japanese 

college learners’ motivation for L2 reading?”, four models were created to see which 

model best fit the data. The models were designed drawing on an L1 reading motivation 

study as well as the motivational theories that the current study is based on. Further, the 

correlation coefficients of the eight observed variables (Table 73) were consulted to find 

out if some of the observed variables should be grouped together to form a latent 

variable. In the section below, the dimensionality and validity of the models are tested 

with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with asymptotic distribution-free (ADF) 

estimation in Amos v21 (Arbuckle, 2012). This estimation was chosen because the data 

revealed evidence of multivariate kurtosis (Byrne, 2010). In order to make it easy to 

handle the data, composite scores (averages of questionnaire items loaded on each factor) 

were used  
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instead of the individual scores for each questionnaire item (Oshio, 2005). The composite 

scores were derived from a four-point Likert scale. 

 

The Eight-Factor Model 

First, an eight-factor model (the Eight-Factor Model) was tested. This model 

hypothesized that L2 Reading Motivation consisted of the eight observed variables: 

Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, Importance of L2 Reading, 

Compliance, Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading, L2 Reading Self-Confidence, 

Instrumental Orientation, Recognition, and Desire to Read L2 Reading Materials. 

First, the results of the model initially suggested poor fit. All factors loaded 

significantly on the latent variable, L2 Reading Motivation, with loadings ranging from 

-.45 to .87. The fit indices were χ2 (20) = 486.09, p < .001, CFI = .85, and RMSEA = .15 

[90% CI = .12, 14], respectively. Because these fit indices indicated poor fit, modification 

indices were examined. According to the modification indices, the error terms of e1 and 

e2 should be allowed to covary, so a path was added. The fit indices indicated better fit: 

χ2 (19) = 328.07, p < .001, CFI = .90, RMSEA = .12 [90% CI = 10, 13]. The addition of 

one covariance improved the model fit. Still, the model needed further improvement, so 

modification indices were consulted again, and another path was added between e3 and 

e8. The chi-square value for the overall model was significant, χ2 (18) = 206.09, p < .001, 

and the fit indices improved: CFI = .94, RMSEA = .10 [90% CI = .10, 13]. The Δχ2 value 

was significant at 121.98. Still, further improvement was desired, so the error terms of e3 

and e7 were allowed to covary. The results improved: χ2 (17) = 180.66, p < .001, CFI 
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= .94, and RMSEA = .09 [90% CI = .07, .10]. The Δχ2 value was significant (58.68, p 

< .05). Finally, one more additional path was added between e2 and e5. The results were 

satisfactory: χ2 (16) =138.39, p < .001, CFI = .96, and RMSEA = .08 [90% CI = .07, .10]. 

Given the significant improvement in overall fit, the Eight-Factor Model (Figure 15) 

allowing the four error covariances was considered the better model. Table 74 shows the 

summary of the changes in the variable configuration for L2 Reading Motivation. 

Because this model showed satisfactory fit, it will be compared with other successful 

models. 

 

Figure 15. The Eight-Factor Model of L2 Reading Motivation. L2RM = L2 Reading 
Motivation, ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, IM = Importance of 
L2 Reading, CO = Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading, RSC = L2 
Reading Self-Confidence, INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = Recognition, DR = 
Desire to Read L2 Materials. 
N = 1024. 

χ2 = 138.39 

CFI = .96 

RMSEA = .08 
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Table 74. Changes in Variable Configurations for the L2 Reading Motivation Model 

Items  
(Paths Added) χ2 df 

  
χ2 / df CFI RMSEA 90% C.I. Δχ2 

8 factors 486.09 20 19.72 .86 .13 [.12, .14] — 
8 factors (1) 328.07 19 14.81 .90 .11 [.10, .13] 112.90 
8 factors (2) 206.09 18 15.63 .92 .10 [.10, .13]  29.91 
8 factors (3) 180.66 17 9.15 .95 .09 [.07, .10]  96.01 
8 factors (4) 138.39 16 8.65 .96 .08 [.07, .10] 42.27 

Note. The parenthetical numbers denote the number of paths added to the model. 

 

The Intrinsic-Extrinsic Model 

A second model was created, referring to the intrinsic-extrinsic motivation model 

in L1 reading (Wang & Guthrie, 2004). The L1 model hypothesized that L1 reading 

motivation consisted of two latent variables, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, and eight 

observed variables. Following the configuration of the model, I hypothesized that L2 

Reading Motivation consisted of two latent variables, Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic 

Motivation. The former consisted of Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading 

and Desire to Read L2 Materials, and the latter Importance of L2 Reading, Instrumental 

Orientation, Recognition, and Compliance. For both Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic 

Motivation, Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading and L2 Reading Self-Confidence were 

considered as pre-existing observed variables. This model (the Intrinsic-Extrinsic Model) 

was tested with confirmatory factor analysis; however, the fit indices showed poor fit: χ2 

(18) = 815.92, p < .001, CFI = .71, and RMSEA = .21 [90% CI = .19, .15]. Figure 16 

shows the Intrinsic-Extrinsic Model. 
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Figure 16. The Intrinsic-Extrinsic Model. L2RM = L2 Reading Motivation, ININ = Intrinsic 
Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, CO = 
Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, 
INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials. 
N = 1,024. 

 

When the correlation coefficients of the observed variables were examined, the 

reason for the poor fit was understandable. Some observed variables correlated highly 

with both Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic Motivation. For example, Desire to Read L2 

Materials, one of the observed variables measuring Intrinsic Motivation, correlated highly 

with Instrumental Orientation, one of the observed variables measuring Extrinsic 

Motivation. In addition, Instrumental Orientation correlated highly with Intrinsic Interest 

and Involvement in L2 Reading, the other observed variable of Intrinsic Motivation. 

Furthermore, Recognition and Compliance, two observed variables of Extrinsic 

χ2 =  815.924[ 

CFI = .719[ 

RMSEA = .210 
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Motivation, did not correlate significantly with each other. Therefore, the configuration 

of the L1 intrinsic-extrinsic motivation did not seem to apply to the current study. For 

these reasons, it was decided to reject this model without further modifications. 

 

The Value Model 

The third model (the Value Model) was created referring to the organismic 

integration theory (OIT), a sub-theory of self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 

1985a), which was explained in Chapter 2. This theory postulates that motivation can be 

divided into intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and amotivation. Extrinsic 

motivation consists of four types of extrinsically motivated behaviors, which differ in 

terms of the degrees of self-determination: external, introjected, identified, and integrated 

forms of regulation, arranged by degrees in terms of how much one’s behavior emanates 

from the self. This theory was applied to the current study. 

According to the theory, Desire to Read L2 Reading Materials, Instrumental 

Orientation, Importance of L2 Reading, Recognition, and Compliance represented 

extrinsic motivation. When the correlation coefficients of Desire to Read L2 Materials, 

Importance of L2 Reading, and Instrumental Orientation were examined, the correlations 

among them were high. Also, these variables were related to conscious valuing of L2 

reading. Therefore, these three variables were grouped together as the constituents of a 

latent variable, Value. Because Recognition and Compliance showed low correlations 

with the former three variables and the correlation between Recognition and Compliance 

was not significant, they were kept as separate observed variables. 
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This model was tested with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The results of the 

model suggested poor fit. All factors loaded significantly on the latent variable, L2 

Reading Motivation, with loadings ranging from .090 to -.51. The fit indices were χ2 (20) 

= 652.95, p < .001, CFI = .77, and RMSEA = .17 [90% CI = .16, 18]. Because these fit 

indices indicated poor fit, modification indices were examined. According to the 

modification indices, the error terms of e1 and e4 should be allowed to covary, so a path 

was added. This modification led to slightly improved fit indices: χ2 (19) = 556.38, p 

< .001, CFI = .81, RMSEA = .16 [90% CI = .15, 18]. Because model fit was not 

satisfactory, two additional paths were added. Figure 17 shows the model. As Table 75 

shows, however, the final result was not satisfactory, so this model was rejected. 

 

Table 75. Changes in Variable Configurations for L2 Reading Motivation 

Items  

(Paths added) χ2 df 

 

χ2 / df CFI RMSEA 90% C.I. Δχ2 

4 factors 652.95 20 32.64 .77 .17 [.16, .18] — 

4 factors (1) 556.38 19 29.28 .81 .16 [.15, .18] 96.57 

4 factors (2) 251.59 18 13.97 .84 .15 [.14, .16] 304.79 

4 factors (3) 155.57 17 9.15 .85 .15 [.14, .16] 96.01 

Note. The parenthetical numbers denote the number of paths added to the model. 
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Figure 17. The Value Model. L2RM = L2 Reading Motivation, ININ = Intrinsic Interest 
and Involvement in L2 Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, CO = Compliance, J = 
Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, INS = 
Instrumental Orientation, RC = Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials. 
N = 1024. 

 

The L2 Reading Motivation Model 

The final model (hereafter, this model is referred to as the L2 Reading Motivation 

Model) was created by modifying the model above (the Value Model). Unlike the Value 

Model, this model hypothesized that L2 Reading Motivation consisted of six observed 

variables (Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, Desire to Read L2 Materials, 

Instrumental Orientation, Importance of L2 Reading, Recognition, Compliance), which 

represented different reasons why individuals want to read L2 materials, and two 

predictors of L2 The key difference among the variables is the degree of self-control 

χ2 = 155.57 
CFI = .85 
RMSEA = .15 
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involved in making the choice. This modification was done because of a complex factor, 

Desire to Read L2 Reading Materials, which referred to different reasons why individuals 

desire to read. It appeared that the reasons why individuals wanted to read were rather 

complicated because Desire to Read L2 Reading Materials correlated highly with both an 

intrinsic type of motivation (ININ at .71) and extrinsic types of motivation (INS at .64 

and IM at 55). That is, individuals want to read L2 text for multiple reasons such as “I 

like reading L2 materials”, “it is useful to read L2 materials”, and “it is important for 

me”. Therefore, this factor appeared to reflect both intrinsic and extrinsic value of L2 

learners. 

The other factors represented extrinsic types of motivation according to self-

determination by Deci & Ryan (1985a). Instrumental Orientation for L2 Reading referred 

to valuing L2 reading for its usefulness and future needs. Importance of L2 Reading 

represented conscious valuing of reading L2 text because it will be useful for one’s future 

careers or lives. Recognition represented reading L2 materials to gain approval from 

others. 

Finally, Compliance represented more external regulation than the others: learners 

read L2 materials because of external pressure from others. These six variables were 

placed in the model in the order of differing degrees of self-determination: the order was 

Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, Desire to Read L2 Materials, 

Instrumental Orientation, Importance of L2 Reading, Recognition, and Compliance. 

Similar to the third model, Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading and L2 Reading Self-

Confidence were treated as predictors of L2 Reading Motivation, not as components. 
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The results indicated that all factors loaded significantly on the latent variable, L2 

Reading Motivation, with loadings ranging from -.55 to .89; however, the L2 Reading 

Motivation Model initially displayed poor fit, χ2 (20) = 484.36, p < .001, CFI = .85, and 

RMSEA = .15 [90% CI = .14, .16]. Because of the poor fit, modification indices were 

examined. 

According to the modification indices, the error terms of e1 and e4 should be 

allowed to covary. Before adding a covariance, the semantic content of Intrinsic Interest 

and Involvement in L2 Reading (ININ) and Importance of L2 Reading (IM) was 

examined. The former represented intrinsic value of L2 reading because one is interested 

in it, and the latter represented value attached to L2 reading because it is important for 

one. Thus, both of them were related to one’ value to some extent. Therefore, a path was 

added between these two error terms. 

The fit indices improved, χ2 (19) = 326.50, p < .001, CFI = .90, RMSEA = .12 

[90% CI = .11, 14], but the model needed further improvement, so modification indices 

were consulted again, and another path was added between e2 and e6. The Chi-square 

value for the overall model was significant, χ2 (18) =204.06, p < .001. The fit indices 

showed improvement with CFI = .94 and RMSEA = .10 [90% CI = .08, .11]. The Δχ2 

value was significant at 122.43. Still further improvement was desired, so the error terms 

for e5 and e6 were allowed to covary. The results showed improvement: χ2 (16) = 178.68, 

p < .001, CFI = .94, and RMSEA = .09 [90% CI = .07, 10]. The Δχ2 value was significant 

at 25.38. 

For further improvement, another path was added between the error terms of e1 
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and e6. With the addition of the path, the fit indices were χ2 (16) = 146.27, p < .001, CFI 

= .959, and RMSEA = .09 [90% CI = .07, .10]. The Δχ2 value was significant at 32.40. 

With the addition of another path between e4 and e6, the fit indices improved to χ2 (14) = 

125.52, p < .001, CFI = .96, and RMSEA = .088 [90% CI = .07, 10]. The Δχ2 value was 

significant at 20.74. Given the significant improvement in overall fit, the L2 Reading 

Motivation Model (Figure 18) allowing the five error covariances was considered the best 

model. Table 76 shows the summary of the changes in the variable configuration for L2 

Reading Motivation. 

 

Table 76. Changes in Variable Configurations for the L2 Reading Motivation Model 

Items  

(Paths added) χ2 df 

 

χ2 / df CFI RMSEA 90% C.I. Δχ2 

6 factors 484.36 19 25.49 .85 .15 [.14, 16] — 

6 factors (1) 326.50 18 18.13 .90 .12 [.11, 14] 157.86 

6 factors (2) 204.06 17 12.00 .94 .10 [.09, 11] 122.43 

6 factors (3) 178.68 16 11.16 .94 .09 [.08, 11] 25.38 

6 factors (4) 146.27 15 9.75 .95 .09 [.07, 10] 32.40 

6 factors (5) 125.52 14 8.99 .96 .08 [.07, 10] 20.74 

Note. The parenthetical numbers denote the number of paths added to the model. 

 

In summary, four L2 reading motivation models were tested with confirmatory 

factor analysis, and the results suggested that the Eight-Factor Model and the L2 Reading 

Motivation model were successful models. The difference between these two models was 

how Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading and L2 Reading Self-Confidence were 

conceptualized. In the former model, they were conceptualized as the components of L2 

Reading Motivation, whereas in the latter model, they were conceptualized them as 

predictors of L2 Reading Motivation. When the exact natures of Intrinsic Motivation for 

L1 Reading and L2 Reading Self-Confidence were considered, Intrinsic Motivation for 
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Figure 18. The final L2 Reading Motivation Model.  
L2RM = L2 Reading Motivation, ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, 
IM = Importance of L2 Reading, CO = Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for L1 
Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = 
Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials. 
N = 1024. 

 

L1 Reading and L2 Reading Self-Confidence differed from the other observed variables 

in that they underlie L2 Reading Motivation as preexisting conditions. Therefore, L2 

Reading Self-Confidence and Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading were different from 

the other six factors: Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, Desire to Read L2 

Materials, Instrumental Orientation, Importance of L2 Reading, Recognition, and 

Compliance. It was decided to adopt the L2 Reading Motivation Model (Figure 18) for 

the current study. 

χ2 = 125.52 
CFI = .96 
RMSEA = .08 
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The L2 Reading Motivation Model indicated that the strength of the relationships 

between the six observed variables (Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, 

Desire to Read L2 Materials, Instrumental Orientation, Importance of L2 Reading, 

Recognition, and Compliance) and the latent variable (L2 Reading Motivation). The 

factor loadings ranged from -.51 to .86. Overall, the loadings showed that the observed 

variables had close relationships with L2 Reading Motivation except for Recognition 

(.29) and Compliance (-.51), which represented higher degrees of external control on L2 

reading behavior than the other factors. 

As mentioned above, L2 Reading Self-Confidence and Intrinsic Motivation for L1 

Reading were predictors of L2 Reading Motivation. The factor loadings of these showed 

that L2 Reading Self-Confidence was strongly related to L2 Reading Motivation at .65 

whereas Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading was weakly related to L2 Reading 

Motivation at .18. That is, intrinsic motivation for L1 reading had much less influence on 

L2 reading than L2 reading confidence. 

In conclusion, the L2 Reading Motivation Model adequately demonstrated that L2 

Reading Motivation is multifaceted, consisting of six motivational factors, which can be 

explained in the continuum of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. That is, L2 Reading 

Motivation consists of both internal and external types of motivation. As the high 

standardized regression coefficients of Involvement and Intrinsic Interest in L2 reading, 

Desire to Read L2 Materials, and Instrumental Orientation suggested, these factors were 

pivotal to L2 Reading Motivation. Furthermore, the factors that were related to more 

external control of human behavior had much weaker influences on L2 Reading 
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Motivation. In particular, Compliance had a strong negative association with L2 Reading 

Motivation. Furthermore, the standardized regression coefficient between Recognition 

and L2 Reading Motivation was low at .30. Finally, it was found that L2 Reading Self-

Confidence strongly influenced L2 Reading Motivation, whereas Intrinsic Motivation for 

L1 Reading had a weak influence on motivation. These results are discussed in the next 

chapter. 

 

The L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model 

Using the L2 Reading Motivation Model described above, the relationship 

between L2 Reading Motivation and L2 Reading Comprehension was investigated using 

structural equation modeling to answer the second research question, “To what extent do 

the variables of L2 Reading Motivation predict text comprehension?”. The reading test 

scores (See Chapter 4) were added to the model to see how the results of the test scores 

were related to L2 Reading Motivation. 

The L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model was tested using 

structural equation modeling with Amos v21 (Arbuckle, 2012). The results showed 

acceptable fit, χ2 (20) = 182.14, p < .001, CFI = .95, and RMSEA = .08 [90% CI = .07, 

09]. In order to see if these indices could be improved, modification indices were 

examined. Because there was a moderate covariance between the e3 and e4 error terms, a 

path was added and the model was tested again. The fit indices were χ2 (19) = 156.29, p 

< .001, CFI = .96, and RMSEA = .08 [90% CI = .07, .09]. The Δχ2 value was significant 

at 22.85. Given the significant improvement in overall fit, the L2 Reading Motivation and 
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Comprehension Model (Figure 19) was considered the better model. Table 77 shows the 

summary of the changes in the variable configuration for the model. 

 

Table 77. Changes in Variable Configurations for the L2 Reading Motivation and 

Comprehension Model 

Items  

(Paths added) χ2 df 

  

χ2 / df CFI RMSEA 90% C.I. Δχ2 

6 factors (5) 182.14 20 11.31 .95 .08 [.07, 09] — 

6 factors (6) 156.29 19 9.95 .96 .08 [.07, 09] 22.85 

 Note. The parenthetical numbers denote the number of paths added to the model. 

 

 

Figure 19. The L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model. 
L2RM = L2 Reading Motivation, ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, 
IM = Importance of L2 Reading, CO = Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for L1 
Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = 
Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials. 
N = 1,024. 

 

χ2 = 156.29 
CFI = .96 
RMSEA = .08 
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The L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model presented above revealed 

several important aspects of L2 Reading Motivation. First, the L2 Reading Motivation 

explained a relatively high amount of variance (.49) in L2 reading comprehension; that is, 

L2 Reading Motivation has a relatively strong association with L2 reading 

comprehension. Second, L2 Reading Comprehension is strongly predicted by L2 Reading 

Self-Confidence, which means that if L2 readers feel positive and confident about their 

L2 reading ability, they are likely to be successful in their reading performance. Third, it 

is important to note that intrinsic motivation in L1 reading is weakly related to L2 text 

comprehension. That is, even if individuals are fond of L1 reading, their love of L1 

reading does not necessarily transfer to the desire to read L2 materials. In summary, the 

L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model showed how L2 reading motivation is 

associated with L2 text comprehension. Further implications of the model are discussed 

in the next chapter. 

 

Individual Differences in L2 Reading Motivation 

In order to investigate individual differences in L2 reading motivation, the 

following two research questions were posed: (a) “To what extent do the relationships 

described in the L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model vary across female 

and male students?” and (b) “To what extent do the relationships described in the model 

vary across proficient and less proficient students?” To address the first question, the 

differences between male and female students were sought, using the L2 Reading 

Motivation and Comprehension Model created above. 
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Gender Differences in the L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model 

In order to investigate the differences due to gender, first, the descriptive statistics 

of each composite score were calculated for the male and female groups, respectively. 

Table 78 shows the results. 

 

Table 78. Descriptive Statistics for the Male and Female Groups  

Gender  ININ DR INS IM RC CO J RSC 

Male (n = 377) M 1.85 2.38 2.10 3.07 1.90 2.07 2.53 1.98 

 SD .68 .78 .79 .67 .71 .73 .74 .70 

Female (n = 619) M 2.03 2.73 2.41 3.36 2.01 1.79 2.63 2.13 

 SD .65 .65 .73 .49 .66 .59 .70 .61 

Note. ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials, 
INS = Instrumental Orientation, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, RC = Recognition, CO = 
Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence 
N = 1024. 

 

The female group (n = 619) averages were higher than those of the male group (n 

= 377) for the seven factors (Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, Desire to 

Read L2 Materials, Instrumental Orientation, Importance of L2 Reading, Recognition, 

and L2 Reading Self-Confidence) except for Compliance (CO), which represented 

reading L2 materials because of external pressure from others. Therefore, the results 

showed that the female group was generally more motivated to read L2 materials than the 

male group. 

The L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model was tested with male and 

female students, respectively, with structural equation modeling (SEM), using Amos v21. 

First, the model with male students was tested. The results suggested satisfactory fit 

indices: χ2 (19) = 56.93, p < .000, CFI = .97, and RMSEA = .07 [90% CI =.06, .08]. The 

loadings ranged from -.51 (CO) to .89 (Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading). 
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However, there were two non-significant paths between Intrinsic Motivation for L1 

Reading and L2 Reading Self-Confidence and between e3 and e4. Therefore, these two 

paths were removed, and the analysis was conducted again. The fit indices were similar 

to the ones above: χ2 (21) =63.34, p < .000, CFI = .97, and RMSEA = .07 [90% CI 

=.05, .09]. Given the satisfactory fit indices, the L2 Reading Motivation Model with male 

students (Figure 20) was empirically supported as an adequate model for the male group. 

 

Figure 20. The final L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model for the male 
students. L2RM = L2 Reading Motivation, ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 
Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, CO = Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for 
L1 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = 
Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials. 
n = 377. 
 

The L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model for the male students 

revealed several important findings. First, like the model with all the participants, the 

χ2 = 63.34 
CFI = .97 
RMSEA = .07 
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male students’ motivation for L2 reading consisted of the six factors (Intrinsic Interest 

and Involvement in L2 Reading, Desire to Read L2 Materials, Instrumental Orientation, 

Importance of L2 Reading, Recognition, and Compliance), with loadings ranging from  

-.50 to .89. The loadings of the three factors (Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 

Reading, Desire to Read L2 Materials, and Instrumental Orientation) were high (.89, .81, 

and .76, respectively), while the loadings for Importance of L2 Reading, Recognition, 

and Compliance were lower (.52, 40, and -.50, respectively). Their motivation for L2 

reading had a relatively high association (.50) with L2 text comprehension. Further, their 

L2 Reading Self-Confidence predicted a high amount of variance in L2 Reading 

Motivation at .74 while Intrinsic Interest in L1 Reading had a weak although significant 

relationship (.13) with it. 

However, there was a noteworthy difference between the model with all the 

students and the one with the male students: L2 Reading Self-Confidence was not 

significantly related to Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading. This meant the male 

students’ interest in L1 reading was not related to how they felt about their ability to read 

in L2. 

Next, the L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model with the female 

students (n = 619) was examined. The results suggested that the fit indices were 

satisfactory: χ2 (19) =155.47, p < .000, CFI = .94, and RMSEA = .09 [90% CI =.07, .10]. 

The loadings ranged from -41 to .88. The loadings for Intrinsic Interest and Involvement 

in L2 Reading, Desire to Read L2 Materials, and Instrumental Orientation were high 

(.89, .81, and .76, respectively), while those for Importance of L2 Reading, Recognition, 
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and Compliance were lower (.52, .40, and -50, respectively). The two non-significant 

paths between Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading and L2 Reading Self-Confidence and 

e3 and e4 for the male students were significant for the female students. Figure 21 shows 

the results of the female group. 

 

 
Figure 21. The final L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model for women. 
L2RM = L2 Reading Motivation, ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, 
IM = Importance of L2 Reading, CO = Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for L1 
Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = 
Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials. 
n = 619. 
 

The results of the female model resembled those of the male model. That is, L2 

Reading Motivation consisted of the six factors (Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 

Reading, Desire to Read L2 Materials, Instrumental Orientation, Importance of L2 

χ2 = 115.47 
CFI = .94 
RMSEA = .09 
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Reading, Recognition, and Compliance), and Intrinsic Motivation in L1 Reading and L2 

Reading Self-Confidence were predictors of L2 reading motivation. 

In summary, respective models created for male and female students resembled 

the original L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model with all the participants, 

and the fit indices showed that these models were adequate for these two groups. 

However, there were differences between them. As shown in Table 79, the fit indices 

were higher for the male group; that is, the model was more appropriate for the male 

group than for the female group. Another difference was that for the male group, the path 

between Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading and L2 Reading Self-Confidence was non-

significant, so male students’ intrinsic interest in L1 reading was unrelated to how they 

perceived their reading performance in L2, but that of female students was significantly 

related to their perceptions of their L2 reading performance. Table 77 shows the summary 

of the fit indices for the models of the respective groups. 

 

Table 79. Fit Indices for the Male and Female Groups 

 
Group χ2 df 

  
χ2 / df CFI RMSEA 90% C.I. 

Male (n = 377) 56.93 19 3.01 .97 .07 [.05, .09] 
Female (n = 619) 115.47 19 6.07 .94 .09 [.07, .10] 

 

In order to ascertain if there were any significant differences between the male 

and female groups, critical ratios for differences between parameters were examined with 

Amos v21 (Arbuckle, 2012). According to Oshio (2004), if critical ratios are higher than 

1.96, there are significant differences in the parameters. The results showed that there 

were significant critical ratios in Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, Desire 
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to Read L2 Materials, Importance of L2 Reading, Instrumental Orientation, and 

Compliance. That is, compared with the male groups, the female group had a higher 

desire to read L2 reading materials, placed higher value on L2 reading, had a higher 

desire to utilize reading L2 materials, and were not influenced by external pressure as 

much as the male group. These differences supported the interpretation that the female 

group was more motivated to read than the male group. 

 

Proficient and Less Proficient L2 Learners’ Motivation for L2 Reading 

The participants were divided into low, middle, and high groups using their test 

scores (see Chapter 4 for more details). The mean score of the test was 11.51 (range = 0-

21) with a standard deviation of 3.99. The lower group was formed by subtracting one 

standard deviation from the mean, and the high group was formed by adding one standard 

deviation to the mean (low < 7, middle: 8 – 16, high: 17- 21). The means and standard 

deviations of the composite scores for each group are shown in Table 80. 

The descriptive statistics indicated that the means of the high group were higher 

than the other two groups except for Recognition and Compliance. Therefore, the results 

suggested that the high group was generally more motivated to read L2 materials than the 

other two groups (low and middle); furthermore, the high groups felt less pressured to 

read L2 materials by others. 
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Table 80. Means and Standard Deviations of the Composite Scores 

Group  ININ IM CO J RSC INS RC DR 

Low (n = 165): M = 5.57, SD = .1.14)    

 M  1.60 3.04 2.07 2.55 1.63 1.90 1.87 2.24 

 SD .570 .72 .68 .73 .59 .73 .70 .78 

Middle (n = 732): M = 11.62, SD = 2.51)    

 M  1.97 3.28 1.90 2.58 2.09 2.31 1.99 2.62 

 SD .65 .55 .66 .72 .60 .75 .68 .70 

High (n = 127): M = 18.26, SD = 1.37)    

 M  2.43 3.42 1.70 2.71 2.58 2.78 1.98 2.99 

 SD .63 .45 .65 .73 .65 .73 .68 .55 

 Note. L2RM = L2 Reading Motivation, ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 
Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, CO = Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for 
L1 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = 
Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials. 
N = 1024. 

 

The L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model was tested with the high 

group, the middle group, and the low group, respectively, using Amos v21. First, the 

results of the high group (n = 165) are presented in Figure 22. The fit indices were 

satisfactory:χ2 = 35.257 (19), p = .013, CFI = .938, RMSEA = .082 [90% CI 

=.075, .107]. 

The results, however, showed differences from the original Reading Motivation 

and Comprehension Model presented above. There were two non-significant paths 

between Recognition and L2 Reading Motivation and L2 Reading Comprehension and 

L2 Reading Motivation. Therefore, Recognition and L2 Reading Comprehension were 

removed from the model, and the analysis was conducted again. 
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Figure 22. The L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model with the high group. 
*The paths between J and RSC, RC and L2RM, L2RC and L2RM, and e4 and e6 were 

non-significant. L2RM = L2 Reading Motivation, ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement 
in L2 Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, CO = Compliance, J = Intrinsic 
Motivation for L1 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, INS = Instrumental 
Orientation, RC = Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials. 
n = 127. 

 

In the following analysis, two paths between Intrinsic Motivation in L1 Reading 

and L2 Reading Motivation, and e4 and 46 were non-significant. Therefore, Intrinsic 

Interest in L1 Reading (J) and the path between e4 and e4 were removed, and the analysis 

was conducted again. The final model is presented in Figure 23. 
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χ2 = 35.25 
CFI = .93 
RMSEA = .08 
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Figure 23. The final L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model with the high 
group. L2RM = L2 Reading Motivation, ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 
Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, CO = Compliance, RSC = L2 Reading Self-
Confidence, INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 
Materials. 
n = 127. 
 

The results of the analysis showed that the fit indices were satisfactory: χ2 = 

10.97 (p = .08), CFI = .98, RMSEA = .08 [90% CI = .00, .15]. Given the significant 

improvement in overall fit, the model allowing the three error covariances was 

considered to be an adequate model. The loadings ranged from -.60 (Compliance) to .84 

(Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading), and the loadings for Intrinsic Interest 

and Involvement in L2 Reading and Desire to Read L2 Materials were high at .84 

and .80, respectively, whereas the loadings for Instrumental Orientation and Importance 

of L2 Reading were lower at .50 and .50, respectively, compared with those in the 

χ2 = 10.97 
CFI = .98 
RMSEA = .08 
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original model. The loading for Compliance was lower (-.60) than in the original model. 

Therefore, the model for the high group suggested that their motivation for L2 reading 

could be best described by their intrinsic interest in and desire to read L2 materials. Table 

81 shows the summary of the changes in the fit indices. 

 

Table 81. Changes in Variable Configurations for the L2 Reading Motivation and 

Comprehension Model for the High Group 

Items  

(Paths 

added) χ2 df 

  

 

χ2 / df CFI RMSEA 90% C.I. Δχ2 

6 factors (7)  35.35 19 1.86 .93 .08 [.03, .12] — 

5 factors (3) 10.97 6 1.82 .98 .08 [.00, .15] 24.37 

Note. The parenthetical numbers denote the number of paths added to the model. 

 

In summary, the model fit indices for the high group was satisfactory; however, 

this model differed from the original Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model in 

that the former did not include two endogenous factors, Recognition and L2 Reading 

Comprehension. This finding informs the current study of important aspects of proficient 

L2 readers. The implications of these differences in the models will be discussed in the 

next chapter. 

Next, the reason motivation and comprehension model was tested with the middle 

group (n = 732) using Amos V21. The results showed that the fit indices were 

satisfactory: χ2 = 77.374 (19), p =. 000, CFI = .974, and RMSEA = .066 [90% CI 

= .051, .082]. The loadings ranged from -.46 (Compliance) to .87 (Intrinsic Interest and 

Involvement in L2 Reading). Therefore, the model (Figure 24) allowing the seven error 

covariances was appropriate for the middle group. 



 224 

 

 

Figure 24. The final L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension model for the middle 
group. L2RM = L2 Reading Motivation, ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 
Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, CO = Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for 
L1 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = 
Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials. 
n = 732. 

 

Basically, the loadings of the model with the middle group were similar to those 

of the model with all the participants because the former included 71% of the 

participants. Some small differences were found with the middle group in the lower 

loadings for L2 Reading Comprehension (.39), Importance of L2 Reading (.37), and L2 

Reading Self Confidence (.67). 

χ2 = 77.37 
CFI = .97 
RMSEA = .06 
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Third, the reading motivation and comprehension model was tested with the low 

group (n = 165) using Amos v21. Initially, the results showed that the fit indices were not 

satisfactory: χ2 = 64.39 (19), p =. 000, CFI = .91, and RMSEA = .12 [90% CI 

= .08, .15]. Furthermore, there were five non-significant paths between L2 Reading 

Motivation and L2 Reading Comprehension, e2 and e4, e3 and e4, e4 and e6, and e5 and 

e6, respectively. Therefore, L2 Reading Comprehension and these four paths were 

removed from the model, and the analysis was conducted again. 

The results of the second analysis showed that another path between e1 and e6 

was non-significant; therefore, the path was removed, and the analysis was conducted 

again. The fit indices were not satisfactory: χ2 = 57.32 (17), p =. 000, CFI = .92, and 

RMSEA = .12 [90% CI =.08, .15], so modification indices were examined. There were 

moderate covariances between two pairs of error terms, e4 - e5 and between e1 - e5; 

therefore, a path was added to each pair, and the fit indices were calculated one by one. 

The changes in the fit indices are shown in Table 82. 

 

Table 82. Changes in Variable Configurations for L2 Reading Motivation and 

Comprehension Model with the Low Group 

 

Model  χ2 df 

 

χ2 / df CFI RMSEA 90% C.I. Δχ2 

Base Model 63.39 19 3.33 .91 .12 [.08, .15] — 

3 paths 

removed 

55.41 22 3.46 .92 .12 [.08, .15] 7.97 

4 paths 

removed 

57.32 23 3.37 .90 .12 [.08, .15] -1.91 

1 path added 49.05 22 3.06 .93 .11 [.06, .14] 8.27 

2 paths added 41.06 21 2.73 .94 .10 [.06, .14] 7.99 

Note. The parenthetical numbers denote the number of paths added to the model. 
n = 165. 
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Given the significant improvement in overall fit, the model (Figure 25) allowing 

the four error covariances was considered the better model. The loadings ranged from 

-.410 (Compliance) to .854 (Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading). 

 

 

Figure 25. The final L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension model for the low group. 
L2RM = L2 Reading Motivation, ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, 
IM = Importance of L2 Reading, CO = Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for L1 
Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = 
Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials. 
n = 165. 

 

The final model for the low group differed from the original L2 Reading 

Motivation and Comprehension Model in many respects. First, there was a non-

significant relationship between L2 Reading Motivation and L2 Reading Comprehension 

χ2 = 41.06 
CFI = .94 
RMSEA = .10 
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(not shown). That is, the motivation for L2 reading was not related to the ability to read 

L2 materials. Second, the loading for Recognition was .53, much higher than that of the 

original model. It is notable because this factor was eliminated in the model with the high 

group. Furthermore, the loading for Compliance was higher (-.41) than that of the 

original model. These differences are notable because they reveal some of the 

characteristics of the weak L2 learners. The differences are discussed in the next chapter. 

 

Chapter Summary 

In this chapter I have reported the results of the main analysis which investigated 

the validity of two models, the L2 Reading Motivation Model and the L2 Reading 

Motivation and Comprehension Model, referring to the four research questions. The 

results demonstrated that these models with some modifications adequately explained the 

relationships between factors of L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension. The 

implications of the results are discussed in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 7 

DISCUSSION 

 

In this chapter, the findings of the current study are discussed in the order of the 

research questions. First, the components of the L2 reading motivation are discussed 

using the L2 Reading Motivation Model, which was validated with a series of statistical 

analyses. Second, the relationship between L2 reading motivation and L2 reading 

comprehension is discussed using the L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension 

Model. Third, individual differences of the L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension 

Model due to gender and L2 proficiency are discussed. Finally, pedagogical implications 

of the current study are presented to show how the current study can be utilized in L2 

reading classrooms. 

 

Purposes and Findings of the Current Study 

The purposes of this study were threefold: (a) confirm the presence of the 

hypothesized components of L2 reading motivation, (b) examine the extent that 

motivational processes facilitate the comprehension of L2 texts, and (c) investigate 

individual differences in L2 reading motivational profiles. The findings supported the 

hypothesis that L2 reading motivation consists of a continuum of both intrinsic and 

extrinsic motivations (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). Furthermore, L2 reading motivation was 

significantly related to L2 text comprehension; that is, motivational influences on L2 

reading comprehension were verified. Finally, some important differences in the profiles 
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of L2 reading motivation were found between male and female students as well as 

between more and less proficient L2 learners. 

 

Research Question 1: Components of the L2 Reading Motivation 

The first research question addressed the components of L2 reading motivation, 

which was investigated with the L2 Reading Motivation Model. This section first gives a 

short summary of the findings and this will be followed by the discussion of the results. 

 

Findings of the current study 

The configuration of L2 reading motivation was examined with the L2 reading 

motivation questionnaire. In the instrument validation chapter (Chapter 5), the 

questionnaire was validated using a series of statistical analyses, including descriptive 

statistics, exploratory factor analysis, Rasch analysis, and confirmatory factor analysis. In 

the main analysis (Chapter 6), the dimensionality and validity of the final L2 reading 

questionnaire were first analyzed using principle components analysis. The results 

yielded eight L2 reading motivation components: Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 

Reading, Importance of L2 Reading, Compliance, Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading, 

L2 Reading Self-Confidence, Instrumental Orientation, Recognition, and Desire to Read 

L2 Reading Materials. As a result of these validation processes, these eight factors with 

46 items were used to create a model for L2 reading motivation. 

In conceptualizing the L2 Reading Motivation Model for the current study, 

theories of motivation as well as L1 reading motivation studies were consulted to 
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determine the causal relationships between the latent variable (L2 Reading Motivation) 

and the observed variables (Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, 

Instrumental Orientation, Importance of L2 Reading, Compliance, Intrinsic Interest in L1 

Reading, Recognition, and Desire to Read L2 Materials). The other two factors, Intrinsic 

Motivation for L1 Reading and L2 Reading Self-Confidence, were hypothesized not as 

components of L2 Reading Motivation but as its predictors. The former was independent 

of L2 reading because it was related to first language reading, and the latter was related to 

learners’ competence beliefs, which are conceptualized differently from motivational 

factors (Wang & Guthrie, 2004). These eight constructs were used to create the L2 

Reading Motivation Model (Figure 18), which was validated using confirmatory factor 

analysis. This model displayed adequate fit. 

 

Multidimensionality of L2 Reading Motivation 

The L2 Reading Motivation Model above illuminated several important findings 

concerning the nature of L2 reading motivation. First, L2 Reading Motivation, which is 

predicted by L2 Reading Self-Confidence and Intrinsic Interest in L1 Reading, is 

multifaceted, as it consists of both intrinsic motivation and different types of extrinsic 

motivations. This result corroborates the findings in L1 reading motivation (Wigfield & 

Guthrie, 1997; Wang & Guthrie, 2004). Also, it is consistent with recent motivation 

research which claims that motivation is multidimensional, not a unitary construct (Reiss, 

2014). 
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Figure 18. The L2 Reading Motivation Model. ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in 
L2 Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading), CO = Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation 
for L1 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC 
= Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials. 
N = 1,024. 

 

Factors of L2 Reading Motivation from L1 Reading 

The hypothesis that L1 and L2 reading motivations shared common aspects was 

partially supported. That is, four motivational factors which came from the study in L1 

reading (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1995) were identified with adequate reliability 

(Involvement, Challenge, Importance of L2 Reading, Compliance, Recognition, and 

Desire to Read L2 Materials). L1 reading and L2 reading are inherently similar in many 

respects because both L1 reading and L2 reading involve the reader, the text, and the 

χ2 = 125.52 

CFI = .96 

RMSEA = .08 
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interaction between them (Rumelhart, 1977; Singhal, 1998). The findings of the current 

study showed that motivation in L1 and L2 readings also resembled to some extent. 

However, one factor, Curiosity, did not emerge as expected, and the items written 

for it loaded onto two separate factors, Involvement and Challenge. To reflect the 

addition of the curiosity items, Involvement and Challenge were changed to Intrinsic 

Interest in and Involvement in L2 reading and Desire to Read L2 Materials, respectively. 

According to an L1 reading motivation researcher, Wigfield (1997), Curiosity refers to 

fondness of reading, e.g., “I like to read about new things”. It might be possible to argue 

that fondness of and interest in reading is conceptualized differently in L1 reading and L2 

reading, considering the fact that L2 reading is more challenging and that much fewer 

people engage in pleasure reading in L2. Because the current study did not investigate 

this difference in depth, further research is necessary to find out the difference between 

L1 and L2 readings, including a qualitative approach. 

Despite the difference, the common aspects of L1 and L2 reading motivations are 

noteworthy because this finding shows a possibility of adopting some of the motivational 

interventions applied to L1 reading. During the last thirty years, in L1 reading, extensive 

research has been conducted on motivation for reading, and it has found that motivation 

for reading is multidimensional, consisting of both intrinsic and extrinsic types of 

motivation (Wang & Guthrie, 2004). Based on the results, interventions intended to foster 

motivation for reading has been widely practiced (Guthrie, 2008; Guthrie, Wigfield, 

Tonks, & Perencevich, 2006). One of them, Concept Oriented Reading Instruction 

(CORI), has been introduced to elementary schools, middle schools, and colleges in the 
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US. Research has shown that CORI is effective for enhancing motivation for reading and 

reading engagement (Swan, 2003). It might be possible to introduce some of the features 

of CORI to L2 contexts (Grabe, 2009). This is discussed more in detail in the 

Pedagogical Implications section. 

 

L2 Specific Factors of Motivation forL2 Reading 

In addition to the motivational factors above, the current study identified three 

motivational factors unique to L2 reading. Consulting motivation theories in L2 learning 

and considering differences between first language and second language, I hypothesized 

that the following three factors were influential to motivation in L2 reading: Instrumental 

Orientation (Gardner, 1985), Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading, and L2 Reading Self-

Confidence (Clemént & Kruidenier, 1985). The results of the current study showed that 

these three L2 factors were identified with adequate reliability. Thus, this finding 

supported the hypothesis that L2 reading motivation includes factors specific to L2 

learning. How each of the factors is related to L2 reading motivation will be discussed 

more in detail later. 

 

Intrinsic and Extrinsic Types of L2 Reading Motivation 

Previous research on L2 reading motivation has shown that L2 reading motivation 

consists of two different types of motivation: intrinsic and extrinsic. In an Asian context, 

Dhanapala (2008), for example, conducted a study with 123 Sri Lankan college students 

and 124 Japanese students, and she identified eight factors of L2 reading motivation, 
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which she grouped into two groups: intrinsic motivation (Curiosity, Involvement, and 

Preference for Challenge) and extrinsic motivation (Recognition, Grades, Social Reading, 

Competition, and Compliance). In the US, Komiyama (2009) conducted a study with 

2018 students who were studying English in language programs at colleges and 

universities, and she found that L2 reading motivation consisted of eight factors of 

motivation, which also can be divided into two groups: intrinsic motivation (Curiosity, 

Involvement, and Preference for Challenge) and extrinsic motivation (Social Sharing, 

Competition, and Compliance). 

Similarly, the current study identified eight factors of L2 reading motivation, 

which can be categorized into two groups: intrinsic motivation (Interest in and 

Involvement in L2 Reading) and extrinsic motivation (Instrumental Orientation, 

Importance of L2 Reading, Recognition, and Compliance). However, there was one 

complex factor: Desire to Read L2 Materials. This factor correlated highly with both 

intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation. That is, L2 readers desire to read L2 text for 

both intrinsic and extrinsic reasons. This finding will be discussed more in detail in the 

section below. 

Despite the problem with Desire to Read L2 Reading Materials, the current study 

found that L2 reading motivation is made up of two contrasting types of motivation: 

Intrinsic motivation which represents fondness of reading as well as enjoyment of reading 

and extrinsic motivation which represents external influence on motivation to read. In the 

following section below, both intrinsic and extrinsic components of L2 reading 
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motivation will be discussed separately, referring to the L2 Reading Motivation Model as 

well as previous research and theories of motivation. 

 

Intrinsic Motivation for L2 Reading 

The importance of intrinsic motivation in reading has been well acknowledged in 

the reading literature (Oldfather & Wigfield, 1996). If individuals feel that reading is 

inherently enjoyable and rewarding, they voluntarily spend time reading for the sheer joy 

of reading. For example, Csikszentmihalyi (1990) has underscored the important role of 

intrinsic motivation in reading because if individuals become intrinsically motivated to 

read, they are likely to become self-regulated, lifelong readers who spend much of their 

time reading. Furthermore, intrinsic motivation for reading causes deep engagement in 

the act of reading where readers often experience “flow” in which they forget time 

passing by (Csikszentmihalyi ,1990). For example, when people read mysteries, they 

often become immersed in reading itself for pure intrinsic interest in the story. Thus, 

intrinsic motivation for reading is one of the most defining aspects of reading motivation. 

 

Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading. Consistent with L1 reading 

motivation research (Guthrie & Wigfield, 1997) and L2 reading motivation, the current 

study has found that intrinsic motivation for L2 reading, represented by Intrinsic Interest 

and Involvement in L2 Reading, is significantly related to L2 Reading Motivation. The 

standardized regression coefficient was .86, the highest of the six factors, indicating that 

intrinsic motivation for L2 reading is pivotal to L2 Reading Motivation. Thus, the current 
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study corroborated the findings in previous studies (Guthrie & Wigfield, 1997; 

Dhanapala, 2008; Komiyama, 2009). 

Despite its importance, however, the mean score of Intrinsic Interest and 

Involvement in L2 Reading was low at 1.967 (SD = .670) on the 4-point Likert scale (1 = 

Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree). In short, many 

respondents disagreed that they were intrinsically motivated to read L2 materials. 

Because the respondents were Japanese university students, it can be speculated that most 

of the respondents learned English for college entrance examinations, with little 

experience in reading English for pleasure, which previous research has found effective 

in fostering intrinsic motivation for L2 reading (Hayashi, 2008, 2011; Takase & Otsuki, 

2012). Therefore, this finding seems to suggest that it is necessary to change the way L2 

reading is taught in the Japanese education system in order to enhance intrinsic 

motivation for L2 reading. Furthermore, it is useful to research what kind of reading 

materials would increase L2 learners’ intrinsic motivation for L2 reading. These issues 

are revisited in the pedagogical implication section. 

 

Desire to Read L2 Materials. Another factor which was categorized as intrinsic 

motivation for L2 reading is Desire to Read L2 Materials, which represents the feeling of 

wanting to read L2 reading materials. It exhibited the second highest standardized 

regression coefficient (.84). In L1 reading research, this factor is regarded as a constituent 

of intrinsic motivation for reading (Wang & Guthrie, 2004). Therefore, it was 

hypothesized to underlie intrinsic motivation for L2 reading at the initial stage of the 
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current study. However, the results of statistical analyses showed rather confusing 

outcomes. The correlation coefficients between the factor and the other factors showed 

that Desire to Read L2 Materials correlated highly not only with Intrinsic Interest and 

Involvement in L2 Reading (.71) but also with Instrumental Orientation (.63) and 

Importance of L2 Reading (.55), which were types of extrinsic motivation. Thus, Desire 

to Read L2 Materials is closely associated with both intrinsic and extrinsic types of 

motivation. 

This result appears to indicate some basic differences in L1 and L2 readers’ 

reasons for reading. In L1 contexts, reading is generally self-motivated behavior: people 

read a wide variety of reading materials, including literature, magazines, information. 

Furthermore, compared to L2 reading, it is much easier to understand the content because 

materials are written in their first language. In L2 contexts, however, L2 learners often 

read difficult L2 materials such as textbooks or test passages in classroom contexts. 

Furthermore, they read L2 materials to improve their L2 skills for their future careers or 

studies. Therefore, it appears that L2 readers desire to read L2 text for more diverse 

reasons than L1 readers. 

Thus, Desire to Read L2 Materials was a complex factor, which could be 

categorized either as an intrinsic factor or an extrinsic factor. Although further in-depth 

research is necessary to investigate what this factor entails, for the current study, I 

categorized it as an intrinsic motivation factor because the standardized correlation 

coefficient with Intrinsic Interest and Involvement was higher (.71) than those of 

Instrumental Orientation (.63) and Importance of L2 Reading (.55). 
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The mean score of Desire to Read L2 Materials was 2.60 (SD = .72). Compared to 

Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, this score was higher; however, it was 

lower than 3 (= Agree). Therefore, many respondents’ desire to read L2 reading materials 

was relatively low despite its high coefficient for L2 Reading Motivation. 

 

Extrinsic Motivation for L2 Reading 

Along with the intrinsic motivation factors mentioned above, the current study 

identified the following four extrinsic motivation factors for L2 reading: Instrumental 

Orientation, Importance of L2 Reading, Recognition, and Compliance. Each of these 

factors is discussed below, in relation to the theories of motivation as well as to the 

statistical results. 

 

Instrumental Orientation. Instrumental Orientation, which represents the desire 

to read L2 materials because L2 reading skills are useful, exhibited the third highest 

standardized regression coefficient (.74). Although this factor was not included in L1 

reading motivation research, it was added to the current study, considering the 

importance of Instrumental Orientation for learning L2 (Ur, 1996), especially in EFL 

contexts such as Japan where English is regarded as one of the most valuable tools for 

successful careers and academic achievement. 

This factor correlated highly with Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 

Reading at .63, Desire to Read L2 Materials at .63, and L2 Reading Self-Confidence 

at .51. In short, those who have higher degrees of Instrumental Orientation for L2 
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Reading also have higher intrinsic motivation for L2 reading, higher desire to read L2 

materials, and higher L2 Reading Self-Confidence. Simply put, those who want to use L2 

in their futures tend to be more interested in reading L2 and more confident about their 

reading ability. Or it could be argued that because individuals have higher perceptions of 

their L2 ability, they want to read L2 reading materials and plan to use L2 in their future 

careers. Thus, the causal direction appears to be bidirectional, but his result indicated that 

Instrumental Orientation is closely associated with intrinsic motivation as well as 

competence beliefs in L2 reading. 

The mean score of Instrumental Orientation was low, 2.30 (SD = .77), which 

showed that many of the learners did not agree that they would like to utilize L2 reading 

skills in their future lives. It can be speculated that many learners felt that it was difficult 

for them to use the skills in their future because their L2 ability was low, considering the 

fact that their L2 Self-Confidence was also low, 2.08 (SD = .65). 

 

Importance of L2 Reading. Importance of L2 Reading represents perceptions of 

individual values and significance attached to L2 reading skills. That is, L2 learners 

perceive L2 reading as important for different reasons, including their future careers, 

academic achievement, and family and social expectations; therefore, it is controlled by 

both one’s internal volition as well as external influences. 

Importance of L2 Reading received the fourth highest standardized regression 

coefficient (.54). Compared with Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, 
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Desire to Read L2 Materials, and Instrumental Orientation, this coefficient was lower, 

showing less influence on L2 Reading Motivation. 

In L1 reading, Importance of Reading was regarded as intrinsic motivation 

(Wigfield, 1997). However, in the current study, a different result emerged when the 

correlations with the other factors were examined. Importance of L2 Reading was closely 

connected with Desire to Read L2 Materials at .55 and Instrumental Orientation at .46, 

but the correlation with Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading was lower 

at .28. These results indicated that those who value L2 reading skills tend to desire to read 

and use the skills in their future lives, but that they are not deeply engaged in reading and 

do not necessarily enjoy reading. Therefore, I included Importance of L2 Reading as one 

of the extrinsic motivation factors. 

This finding indicated one noteworthy characteristic of Japanese learners of 

English. In EFL contexts such as Japan, proficiency in English is highly desired, and 

those who are proficient in L2 are socially respected. Therefore, Japanese students grow 

up with a strong feeling of value attached to English skills. However, not everyone 

becomes successful learners of English, and many do not acquire high commands of 

English. Thus, it is possible for learners to value English, but not to enjoy learning it. 

This finding is supported by the descriptive statistics as well. The mean score of 

Importance of L2 Reading was the highest of the eight factors: M = 3.25 (SD = .58). 

Because the SD was lower than those of the other factors, this result showed that most of 

the participants agreed that L2 reading skills were important, regardless of their L2 

proficiency. That is, this factor represented how most of the students felt about L2 
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reading across the board. In summary, although Importance of L2 Reading was not a 

strong indicator of L2 Reading Motivation, it revealed the participants’ general 

perceptions toward L2 reading. 

 

Recognition. Another L1 extrinsic motivation factor was Recognition, which 

represented the desire to be acknowledged by others, exhibited the fifth highest 

standardized regression coefficient (.29). Compared with the other factors described 

above, the coefficient was much lower. This factor is associated with the feeling of 

seeking approval or respect from others (e.g., parents or teachers) by showing good L2 

reading performance. Because it focuses on others’ perceptions of one’s own 

performance, the perceived locus of causality is less autonomous, compared with the two 

extrinsic factors described above (Instrumental Orientation and Importance of L2 

Reading). 

When the correlation coefficients with the other factors were examined, it was 

found that Recognition had significant but low correlations with Instrumental Orientation 

Importance (.27), Desire to Read L2 Materials (.25), Importance (.24), L2 Reading Self-

Confidence (.22), and Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading (.21) whereas the 

correlation with Compliance was non-significant. Thus, it was found that Recognition 

was a somewhat less influential factor. The participants in the current study were young 

adults who chose to attend college where English was one of the required subjects, so 

they read English mainly to satisfy college requirements, not to be regarded as competent 

L2 readers. Therefore, this factor was not as influential as the former two factors. 
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One unexpected finding was that Recognition did not have a significant 

correlation with Compliance, which also is related to control by others. This will be 

discussed in the section below. 

 

Compliance. Compliance, one of the L1 extrinsic motivation factors, represented 

reading L2 materials because of external pressure or obligations. This factor received a 

significant but negative standardized regression coefficient (-.51). This negative 

coefficient showed that Compliance negatively affected L2 Reading Motivation; that is, if 

individuals are pressured to read L2 materials, their motivation for L2 reading decreases. 

Thus, this factor was related to external control over L2 reading behavior. 

When the correlation coefficients with the other factors were examined, 

Compliance had significant but negative correlations with Intrinsic Interest and 

Involvement in L2 Reading (-.32) and the other external motivation factors, Desire to 

Read L2 Materials (-.57), Importance of L2 Reading (-.41), Instrumental Orientation 

(-.391), and L2 Reading Self-Confidence (-.31). Because Desire to Read L2 Materials, 

Importance of L2 Reading, and Instrumental Orientation were more autonomous types of 

external motivation, the negative correlations made sense. 

Interestingly, the correlation with Recognition was non-significant. Because 

Compliance and Recognition both represented less autonomous types of motivation, 

compared with the other extrinsic motivation factors, this finding was unexpected. It 

might be possible to argue that the learners in the current study were concerned about 
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how they were perceived by others to some extent, but they felt that they were reading 

English not because of external pressure to read, but because of their own volition. 

In summary, the current study identified four extrinsic types of motivation, 

Instrumental Orientation, Importance of L2 Reading, Recognition, and Compliance. 

Among the four factors, Instrumental Orientation exerted more influence on L2 reading 

motivation than the others. More external forms of motivations, Recognition and 

Compliance exerted much less influence on L2 motivation. Furthermore, it was clear that 

the participants put high value on L2 reading. These findings are important in terms of 

pedagogical perspectives, which will be discussed in the latter section. 

 

Causal Relationships between L2 Reading Motivation, L2 Reading Self-Confidence, 

and Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading 

The L2Reading Motivation Model (Figure 18) showed that L2 Reading 

Motivation is strongly influenced by L2 Reading Self-Confidence as the high 

standardized regression coefficient (.65) showed. That is, there is a close association 

between how motivated individuals are in L2 reading and how they perceive their L2 

reading ability. This means that if learners’ perceptions of their L2 ability are low, their 

motivation for L2 reading is also low. As mentioned earlier, this notion can be 

corroborated by expectancy-value theory (Wigfield & Eccles, 1992). Unless learners 

have a prospect of success in L2 reading, they do not feel motivated to read. Therefore, 

the finding indicates that L2 Self-Confidence plays an important role in determining the 

degrees of motivation for L2 reading. 
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Another predictor of L2 Reading Motivation was Intrinsic Motivation for L1 

Reading, which had a weak relationship with L2 reading motivation (.18). This finding is 

noteworthy because few researchers have investigated the role of Intrinsic Motivation for 

L1 Reading in the field of L2 reading motivation. Although few studies have been 

conducted on this issue, one by Takase (2007) found that there was no significant 

relationship between L1 and L2 reading motivations. That is, those who read avidly in L1 

were not necessarily avid readers in L2. Thus, the current study has a similar finding. 

This relationship can be partially corroborated by the language threshold 

hypothesis (Cummins, 1976). Previous studies have shown that learners need to establish 

some knowledge of an L2 before they can successfully draw on their L1 reading ability 

(Bernhardt & Kamil, 1995; Lee & Schallert, 1997). That is, unless learners are proficient 

enough to understand L2 materials, they cannot utilize their L1 reading skills. If learners 

do not understand the materials they read, they cannot enjoy reading and might feel 

demotivated. Therefore, the relationship between Intrinsic Interest in L1 Reading and L2 

Reading Motivation was relatively weak. To better understand the relationship between 

L1 and L2 reading motivation, it is necessary to conduct further studies. 

 

Summary of the Findings 

In sum, the current study identified eight components of L2 reading motivation: 

Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, Desire to Read L2 Materials, 

Instrumental Orientation, Importance of L2 Reading, Recognition, Compliance, L2 

Reading Self-Confidence, and Intrinsic Interest in L1 Reading. Using these components, 
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an L2 Reading Motivation Model was created. The findings of the study demonstrated 

several noteworthy aspects of L2 reading motivation. 

First, consistent with previous L1 and L2 reading motivation research, the current 

study identified L1 reading motivation factors as well as L2 specific factors. The former 

included Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, Desire to Read L2 Materials, 

Importance of L2 Reading, Recognition, and Compliance. The latter included 

Instrumental Orientation, L2 Self-Confidence, and Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading. 

Second, both intrinsic and extrinsic types of motivation were identified in L2 

reading motivation. The L2 Reading Motivation Model showed that intrinsic motivation, 

as operationalized by Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading and Desire to 

Read L2 Reading Materials, was a strong indicator of L2 reading motivation. 

Furthermore, Instrumental Orientation, a more autonomous type of extrinsic motivation, 

also strongly influenced L2 reading motivation. 

Third, less autonomous types of extrinsic motivation, Recognition and 

Compliance, were weak indicators of L2 reading motivation because the participants of 

the current study were young adults who were more or less independent. Although one 

study (Komiyama, 2009) identified three types of extrinsic motivation for L2 reading 

(extrinsic drive to excel, extrinsic social sharing, and extrinsic academic compliance) 

with L2 learners in the US, the current study included different types of extrinsic 

motivation. 

Fourth, L2 reading Self-Confidence exerted a strong influence on L2 reading 

motivation. If L2 learners perceive that their L2 reading is low, their L2 reading 
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motivation is low. This relationship can be explained by referring to expectancy-value 

theory (Pintrich & Schunk, 1996). If learners’ reading proficiency is low, they cannot 

understand L2 materials, and this feeling of failure leads to demotivation. 

Fifth, the current study has explored how L2 reading motivation is related to 

intrinsic motivation for L1 reading. That is, how fondness of reading in first language 

transfers to reading motivation in second language. The results indicated that the 

relationship between them was significant but weak. Although little research exists on 

this topic, this result can be corroborated by the language threshold hypothesis 

(Cummins, 1976). Unless learners have reached a certain level of L2 proficiency, they 

cannot utilize their L1 reading skills and resources, which, in a broad sense, might 

include motivation for reading. 

Finally, these findings can be utilized to improve L2 reading instruction. This 

issue is discussed in the Pedagogical Implications section. 

 

Research Question 2: L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension 

In this section I discuss the findings of the second research question regarding the 

relationships between the components of the L2 reading motivation and comprehension 

(“To what extent do the variables of L2 reading motivation predict text 

comprehension?”). The findings are briefly summarized below. 
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Findings of the Current Study 

The results of the reading test (see Chapter 4 for details) were added to the L2 

Reading Motivation Model (L2 Reading Motivation Model), and the L2 Reading 

Motivation and Comprehension Model (L2 Reading Motivation Model & C Model) was 

created. 

 

Figure 19. The L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model. ININ = Intrinsic 
Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, CO = 
Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, 
INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials. 
N = 1024. 

 

The standardized correlation coefficient between L2 Reading Motivation and L2 

Reading Comprehension was significant at .49; that is, 24% of L2 Reading 

Comprehension is explained by L2 Reading Motivation. Therefore, it was found that L2 

χ2 = 156.291 
CFI = .961 
RMSEA = .084 
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Reading Motivation exerted a relatively high influence on L2 text comprehension. 

Another finding was the strong influence of L2 Reading Self-Confidence on L2 Reading 

Motivation. Because L2 Reading Self-Confidence explained 49% of the variance of L2 

Reading Motivation, it exerted a strong influence on L2 Reading Comprehension in the 

L2 Reading Motivation Model. However, the influence of Intrinsic Motivation for L1 

Reading was relatively low, at .18, which explained only 3% of L2 Reading 

Comprehension. Furthermore, the correlation coefficient between L2 Reading Self-

Confidence and Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading was low at .17. 

 

The Association Between L2 Reading Motivation and L2 Reading Comprehension 

In the last two decades, few studies have investigated the association between L2 

reading motivation and reading comprehension. To the best of my knowledge, there are 

two recent studies which investigated the relationship between them. One is a study 

conducted in Japan by Dhanapala (2006) with Sri Lankan and Japanese college students. 

The study found contrasting results for each group of the students. The results with Sri 

Lankan students showed significant, high correlations between intrinsic motivation for 

L2 reading and text comprehension whereas those with Japanese students showed that 

low or non-significant correlations between them. The study suggested that students’ 

backgrounds or nationalities might exert influence on the relationship between L2 

reading motivation and text comprehension. 

Another study is the one conducted by Komiyama (2009) in the English language 

programs in the US. The study found that those who had low motivational profiles had 



 249 

higher scores in the text comprehension test. This finding was unexpected, and 

Komiyama speculated that it was probably due to the influence of the participants’ L2 

background because they came to the US from 92 different countries around the world. 

The current study, however, demonstrated that L2 reading motivation is closely 

associated with L2 reading comprehension. Although it is not conclusive, the results 

seem to indicate that if learners enhance their motivation for L2 reading, the enhanced 

motivation is likely to lead to increase in L2 text comprehension. Thus, the finding 

showed if L2 learners enhanced their motivation for reading L2 text, this might lead to 

better L2 text comprehension. However, it is necessary to note that the cause and effect 

relationship might be bidirectional: if L2 text comprehension is high, this might lead to 

higher L2 reading motivation. To investigate the relationship in depth, more research is 

necessary, e.g., investigating reading behavior of motivated L2 readers. 

In summary, the current study found that the close connection between L2 reading 

motivation and text comprehension although previous studies have found contradicting 

results. Implications of the result will be discussed in the pedagogical implication section. 

 

Research Question 3: Gender Differences in L2 Reading  

Motivation and Comprehension 

This section discusses the findings of the third research question regarding the 

gender differences in the L2 reading motivation and comprehension (“To what extent do 

the relationships described in the L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model vary 

across female and male students?”). First, the findings are briefly summarized. 
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Findings of the Current Study 

The L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model was tested with male and 

female students, respectively (see Figure 20 and Figure 21). Each of these models 

showed adequate fit. Therefore, the results indicated that the L2 Reading Motivation 

Model adequately explained the relationships between L2 Reading Motivation and L2 

Text Comprehension for both groups. 

 

 

Figure 20. The final L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model for the male 
students  
n = 377. 

χ2 = 63.34 
CFI = .97 
RMSEA = .07 
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Figure 21. The final L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model for the female 
students. ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, IM = Importance of L2 
Reading), CO = Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading 
Self-Confidence, INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = Recognition, DR = Desire to 
Read L2 Materials. 
n = 619. 

 

Gender Differences in L2 Reading Motivation Profiles 

In the context of L1 reading, numerous studies have been conducted on the 

differences in reading motivation due to gender differences (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997; 

Logan & Medford, 2011). These studies have consistently found that girls’ perceptions of 

reading were more positive and that they were more intrinsically motivated to read. 

However, in the context of L2 reading, to the best of my knowledge, there are no L2 

studies that investigated reading motivational differences due to gender. 

The current study has found that the Reading Motivation and Comprehension 

Model adequately accounted for the motivational profiles of the male and female groups 

respectively. When the results of each group were compared, some interesting differences 

χ2 = 115.47 
CFI = .94 
RMSEA = .09 
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emerged. The fit indices for each group showed that those of the male group were slightly 

better. This meant the model fit the male group better. The path between Intrinsic 

Motivation for L1 Reading and L2 Reading Self-Confidence was not significant for the 

male group whereas it was significant for the female group. 

The critical ratios for differences between parameters showed that significant 

differences were found in Intrinsic Interest in and Involvement in L2 Reading, Desire to 

Read L2 Materials, Importance of L2 Reading, Instrumental Orientation, and 

Compliance. That is, generally speaking, female students showed higher interest in and 

desire to read L2 materials because they valued L2 reading more than male students. 

These differences showed that generally female students have relatively higher 

motivation for L2 reading. 

In conclusion, the present study found that female students were more motivated 

to read L2 materials. This is corroborated by the findings in L1 contexts (McGeown, 

Goodwin, Henderson, & Wright, 2012), which have found that female students were 

generally more motivated readers. Because the current study included a much smaller 

number of male students than that of female students, further research is necessary to 

gain more insights into the gender differences in L2 reading motivation, focusing on 

differences in specific aspects of L2 reading motivation. 

 

Research Question 4: L2 Proficiency Differences in L2 Reading  

Motivation and Comprehension 
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This section discusses the findings of the fourth research question regarding the 

proficiency differences in the L2 reading motivation and comprehension (“To what 

extent do the relationships described in the L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension 

Model vary across proficient and less proficient students?”). First, the findings are briefly 

summarized. 

 

Findings of the Current Study 

The L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model with three different 

proficiency groups (High, Middle, and Low) were tested. The results indicated that the 

model for the high and low group required some changes. For the high group, there were 

several non-significant paths, including the paths between L2 Reading Motivation and L2 

Reading Comprehension and Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading and L2 Reading 

Motivation Model. For the low group, also, the path between L2 Reading Motivation and 

L2 Reading Comprehension was non-significant. After removing these non-significant 

paths, the final model for each group is presented, respectively (Figure 23, Figure 24, and 

Figure 25). The fit indices for these models were satisfactory. 
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Figure 23. The final L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model with the high 
group. 
n = 127. 
  

χ2 = 10.979 
CFI = .980 
RMSEA = .081 
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Figure 24. The final L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension model for the middle 
group. L2RM = L2 Reading Motivation, ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 
Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading, CO = Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for 
L1 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-Confidence, INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = 
Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 Materials. 
n = 732. 

 

χ2 = 77.37 
CFI = .97 
RMSEA = .06 
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Figure 25. The final L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension model for the low group. 
ININ = Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, IM = Importance of L2 Reading), 
CO = Compliance, J = Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading, RSC = L2 Reading Self-
Confidence, INS = Instrumental Orientation, RC = Recognition, DR = Desire to Read L2 
Materials. 
n = 165. 

 

Although the final model for each group showed acceptable fit, the results of the 

high and low models showed that there might have been some problems with the way 

groups were created. The reading test scores (see Chapter 4 for details) were used to 

create these groups. However, the test consisted of only 21 questions, and the score range 

of the high group was between 17 to 21, and the lower group, 0 to 7. It can be speculated 

that these score ranges were too small to differentiate the students within each group. 

This finding indicates that it is necessary to replicate the study with a different type of 

tests, perhaps, a standardized test such as TOEIC or Eiken. 

χ2 = 35.25 
CFI = .93 
RMSEA = .08 
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Yet, these models showed some important aspects of each group. First, for the 

high group, Recognition did not emerge as a valid construct. This is probably because 

they felt it was not necessary to be recognized for their L2 reading ability because they 

were already confident about it. Second, Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading had a non-

significant relationship with L2 Reading Motivation. Although it is not clear, it might be 

possible to say that proficient learners’ motivation for L2 reading is independent of their 

L1 reading motivation; e.g., some proficient learners might be more motivated to read in 

L2 reading than in L1 reading because they have a good understanding of L2 material. 

Because the current study did not look into detailed profiles of proficient learners, further 

in-depth research is necessary to address this issue. 

The model with the low group also demonstrated an interesting aspect of such 

learners. The group had a higher standardized regression coefficient (.53) for Recognition 

than the original model with all the participants. This indicated that the students felt that 

they wanted to be acknowledged by reading L2 materials well. This made a contrast with 

the high group which did not endorse this construct. In short, less proficient L2 learners 

want to gain recognition by showing good L2 reading skills. 

In summary, the L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model with each of 

the three proficiency groups showed that the high and low groups had some problems, 

probably because of the way the groups were created. A replication study will be 

necessary to explore the differences between proficient and less proficient L2 learners’ 

motivation for L2 reading. The results will inform L2 educators of how to teach students 

of different proficiency levels. 
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Pedagogical Implications 

The present study investigated the components of L2 reading motivation and the 

influence of the motivation on text comprehension. Although there are some limitations, 

it is hoped that it has shed light on the vital role of L2 reading motivation in L2 reading. 

In the current L2 college classrooms, especially in Japan, little attention is given to L2 

leaners’ motivation for reading and motivational support for L2 reading. For example, the 

grammar-translation method, or the Yakudoku method, which is basically translation 

exercise, still persists in many English classes (Takase & Otsuki, 2012). In a typical class, 

students spend most of the class time putting English into Japanese; therefore, whether or 

not such a class is effective for fostering motivation for reading English is questionable. 

Furthermore, a typical textbook for Japanese college learners consists of a short passage, 

a vocabulary list, grammar exercises, and comprehension questions (Baba et al., 2015), 

and little emphasis is given to effective instruction for motivational development. 

Considering these problems, it is necessary to incorporate some motivational support into 

Japanese college classrooms. It is hoped that the findings of the current study provide 

some useful insights into L2 classrooms. Several pedagogical suggestions are given 

below. 

 

Fostering Intrinsic Motivation for L2 Reading 

The current study has found that intrinsic motivation for L2 reading plays a 

pivotal role in L2 reading motivation. If L2 learners’ intrinsic interest in reading L2 

materials increases, their motivation for reading L2 materials increases, too. Therefore, it 
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is necessary to provide L2 reading lessons that foster intrinsic motivation for L2 reading. 

For example, research shows that extensive reading is effective in raising intrinsic 

motivation for reading (Day & Bamford, 1998). Although an increasing number of 

educators have been practicing extensive reading in their classrooms, it should be more 

widely practiced. 

 

Extrinsic Motivation for L2 Reading 

The current study has identified four types of extrinsic motivation: Instrumental 

Orientation, Importance of L2 Reading, Recognition, and Compliance. Among them, 

Instrumental Orientation is closely related to L2 reading motivation. That is, L2 reading 

motivation is influenced by learners’ perceptions of how useful L2 reading skills are in 

terms of their future plans and goals. A majority of Japanese college learners of English 

study English as a tool for their future careers and lives; therefore, this finding was 

expected. Thus, it would be effective if educators provide support for making L2 learners 

become aware of the important role of L2 in their future academic learning, jobs and 

lives. 

 

Content-Based Reading Instruction for L2 Classrooms 

Selection of appropriate reading materials is an important element of successful 

reading instruction. It has been widely acknowledged that content-based instruction 

motivates L2 learners (Stryker & Leaver, 1997). Therefore, L2 reading instruction on 

specific content might effectively foster motivation for reading. If students were history 
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majors, for example, L2 reading materials on history can be used. Also, it is motivating 

for students if they can choose a content area on their own. 

I conducted a longitudinal study where content-based instruction about music 

was given for one year (Hayashi, 2015). The material of the intervention was lectures 

about music from TED Conference. Although the lectures were video materials, they 

included subtitles so participants watched the lectures reading the subtitles at the same 

time. The results of the study showed that the participants’ motivation significantly 

increased. Another research I have conducted with less proficient learners of English 

used picture books written in English as the reading materials (Hayashi, 2008). This 

study also found that reading picture books significantly enhanced L2 learners’ 

motivation for reading. Because these studies were conducted with a small number of 

music majors, further research is necessary to allow for wider generalizations. However, 

it appears that content-based instruction is effective for motivational development. 

 

Concept Oriented Reading Instruction 

As has been mentioned earlier, in L1 reading, research on reading motivation has 

been extensively conducted, and the findings have been used to design a reading 

intervention aimed at fostering reading motivation and text comprehension. This 

intervention is named Concept Oriented Reading Instruction (CORI). Because the current 

study has found that L1 and L2 reading motivations resemble to each other to some 

extent, CORI appears to provide useful insights into L2 reading. CORI is briefly 

explained below. 
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Concept Oriented Reading Instruction (CORI) is an L1 instructional framework 

for content and reading instruction developed in the US during the last two decades. 

Based on extensive research on reading and educational psychology, CORI adopts an 

interdisciplinary approach by applying theories of motivation and reading to content 

instruction in L1 settings (Guthrie & Wigfield, 1997; Swan, 2003; Wigfield & Guthrie, 

1997). To date, CORI has been implemented in a number of schools in the US, including 

elementary schools, middle schools, and colleges, demonstrating a significant impact in 

improving L1 learners’ reading comprehension, motivation for reading, and conceptual 

knowledge (Guthrie, McRae & Klauda, 2009). 

The central concept of CORI is to increase students’ reading comprehension by 

enhancing their reading engagement, which can be defined as “a construct that fuses 

motivational, cognitive, and behavioral attributes of students” (Guthrie, McRae, & 

Klauda, 2007, p. 238). In brief, engaged readers are internally motivated to read; they 

interact with other students in classrooms; they actively use cognitive strategies to link 

their old knowledge to new information gained from reading; they display active 

participation, effort, and persistence in the face of difficulty; and they often read for 

pleasure and learning. In sum, engaged readers are motivated, knowledgeable, strategic, 

and socially active. Thus, reading engagement is an optimal condition for reading 

achievement. 

CORI is an instructional framework that systematically incorporates both 

cognitive and affective aspects of reading into reading pedagogy. A typical CORI lesson 

consists of three strands of instruction: reading strategy instruction, academic content, 
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and motivational support, which are carefully integrated in a curriculum design. Although 

L1 reading and L2 reading differ in many respects, some valuable insights can be gained 

from CORI. It will be worth adapting such practice as CORI in L2 reading.  

 In summary, despite the important role of L2 reading motivation in L2 reading 

achievement, little attention has been given to it. It is hoped that the current study has 

provided some useful suggestions for L2 reading pedagogy and that many L2 educators 

will include motivational support for L2 reading in their lessons. 

 

Chapter Summary 

In this chapter, the results obtained in the current study were discussed, focusing 

on the four research questions and two models created for the study: the L2 Reading 

Motivation Model and the L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model. The 

results of the study indicated that these two models successfully accounted for L2 

learners’ motivation for L2 reading and text comprehension. Some fundamental 

similarities and differences were found between L1 and L2 reading motivation. 

Concerning the individual differences between male and female students as well as 

proficient and less proficient students, some important differences emerged although 

further research is necessary. Finally, pedagogical suggestions for L2 reading were given. 

In Chapter 8, I summarize the main findings of the study, describe the limitations 

of the study, make suggestions concerning future research directions, and make 

concluding remarks. 
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CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSION 

 

In this chapter, I present a brief summary of the findings, discuss the limitations of 

the study, suggest future research topics, and make concluding comments. 

 

Summary of the Findings 

The current study produced four main findings. First, the components of L2 

reading motivation were explored with an L2 reading motivation model. The findings 

showed that L2 reading motivation was made up of six components: Intrinsic Interest and 

Involvement in L2 Reading, Desire to read L2 Materials, Instrumental Orientation, 

Importance of L2 Reading, Recognition, and Compliance. Two factors predicted L2 

motivation: Intrinsic Motivation for L1 Reading and L2 Reading Self-Confidence. 

These components were explained by referring to previous studies in L1 and L2 

reading. It was found that intrinsic motivation (Interest and Involvement in L2 Reading, 

Desire to Read L2 Materials) and one type of extrinsic motivation (Instrumental 

Orientation) were highly influential in L2 reading motivation. Compared to these 

constructs, less autonomous types of extrinsic motivation, Recognition and Compliance, 

exerted much less influence on L2 reading motivation. 

Similarities and differences between L1 reading motivation and L2 reading 

motivation were found. Five of the eight factors—Intrinsic Interest and Involvement in 

L2 Reading, Desire to Read L2 Materials, Importance of L2 Reading, Recognition, and 
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Compliance—were similar to those in L1 reading (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1995). Therefore, 

the findings indicated that L1 reading motivation and L2 reading motivation are similar 

to some extent. However, the other three factors—Instrumental Orientation, Intrinsic 

Motivation in L1 Reading, and L2 Reading Self Confidence—were L2 specific factors. 

As such, they reflected the differences between L1 and L2 reading. One notable finding 

was that Importance of L2 Reading was regarded as a component of intrinsic motivation 

in L1 reading, but it was a component of extrinsic motivation in L2 reading. 

L2 Reading Self-Confidence was a much stronger predictor of L2 reading 

motivation than Intrinsic Motivation in L1 Reading; if individuals perceived that their L2 

reading skills were high, their L2 reading motivation was also high. However, 

individuals’ love of reading in the L1 had a much weaker connection with L2 reading 

motivation. 

Second, the relationship between L2 reading motivation and L2 text 

comprehension was examined with the L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension 

Model. The model indicated that L2 reading motivation had a relatively strong influence 

on text comprehension. That is, if L2 reading motivation is high, L2 text comprehension 

tends to be high, too. 

Third, gender differences in the L2 Reading Motivation Model were explored. 

The model with male students and female students respectively showed that it adequately 

represented the motivational profiles of both groups. However, there were some 

differences. For example, the female group was generally more motivated to read L2 

materials than the male group. 



 265 

Finally, proficiency differences in L2 reading motivation and comprehension 

were examined with the L2 Reading Motivation and Comprehension Model. The result 

with the high proficiency group showed that their L2 reading motivation had a non-

significant relationship with L2 text comprehension. Similarly, the result with the low 

proficiency group indicated that their L2 reading motivation had a non-significant 

relationship with L2 text comprehension. These findings suggested that perhaps there 

might have been a problem with the test used to group the participants. It is necessary to 

conduct a replication study using a different reading test. 

One interesting finding was that for the high proficiency group, Recognition was 

not a significant factor whereas for the low proficiency group, it was a significant factor 

and its loading was high. This showed that the high proficiency group did not care about 

being recognized by others, but the low proficiency group desired to be recognized as 

reading well. 

 

Limitations 

The current study is subject to several limitations that need to be addressed. First, 

the study is a questionnaire study based on students’ self-reports. The results from such a 

study do not provide deep insights into L2 learners’ motivation for L2 reading. It would 

have been better if the current study had included a qualitative approach in the form of 

interviews or narratives. It would have been useful if students with extensive reading 

experience had been interviewed concerning how they perceived various aspects of L1 

and L2 reading. 
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Second, the current study is cross-sectional. Such studies tend to show only 

limited aspects of the participants’ affect and proficiency. The research design is an 

important limitation because motivation is a construct that develops and changes in 

response to both external and internal stimuli. It would have been better to have tracked 

longitudinal changes in L2 learners’ motivation over one year or more. 

The third limitation concerns the Likert scale used on the L2 reading motivation 

questionnaire. Because the scale had only four levels, measurement precision was not 

high. It would have been preferable to use a six-point Likert scale, as that would have 

potentially provided more precise person ability estimates. 

The fourth limitation concerns the generalizability of the study. The number of the 

participants was large (N = 1,030), and they were from nine colleges in the Kanto and 

Tohoku regions. However, their majors were limited to liberal arts, music, commerce, 

English, environmental studies, and music. If students with a wider variety of majors had 

participated in the study, the results might have been different. 

The fifth limitation concerns the reading test developed for the current study. 

Although it was statistically acceptable, there were some limitations in terms of 

differentiating students into different proficiency groups. Perhaps, the small number of 

the test items (21 items) was problematic. A replication study should be conducted with 

different tests, such as TOEFL or TOEIC. 

The last limitation concerns the items written for the L2 reading motivation 

questionnaire. Japanese university students spend more and more time reading 

information on the Internet; therefore, if some more questionnaire items had specifically 
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been written for reading English on the Internet, this construct might have emerged as a 

stronger indicator of L2 reading motivation. 

 

Suggestions for Future Research 

Much research needs to be conducted to explore the role of L2 reading motivation 

in L2 reading comprehension in order to enhance L2 learners’ motivation and L2 reading 

instruction. 

First, a replication study should be conducted with learners with a wider variety of 

majors. The findings might reveal that L2 reading motivation differs, depending on the 

learners’ academic interests and L2 achievement. Furthermore, it would be useful to 

investigate what kind of L2 reading experiences L2 learners have had before entering 

college. For example, those who engaged in extensive reading in high school might show 

different profiles from those who did not. 

Second, it is necessary to investigate what kind of L2 reading materials enhances 

L2 reading motivation. The current study demonstrated that L2 reading motivation is 

closely connected with L2 text comprehension. If L2 reading motivation is fostered, it is 

likely that L2 text comprehension will improve. Therefore, it would be useful to explore 

the effects of different reading materials on L2 reading motivation. Hayashi (2009, 2010) 

conducted a study with less proficient learners of English, using picture books. The study 

showed the use of picture books successfully fostered learners’ motivation for reading in 

English. 
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Also, it would be useful to investigate the effects of online materials on L2 

learners’ motivation to read. In recent years, L2 learners often study L2 using the 

Internet. One of the most popular materials is TED Conference. Although the TED Talks 

are aimed at native speakers, L2 learners can understand the content by reading the 

subtitles while watching the talks; thus, TED Talks can provide materials that L2 learners 

can watch, listen to, and read at the same time. Even though it is not regarded as a 

reading material, the learning effects of such media are worth exploring. 

The fourth topic to research concerns L2 reading instruction. Traditionally, L2 

reading instruction has mainly focused on cognitive aspects of reading such as 

vocabulary, syntax, memory, and schema. However, as the current study has 

demonstrated, affective aspects of L2 reading also play an important role in L2 reading 

comprehension. Therefore, it is necessary to create a type of reading instruction that is 

designed to foster both cognitive and affective aspects of L2 reading. In fact, in L1 

reading, an integrated reading instruction, Concept Oriented Reading Instruction (CORI), 

has been successfully practiced in the United States. This instruction consists of three 

major components: content, strategy instruction, and motivational support (Guthrie, 

Wigfield, & Perencevich, 2009). CORI can be adapted to L2 contexts, and its impact can 

be tested with L2 learners. 

 

Final Conclusions 

The findings of the current study have tried to shed light on Japanese learners’ 

motivation for reading English. Two findings of the current study are of immediate 
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attention to L2 educators. First, both intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation 

(instrumental orientation) exert significant influences on L2 reading motivation. 

Therefore, L2 educators should strive to enhance both types of motivation. Second, L2 

reading motivation is significantly related to L2 text comprehension. This finding 

highlights the need to incorporate motivational support into L2 reading instruction. 

It is hoped that this study serves as a partial foundation for creating a better 

understanding of how to foster L2 learners’ motivation for L2 reading and how to 

improve L2 reading instruction. Although more research is needed to understand the 

exact nature of L2 reading motivation and to create more effective approaches to L2 

reading instruction, I hope that the current study provides further information that serves 

to improve L2 reading research and instruction. 
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APPENDIX A 

THE READING MOTIVATION QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PILOT STUDY 1 

(JAPANESE) 

 

英語のリーディングに関する質問：該当する数字を○で囲んでください。 

 

(５＝大変あてはまる、４＝あてはまる、３＝どちらでもない、２＝あてはまらない、

１＝まったくあてはまらない。) 
１．英語のリーディングを勉強して、英語の小説を読んでみたい。      

２．英語で書かれた内容の面白い物語を読んでいると、夢中になって読んでしまう。 

３．英語のリーディングの勉強は、これからの国際化時代に対応するために、大事 

だと思う。        

４．英語のリーディングを勉強しているのは、将来留学する可能性があるからである。 

５．英語の文章が読めるようになって、英語圏の生活や文化をより深くしりたい。 

６．リーディングの授業が必修科目でなくても、やはりリーディングを受講する。 

７．英語のリーディングを勉強しているのは、授業でよい成績をとりたいからだ。  

８．長い英文や難しい英文を見ると読む気がしなくなる。        

９．英語のリーディングを勉強して、将来の就職に役立てたい。         

１０．英語の文章を読むのは、得意だ。       

１１．英語の小説をよむのが、好きだ。      

１２．中学や高校のリーディングの授業が好きだった。    

１３．リーディングの力を伸ばして、英語の新聞や雑誌を読んでみたい。  

１４．英語を読むのは楽しい。       

１５．英語の雑誌や新聞を読むのが好きだ。      

１６．英語のリーディングは苦手だ。      

１７．英語のリーディングの勉強は、教養を身につけるために重要だ。   

１８．英語の文章が読めるようになって、世界の人々の考えを深く知りたい。    

１９．リーディングよりも英語で話したり、聞いたりする練習の方が大事だ。    

２０．中学や高校の英語のリーディングの成績はあまり良くなかった。       

２１．難しい英文を見ると、チャレンジ精神をかきたてられる。    

２２．いくら内容が面白くても、英語で書かれていると、読みたくない。     

２３．英語のリーディングの勉強は、視野を広げると言う意味で重要だ。      

２４．英語のリーディングを勉強して、インターネットで情報を検索するときに、役立てたい。  

２５．英語のリーディングの勉強は、より多くの知識を身につけるという意味において、重要だ

と思う。        

２６．英語で文章を読む勉強は、無駄である。      

２７．いったん英語の文章を読み始まると、夢中になってしまうことがある。   

２８．英語で文章を読むのは、面倒だ。      

２９．英文を読むときは、日本語に置き換えて読んでいる。    
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日本語のリーディングに関する質問：該当する数字を○で囲んでください。 

(５＝大変あてはまる、４＝あてはまる、３＝どちらでもない、２＝あてはまらない、１＝まっ

たくあてはまらない。) 

 

１ 日本語の本を読むのが、好きだ。 

２ テレビをみるよりも、本を読むことが多い。 

３ どこに行くにも本を持参することが多い。 

４ 本さえあれば、友達や乗り物を待つ時間も気にならない。 

５ 学校や近くの図書館をよく利用する。 

６ よく本屋さんに立ち寄る。 

７ 読書は視野を広げるから、大事だ。 

８ わたしの家族はよく本を読む。 

９ 親はわたしに本を読むようにすすめてくれた。 

１０．家族で本の話をすることがよくある。 

１１．親は私がほしがる本をよく買ってくれた。 

１２．わたしが小さいときに親がよく図書館に連れて行ってくれた。 

１３．幼稚園や小学校のころ、親がよく本を買ってくれた。 

１４．私が小さいころ、寝る前に親がよく本を読んでくれた。 

１５．毎日、新聞を読む。 

１６．小説が映画になったものよりも、原作の小説の方が好きだ。 

１７．テレビよりも新聞で情報を集める方が、好きだ。 

１８．活字を目にすると（例：電車の広告や説明書など）いつのまにか読んでいることがよくあ

る。 

１9. 中高で国語は得意科目だった。 

２０．日本語の難解な文章も理解できる。 
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APPENDIX B 

THE READING MOTIVATION QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PILOT STUDY 1 

(ENGLISH) 

 

1. I want to read English novels by studying reading in English. 

2. When I read interesting stories in English, I cannot stop reading. 

3. I think it is important to study reading in English because we are living in the international 

age. 

4. I am studying reading in English because I plan to study overseas in the future. 

5. I want to improve my reading skills in English so that I will be able to understand culture and 

lives in English speaking countries. 

6. Even if reading is not a required subject, I will take a reading class. 

7. I am studying reading in English because I want to get good grades. 

8. When I read long and difficult English sentences, I do not mind reading. 

9. I want to study reading in English and utilize it in my future job. 

10. I am good at reading in English. 

11. I like reading English novels. 

12. I liked reading lessons in junior and senior high school. 

13. I want to improve my reading skills and read English newspapers or magazines. 

14. I enjoy reading in English. 

15. I enjoy reading English newspapers or magazines. 

16. I am good at reading English. 

17. It is important to study reading in English so I will be able to acquire knowledge. 

18. I want to know what other people in the world think by learning reading in English. 

19. Practicing speaking and listening to English is more important than practicing reading in 

English. 

20. My English grades in junior and senior high were good. 

21. When I read difficult sentences, I feel like trying harder to meet the challenge. 

22. If the story is interesting, I don’t mind reading English. 

23. It is important to study reading in English in order to widen my views. 

24. I want to utilize my reading skills in English when I look up information using the Internet. 

25. I think it is important to study how to read in English because I will be able to acquire much 

knowledge. 

26. I think it is useful to read in English. 

27. Once I start reading in English, I lose track of time. 

28. It is not troublesome to read in English. 

29. When I read in English, I translate English sentences into Japanese. 

 

Japanese 

30. I like to read Japanese books. 

31. I prefer reading Japanese books to watching TV. 

32. Wherever I go, I take Japanese books. 

33. If I have Japanese books, I don’t mind waiting. 

34. I often go to libraries. 

35. I often go to bookstores. 

36. Reading Japanese is important for gaining wider perspectives. 

37. I read Japanese newspapers every day. 
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38. I prefer reading Japanese stories to watching their movie versions. 

39. I prefer getting information from newspapers to getting information from TV. 

40. I often find myself reading train ads or instructions without thinking. 

41. I was good at Japanese in junior and high school. 

42. I can understand difficult Japanese sentences. 
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APPENDIX C 

THE L2 READING MOTIVATION QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PILOT STUDY 2 

(JAPANESE) 

 

Curiosity/interest 
１．英語で書かれた小説が読みたい。 

２．英語で書かれた小説を読むのが好きだ。 

３．英語で書かれた新聞が読みたい。 

４．英語で書かれた新聞を読むのがすきだ。 

５．インターネットで英語で書かれた情報を読みたい。 

６．英語を聞くよりも、読むほうが好きだ。 

７．英語を話すよりも、読むほうがすきだ。 

８．英語の読解の授業が必修でなくても履修する。 

９・授業外でも英語を読むのが好きだ。 

Involvement  
１０．英語で書かれた短編小説を夢中になって読むことがある。 

１１．英語で書かれた小説を夢中になって読むことがある。 

１２．インターネットで、英語の情報を夢中になって読むことがある。 

１３．英語で面白いものを読むと、時間を忘れることがある。 

１４．英語を聞くよりも読むほうに集中する。 

１５．英語を話すよりも読むほうに集中する。 

１６．英語を書くよりも読むほうに集中する。 

Challenge 
１７．英語で書かれた小説を読むことにチャレンジしてみたい。 

１８．英語で書かれた短編小説を読むことにチャレンジしてみたい。 

１９．インターネットで英語で情報を読むことにチャレンジしてみたい。 

２０．英語で書かれた本を読んで難しいことを学びたい。 

２１．英語で書かれた文章を読み理解することにチャレンジしてみたい。 

２２．難しい単語や表現があっても英語を読むことにチャレンジしたい。 

２３．難しい英文を読んでいても、容易にはあきらめない。 

Recognition 
２４．クラスメートから英語が良く理解できるとほめられたい。 

２５．教師から英語が良く理解できるとほめられたい。 

２６．両親を喜ばせるために読解力をつけたい。 

２７．英語のリーディングのクラスで良い成績が取りたい。 

２８．自分の英語の先生を喜ばせるために、英語の読解力をつけたい。 

２９．TOEICや TOEFLで良い点が取りたい。 

 Instrumental Orientation 
３０．将来英語を使う仕事に就くために英語のリーディングを勉強している。 

３１．世界の様々な考えを学びたいので英語のリーディングを勉強している。 

３２．世界の様々な文化を学びたいので英語のリーディングを勉強している。 

３３．将来、外国に住むかもしれないので、英語のリーディングを勉強している。 

３４．将来、留学するかもしれないので、英語のリーディングを勉強している。 

３５．将来お給料が良い仕事に就けるかもしれないので、英語のリーディングを勉強している。 

 Compliance 
３６．宿題だから仕方なく英語を読んでいる。 
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３７．親からのプレッシャーがあるので、英語を読んでいる。 

３８．教師からのプレッシャーがあるので、英語を読んでいる。 

３９．クラスメートからのプレッシャーがあるので、英語を読んでいる。 

４０．課題の一部だから英語を読んでいる。 

４１．必修の授業だから、仕方なく英語を読んでいる。 

Importance of L2 Reading  
４２．英語の読解力は大事だ。 

４３．国際化時代に生きているので、英語が読めることは大事だ。 

４４．自分の将来のために英語が読めることは大事だ。 

４５．自分お視野を広げるために英語が読めることは大事だ。 

４６．一般教養を高めるために、英語が読めることは大事だ。 

４７．知識豊かな人になるために、英語が読めることは大事だ。 

４８．英語力を伸ばすために、英語が読めることは大事だ。 

４９．考える力を伸ばすために、英語が読めることは大事だ。 

Self-efficacy 
５０．英語力に自信がある。 

５１．中学の時に英語が得意だった。 

５２．高校のときに英語が得意だった。 

５３．中学の時の英語のリーディングテストの点が良かった。 

５４．高校の時の英語のリーディングテストの点が良かった。 

５５．クラスメートよりも英語が速く読める。 

５６．英語を日本語に訳さないでも理解できる。 

５７．文脈から英語の単語の意味を推測できることがよくある。 

L1 reading  
５８．テレビを見るよりも本を読むほうが好きだ。 

５９．本（日本語）を読むことが好きだ。 

６０．新聞をよく読む。 

６１．雑誌をよく読む。 

６２．寝る前によく本を読む。 

６３．本屋へよく行く。 

６４．外出するときはたいてい本を持って出かける。 

６５．面白い本を読むと、途中で止めれない。 

６６．大好きは作家がいる。 
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APPENDIX D 

THE L2 READING MOTIVATION QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PILOT STUDY 2 

(ENGLISH) 

 
Curiosity/Interest 

1. I want to read English novels. 

2. I like reading English novels. 

3. I want to read English newspapers. 

4. I like reading English newspapers. 

5. I want to read information in English on the Internet. 

6. I like reading English more than listening to English. 

7. I like reading English more than speaking English. 

8. Even if reading were not a required subject, I would take a reading class. 

9. I like reading English materials outside of the class. 

 

Involvement  

10. I often get deeply engaged when I read short stories written in English. 

11. I often get deeply engaged when I read novels written in English. 

12. I often get deeply engaged when I read information written in English on the Internet. 

13. Once I start reading something interesting in English, I lose track of time. 

14. I feel more engaged when reading English than when listening to English. 

15. I feel more engaged when reading English than when speaking English. 

16. I feel more engaged when reading English than when writing English. 

 

Challenge 

17. I enjoy the challenge of reading novels in English. 

18. I enjoy the challenge of reading short stories in English. 

19. I enjoy the challenge of reading information on the Internet in English. 

20. I enjoy the challenge of learning difficult things when I read English books. 

21. I enjoy the challenge of understand English reading passages. 

22. I enjoy the challenge of trying to understand English passages even when I encounter difficult words 

or expressions. 

23. I don’t give up reading easily even when I have difficulty understanding the content. 

Recognition 

24. I like to get compliments for my reading skills from my classmates. 

25. I like to get compliments for my reading skills from my teacher. 

26. I want to read better to please my parents. 

27. I want to get good grades in English reading classes. 

28. I want to read better to please my English teacher. 

29. I want to get good scores on such tests as TOEIC, TOEFL, or Eiken. 

  

Instrumental Orientation 

30. I am learning to read in English because I want to get a job in which I can use English. 

31. I am learning to read in English because I want to learn about various opinions in the world. 

32. I am learning to read in English because I want to learn about different cultures by reading materials 

written in English. 

33. I am learning to read in English because I might live overseas in the future.  

34. I am learning to read in English because I might study abroad in the future. 

35. I am learning to read English because it might help me get a better paying job in the future. 

 

 Compliance 

36. I read English because it is assigned as homework. 

37. I read English because of pressure from my parents.  
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38. I read English because of pressure from my teacher.  

39. I read English because of pressure from my classmates.  

40. I read English to satisfy course requirements. 

41. I read in English because it is part of some required classes.  

 

Importance of L2 Reading  

42. Learning to read in English is important. 

43. Learning to read in English is important because we are living in the international age. 

44. Learning to read in English is important because it is useful for my future. 

45. Learning to read in English is important because it will broaden my view. 

46. Learning to read in English is important because it will be conducive to my general education.  

47. Learning to read in English is important because it will make me a more knowledgeable person. 

48. Learning to read in English is important because it will develop my English abilities. 

49. Learning to read in English is important because it will develop my thinking skills. 

 

Self-efficacy 

50. I am good at reading in English. 

51. I was good at reading English in junior high school. 

52. I was good at reading English in senior high school. 

53. My reading test scores for English reading classes in junior high school were good. 

54. My reading test scores for English reading classes in senior high school were good. 

55. I can read English faster than most of my classmates. 

56. I can read English without translating into Japanese. 

57. I can often guess English word meanings from context. 

 

L1 reading  

58. I prefer reading books in Japanese to watching TV. 

59. I like reading books in Japanese. 

60. I often read a Japanese newspaper. 

61. I often read a Japanese magazine. 

62. I read in Japanese before going to bed. 

63. I often go to bookstores. 

64. I usually carry a Japanese book whenever I go out. 

65. When I read interesting stories in Japanese, I cannot stop reading. 

66. I have favorite Japanese writers. 
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APPENDIX E 

CONVERSION TABLE FOR THE EIKEN AND TOEIC TESTS 

 

Eiken score TOEIC score 

1st degree 
990 

810 
Pre-1st degree 740 
2nd degree 520 
Pre-2nd degree 400 
3rd degree 365 
4th degree 260 
5th degree  

Note. This table presents approximate comparisons of the Eiken and TOEIC scores. The Eiken 
test is a widely-used standardized test in Japan. A first grader in junior high school is expected to 
pass the fifth degree while a third grader in senior high school is expected to pass the second 
degree. The table is adapted from Eigo-de-jyuken-dottocomu 
[http://www.eigodejuken.com/level.html]. 
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APPENDIX F 

THE L2 READING MOTIVATION QUESTIONNAIRE  

FOR THE MAIN STUDY (JAPANESE) 

 

英語のリーディングに関するアンケートです。次の文章を読んで、該当する答えを一つ○で囲んでくださ

い。[１＝思わない、２＝あまり思わない、３＝そう思う、４＝大変そう思う] 
 

  Ｉｔｅｍ 

1 1C1 英語で書かれた小説を読みたい。 

2 1C2 英語で書かれた小説を読むのが好きだ。 

3 1C3 英字新聞を読んでみたい。 

4 1C4 英語で書かれた新聞を読むのが好きだ。 

5 1C5 英語で書かれたインターネットの情報を読みたい。 

6 1C6 英語のリスニングよりもリーディングのほうが好きだ。 

7 1C7 英語のスピーキングよりもリーディングのほうが好きだ。 

8 1C8 英語のリーディングの授業が必修でなくても、履修する。 

9 1C9 授業外でも英語を読むのが好きだ。 

10 2I1 英語の短編小説を集中して読むことがある。 

11 2I2 英語の小説を集中して読むことがある。 

12 2I3 インターネットで英語で書かれた情報を集中して読むことがある 

13 2I4 英語で書かれた面白いお話を読んで、他のことを忘れることがある。 

14 2I5 英語で書かれた面白いお話を読んで、時間が経つのを忘れることがある。 

15 2I6 英語のスピーキングよりも、リーディングに集中することができる。 

16 2I7 英語のライティングよりも、リーディングに集中することができる。 

17 3CH1 英語の小説を読むことは、難しくてもやってみたい。 

18 3CH2 英語の短編小説を読むことは、難しくてもやってみたい。 

19 3CH3 英語の情報をインターネットで読むことは、難しくてもやってみたい。 

20 3CH4 英語の本を読んで、難しいことを学ぶのが好きだ。 

21 3CH5 英文を読んで、英語を理解するのが好きだ。 

22 3CH6 難しい単語や表現があっても、英文を読みたい。 

23 3CH7 英文の内容理解が難しくても、簡単に読むのをあきらめない。 

24 3CH8 難しい英文を読んで、英語力を伸ばしたい。 

25 3CH9 英文が難しくても、繰り返し読んで理解しようとする。 

26 4R1 クラスメートから英語のリーディングがよくできるとほめられたい。 

27 4R2 先生から英語のリーディングがよくできるとほめられたい。 

28 4R3 親を喜ばせるために、英語の読解力をつけたい。 

29 4R4 英語のリーディングのクラスで良い成績を取りたい。 

30 4R5 英語の先生を喜ばせるために、英語の読解力をつけたい。 

31 4R6 英検や TOIEC で良い点を取りたい。 

32 5IN1 英語を必要とする仕事に就きたいので、英語のリーディングの勉強をしてい

る。 

33 5IN2 世界中のさまざまな人の考えを知りたいので、英語のリーディングを勉強して

いる。 

34 5IN3 世界中のさまざまな文化を知りたいので、英語のリーディングを勉強してい

る。 

35 5IN4 将来外国に住むかもしれないので、英語のリーディングを勉強している。 
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36 5IN5 将来外国に留学するかもしれないので、英語のリーディングを勉強している。 

37 5IN6 将来お給料の良い仕事に就けるかもしれないので、英語のリーディングを勉強

している。 

38 6CM1 英語のリーディングが宿題なので、仕方なく英語を読んでいる。 

39 6CM2 親からのプレッシャーがあるので、仕方なく英語を読んでいる。 

40 6CM3 先生からのプレッシャーがあるので、仕方なく英語を読んでいる。 

41 6CM4 単位を取るために、仕方なく英語を読んでいる。 

42 6CM5 必修授業なので、仕方なく英語を読んでいる。 

43 7IM1 英語の読解力は大事だと思う。 

44 7IM2 国際化時代に生きるためには、英語のリーディングは大事だと思う。 

45 7IM3 英語のリーディングは自分の将来のために大事だと思う。 

46 7IM4 英語のリーディングは自分の視野を広げるために大事だと思う。 

47 7IM5 英語のリーディングは自分の教養を高めるために大事だと思う。 

48 7IM6 英語のリーディングは自分の知識を広げるために大事だと思う。 

49 7IM7 英語のリーディングは自分の英語力を高めるために大事だと思う。 

50 7IM8 英語のリーディングは自分の考える力を伸ばすために大事だと思う。 

51 8RE1 中学で英語のリーディングは得意だった。 

52 8RE2 高校で英語のリーディングは得意だった。 

53 8RE3 中学のリーディングのテストの点はよかった。 

54 8RE4 高校のリーディングのテストの点はよかった。 

55 8RE5 クラスメートよりも英語が早く読める。 

56 8RE6 英語をあまり日本語に訳さないで理解できる。 

57 8RE7 新しいことを読むことにより学ぶことが多い。 

58 8RE8 英語の勉強の中で、リーディングが一番得意だ 

59 8RE9 少しくらい難しくても、読み進めていくうちに理解できることがよくある。 

60 8RE10 英語の読解テストは得意だ。（I am good at reading comprehension tests.) 

61 9J1 テレビをみるよりも本（日本語で書かれた）を読むことが好きだ。 

62 9J2 本（日本語）を読むのが好きだ。 

63 9J3 新聞（日本語）をよく読む。 

64 9J4 雑誌（日本語）をよく読む。 

65 9J5 寝る前に、本（日本語）をよく読む。 

66 9J6 よく本屋へ行く。 

67 9J7 外出するときは、本を持ち歩く。 

68 9J8 おもしろい本（日本語）を読むと、やめられないことがある。 

69 9J9 お気に入りの作家がいる。 
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APPENDIX G  

THE L2 READINING MOTIVATION QUESTIONNAIRE FOR  

THE MAIN STUDY (ENGLISH TRANSLATION) 

 

This is a questionnaire about reading English. Please answer the following questions 

based on your ideas about reading English, using the scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = 

Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree). 
 

1 CU1 I want to read materials written in English. 

2 CU2 I like reading materials written in English. 

3 CU3 I want to read English newspapers. 

4 CU4 I like reading English newspapers. 

5 CU5 I want to read information written in English on the Internet. 

6 CU6 I like reading English more than listening to English. 

7 CU7 I like reading English more than speaking English. 

8 CU8 Even if reading were not a required subject at college, I would take a reading class. 

9 CU9 I like reading materials written in English outside of the class. 

10 IN2 I often get deeply engaged when I read English. 

11 IN3 I often get deeply engaged when I read novels written in English. 

12 IN4 
I often get deeply engaged when I read information written in English on the 

Internet. 

13 IN5 Once I start reading interesting text written in English, I lose track of time. 

14 IN6 I forget other things when I read novels written in English. 

15 IN7 I feel more engaged when reading English than when speaking English. 

16 IN8 I feel more engaged when reading English than when writing English. 

17 CH1 Even though it is difficult to read novels written in English, I’d like to try it. 

18 CH2 Even though it is difficult to read short stories written in English, I’d like to try it. 

19 CH3 
Even though it is difficult to read information in English on the Internet, I’d like to 

try it. 

20 CH4 I enjoy the challenge of learning difficult things when I read English books. 

21 CH5 I enjoy the challenge of understanding English reading passages. 

22 CH6 
I’d like to read English passages even when I encounter difficult words or 

expressions. 

23 CH7 I don't give up reading easily even when I have difficulty understanding the content. 

24 CH8 I want to improve my reading abilities by reading more challenging materials. 

25 CH9 Even if English is difficult, I read again and again to understand the content. 

26 RC1 I like to get compliments for my reading skills from my classmates. 

27 RC2 I like to get compliments for my reading skills from my teacher. 

28 RC3 I want to read better to please my parents. 

29 RC4 I want to get good grades in English reading classes. 

30 RC5 I want to read better to please my English teacher. 

31 RC6 I want to get good scores on such tests as TOEIC, TOEFL, or Eiken. 

32 INS1 
I am learning to read in English because I want to get a job in which I can use 

English. 

33 INS2 
I am learning to read in English because I want to learn about various opinions and 

views in the world. 
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34 INS3 
I am learning to read in English because I want to learn about different cultures by 

reading English materials. 

35 INS4 I am learning to read in English because I might live overseas in the future. 

36 INS5 I am learning to read in English because I might study abroad in the future. 

37 INS6 
I am learning to read English because it might help me get a better paying job in the 

future. 

38 CO1 I reluctantly read English because it is assigned as homework. 

39 CO2 I reluctantly read English because of pressure from my parents. 

40 CO3 I reluctantly read English because of pressure from my teacher. 

41 CO4 I reluctantly read English to satisfy course requirements. 

42 CO5 I reluctantly read English because English is a required course in my university. . 

43 IM1 I think reading abilities in English are important. 

44 IM2 
Learning to read in English is important because we are living in the international 

age. 

45 IM3 Learning to read in English is important because it will broaden my view. 

46 IM4 Learning to read in English is important because it is useful for my future. 

47 IM5 
Learning to read in English is important because it will be conducive to my general 

education. 

48 IM6 
Learning to read in English is important because it will make me a more 

knowledgeable person. 

49 IM7 Learning to read in English is important because it will develop my English abilities. 

50 IM8 Learning to read in English is important because it will develop my thinking skills. 

51 RSC1 I was able to read English well in junior high school. 

52 RSC2 I was able to read English well in senior high school. 

53 RSC3 My reading test scores for English reading classes in junior high school were good. 

54 RSC4 My reading test scores for English reading classes in senior high school were good. 

55 RSC5 I can read English faster than most of my classmates. 

56 RSC6 I can understand English without translating into Japanese. 

57 RSC7 I often learn new things by reading materials written in English. 

58 RSC8 Of all English studies, I am best at reading. 

59 RSC9 Even when I read difficult texts in English, I persist in reading. 

60 RSC10 I am good at reading comprehension tests. 

61 J1 I prefer reading books in Japanese to watching TV. 

62 J2 I like reading books in Japanese. 

63 J3 I often read a Japanese newspaper. 

64 J4 I often read a Japanese magazine. 

65 J5 I often read Japanese books. 

66 J6 I often go to bookstores. 

67 J7 I usually carry a Japanese book whenever I go out. 

68 J8 When I read interesting stories in Japanese, I cannot stop reading. 

69 J9 My hobby is reading books. 
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APPENDIX H 

READING COMPREHENSION TEST 

 
 

次の文章を読んで、空欄に当てはまる正しい英語を(  )から選んで、解答欄に番

号で記入してください。 

 

1. 

Nutrients for Babies 

 
A new World Bank report warns that children (1) _________ (1 what, 2 who, 3 whom, 

4 which) do not get enough good food in the (2) _________ (1 last, 2 next, 3 first, 4 third) two 

years of life suffer lasting damage. They (3) _________ (1 may, 2 must, 3 have to, 4 never) be 

underdeveloped or under weight. They may suffer (4) _________ (1 with, 2 from, 3 in, 4 at) poor 

health or limited intelligence. In addition, poorly (5) _________  (1 nourished, 2 given, 3 assisted, 

4 carried) children are more likely to drop out of (6)_________ (1 tests, 2 school, 3 home, 4 

shops) and earn less money as adults. The report is (7) _________ (1 called, 2 found, 3 pointed, 4 

assisted) "Repositioning Nutrition as Central to Development." It (8) _________ (1 disagrees, 2 

covers, 3 notes, 4 notices) that too little food is not the only (9) _________ (1 cause, 2 poverty, 3 

usefulness, 4 necessity) of poor nutrition. Many children who live in (10) _________ (1 hospitals, 

2 homes, 3 stadiums, 4 schools) with plenty of food suffer for other reasons. (11)_________ (1 in, 

2 by, 3 for, 4 to) example, the study says that mothers often fail (12) _________ (1 in, 2 to, 3 

with, 4 at) give their newly born babies their first breast (13)_________ (1 drink, 2 milk, 3 

powder, 4 shower). This milk-like substance is called colostrum. It is (14) _________ (1 empty, 2 

little, 3 lack, 4 full) of nutrients that improve a baby's ability to (15)_________ (1 fight, 2 accept, 

3 assist, 4 cancel) infections and disease. 

（注：nutrients 栄養） 
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2. 

New Technology for the Future 

 

Two serious problems facing the world are the ever increasing amount of garbage 

produced by modern life and the growing (16) _________ (1 increase, 2 amount, 3 shortage, 4 

trend) of energy resources. Now a company in the United States claims that it has developed the 

technology that will solve (17) _________ (1 either, 2 one, 3 another, 4 both) of the problems at 

the same time. The company says that it is called the thermal depolymerization process (TDP). 

TDP works by imitating the process by (18) _________ (1 what, 2 when, 3 which, 4 that) the 

earth created petroleum in the first place. (19) _________ (1 With, 2 By, 3 Without, 4 In) nature, 

petroleum was formed from the remains of plants and animals that lived millions of years ago. 

Over time, these remains were covered with layers of mud, and the heat and pressure generated 

by these layers (20) _________ (1 turned, 2 put, 3 moved, 4 placed) them into petroleum. (21) 

_________ (1 Because, 2 Since, 3 Although, 4 Therefore) it takes nature over a million years to 

make petroleum, the new TDP machines can do the same thing in a few hours. 

(注：petroleum 石油) 
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APPENDIX I 

THE FINAL L2 READING MOTIVATION QUESTIONNAIRE (JAPANESE) 

 
1 CU1 英語で書かれた小説を読みたい。 

2 CU2 英語で書かれた小説を読むのが好きだ。 

3 CU4 英語で書かれた新聞を読むのが好きだ。 

4 CU9 授業外でも英語を読むのが好きだ。 

5 IN2 英語の小説を集中して読むことがある。 

6 IN3 インターネットで英語で書かれた情報を集中して読むことがある 

7 IN4 英語で書かれた面白いお話を読んで、他のことを忘れることがある。 

8 IN5 英語で書かれた面白いお話を読んで、時間が経つのを忘れることがある。 

9 CH1 英語の小説を読むことは、難しくてもやってみたい。 

10 CH3 英語の情報をインターネットで読むことは、難しくてもやってみたい。 

11 CH5 英文を読んで、英語を理解するのが好きだ。 

12 CH6 難しい単語や表現があっても、英文を読みたい。 

13 CH8 難しい英文を読んで、英語力を伸ばしたい。 

14 RC1 クラスメートから英語のリーディングがよくできるとほめられたい。 

15 RC2 先生から英語のリーディングがよくできるとほめられたい。 

16 RC3 親を喜ばせるために、英語の読解力をつけたい。 

17 RC5 英語の先生を喜ばせるために、英語の読解力をつけたい。 

18 INS1 英語を必要とする仕事に就きたいので、英語のリーディングの勉強をしている。 

19 INS2 
世界中のさまざまな人の考えを知りたいので、英語のリーディングを勉強してい

る。 

20 INS3 世界中のさまざまな文化を知りたいので、英語のリーディングを勉強している。 

21 INS4 将来外国に住むかもしれないので、英語のリーディングを勉強している。 

22 INS5 将来外国に留学するかもしれないので、英語のリーディングを勉強している。 

23 CO1 英語のリーディングが宿題なので、仕方なく英語を読んでいる。 

24 CO3 先生からのプレッシャーがあるので、仕方なく英語を読んでいる。 

25 CO4 単位を取るために、仕方なく英語を読んでいる。 

26 CO5 必修授業なので、仕方なく英語を読んでいる。 

27 IM2 国際化時代に生きるためには、英語のリーディングは大事だと思う。 

28 IM4 英語のリーディングは自分の視野を広げるために大事だと思う。 

29 IM5 英語のリーディングは自分の教養を高めるために大事だと思う。 

30 IM6 英語のリーディングは自分の知識を広げるために大事だと思う。 

31 IM7 英語のリーディングは自分の英語力を高めるために大事だと思う。 

32 IM8 英語のリーディングは自分の考える力を伸ばすために大事だと思う。 

33 RSC2 高校で英語のリーディングは得意だった。 

34 RSC5 クラスメートよりも英語が早く読める。 

35 RSC6 英語をあまり日本語に訳さないで理解できる。 

36 RSC9 少しくらい難しくても、読み進めていくうちに理解できることがよくある。 

37 RSC10 英語の読解テストは得意だ。 

38 J2 本（日本語）を読むのが好きだ。 

39 J5 寝る前に、本（日本語）をよく読む。 

40 J7 外出するときは、本を持ち歩く。 

41 J8 おもしろい本（日本語）を読むと、やめられないことがある。 

42 J9 お気に入りの作家がいる。 
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APPENDIX J 

THE FINAL L2 READING MOTIVATION QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH) 

 
1 CU1 I want to read materials written in English. 

2 CU2 I like reading materials written in English. 

3 CU4 I like reading English newspapers. 

4 CU9 I like reading materials written in English outside of the class. 

5 IN2 I often get deeply engaged when I read English. 

6 IN3 I often get deeply engaged when I read novels written in English. 

7 IN4 I often get deeply engaged when I read information written in English on the Internet. 

8 IN5 Once I start reading interesting text written in English, I lose track of time. 

9 CH1 I enjoy the challenge of reading novels in English 

10 CH3 I enjoy the challenge of reading information on the Internet in English. 

11 CH5 
I enjoy the challenge of understanding English when reading materials written in 

English. 

12 CH6 
I enjoy the challenge of trying to understand English passages even when I encounter 

difficult words or expressions. 

13 CH8 I want to improve my reading abilities by reading more challenging materials. 

14 RC1 I like to get compliments for my reading skills from my classmates. 

15 RC2 I like to get compliments for my reading skills from my teacher. 

16 RC3 I want to read better to please my parents. 

17 RC5 I want to read better to please my teacher. 

18 INS1 I am learning to read in English because I want to get a job in which I can use English. 

19 INS2 
I am learning to read in English because I want to learn about various opinions and views 

in the world. 

20 INS3 
I am learning to read in English because I want to learn about different cultures by 

reading English materials. 

21 INS4 I am learning to read in English because I might live overseas in the future. 

22 INS5 I am learning to read in English because I might study abroad in the future. 

23 CO1 I reluctantly read English because it is assigned as homework. 

24 CO3 I reluctantly read English because of pressure from my teacher. 

25 CO4 I reluctantly read English to satisfy course requirements. 

26 CO5 I reluctantly read English because English is a required course in my university. . 

27 IM2 Learning to read in English is important because we are living in the international age. 

28 IM4 Learning to read in English is important because it is useful for my future. 

29 IM5 
Learning to read in English is important because it will be conducive to my general 

education. 

30 IM6 
Learning to read in English is important because it will make me a more knowledgeable 

person. 

31 IM7 Learning to read in English is important because it will develop my English abilities. 

32 IM8 Learning to read in English is important because it will develop my thinking skills. 

33 RSC2 I was able to read English well in senior high school. 

34 RSC5 I can read English faster than most of my classmates. 

35 RSC6 I can understand English without translating into Japanese. 

36 RSC9 Even when I read difficult texts in English, I persist in reading. 

37 RSC10 I am good at reading comprehension tests. 

38 J2 I like reading books in Japanese. 

39 J5 I often read Japanese books. 

40 J7 I usually carry a Japanese book whenever I go out. 

41 J8 When I read interesting stories in Japanese, I cannot stop reading. 

42 J9 My hobby is reading books. 

 


