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The Motivations for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ) contains 54 items that are posited to tap 11
dimensions of reading motivation. The structural validity of the MRQ was investigated with 2 samples:
(a) 328 students in Grades 3–5 from 2 suburban mid-Atlantic elementary schools and (b) 735 students
in Grades 3–5 in 2 suburban southwestern elementary schools. With confirmatory factor analyses
(CFAs), the theoretical 11-factor structure did not adequately fit the data in either sample. Subsequently,
exploratory factor analyses found 8 factors for each sample with 6 factors defined by only 3 or 4 common
items. However, a double CFA cross-validation found an inadequate fit for both samples. Given these
results, the authors suggest that the MRQ be revised.

Literacy research has traditionally focused on cognitive aspects
of reading, such as word recognition and comprehension (Adams,
1990), and much has been learned about the development and
teaching of reading skills (Rayner, Foorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky, &
Seidenberg, 2001; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998). However, in
order for students to develop into effective readers, they must
possess both the skill and the will to read (Paris & Oka, 1986). As
noted by Guthrie and Wigfield (2000), “motivation is what acti-
vates behavior” (p. 406). Consequently, even the most able or
skillful students may not engage in reading if they lack motivation.

Research on academic motivation burgeoned once the affective
aspects of reading were recognized as important correlates of skill
development (Guthrie & Wigfield, 1997). Theorists posited a
variety of constructs to explain reading motivation and how it
influences students’ reading engagement (Wigfield, Eccles, &
Rodriguez, 1998), and teachers became interested in learning how
to motivate children to read (Palmer, Codling, & Gambrell, 1994).
Concomitantly, attention focused on the development of assess-
ment tools to measure reading motivation. Although self-esteem
and attitude scales have a long history, Gambrell, Palmer, Codling,
and Mazzoni (1996) developed one of the first measures aimed at
understanding how children acquire motivation to read and how
this motivation is affected by personal and situational factors.
Their Motivation to Read Profile (MRP) was designed to assess
three different dimensions of reading motivation: self-concept as a
reader, value of reading, and reasons for reading (Palmer et al.,
1994). However, no research involving the MRP has been pub-
lished empirically confirming these proposed constructs.

Another multidimensional reading motivation scale was devel-
oped by Wigfield and Guthrie (1995). The initial Motivations for
Reading Questionnaire (MRQ) included 82 items that were
thought to measure 11 different dimensions of reading motivation.
On the basis of scale reliabilities and item characteristics among a

small sample of elementary school students, 28 items were elim-
inated (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1995). Thus, the final version of the
MRQ contained 54 items that were posited to tap 11 dimensions of
reading motivation (see Table 1).

This 54-item version of the MRQ was subsequently used by
Wigfield, Wilde, Baker, Fernandez-Fein, and Scher (1996) with
650 fifth- and sixth-grade students from six schools in a large
mid-Atlantic city. Exploratory factor analysis was applied to MRQ
scores, with Kaiser’s (1960) criterion and Cattell’s (1966) scree
test used to determine how many factors to retain for rotation. A
cut-off coefficient of .40 was used to determine whether an item
loaded on a particular factor. However, the researchers failed to
specify other important decisions taken during the factor analysis,
such as the method of extraction used and whether and how the
solution was rotated. The MRQ proved multidimensional; how-
ever, only six dimensions were reported to be distinct and reliable.
Unfortunately, the items that comprised those dimensions were not
identified. Nevertheless, Wigfield, Wilde, et al. (1996) concluded
that the six factor-based scales of the MRQ “are in a sense more
meaningful [than the 11 theoretical dimensions] because these
scales reflect children’s responses to the questionnaire, rather than
our conceptualization of the different dimensions” and recom-
mended “using the factor-based scales from the MRQ” (p. 20).

Inexplicably, subsequent research with the MRQ ignored the
factor-based scales. For example, the Wigfield and Guthrie (1997)
report appears to be based on the original Wigfield and Guthrie
(1995) data, but contrary to the suggestion of Wigfield, Wilde, et
al. (1996), it concluded that “it is useful to posit the 11 different
aspects of reading motivation” (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, p. 429).
Two other studies used only portions of the 11 MRQ scales as
abbreviated measures of motivation, but different numbers of
scales (5 vs. 6) and items (28 vs. 31) were represented without
identifying which items comprised each putative dimension (Cox
& Guthrie, 2001; Guthrie, Wigfield, Metsala, & Cox, 1999).
Guthrie, Wigfield, and VonSecker (2000) performed several ex-
ploratory factor analyses on sets of MRQ items, but did not include
all 54 items in a single analysis. For example, only the 11 items
from the original Recognition and Competition scales were in-
cluded in one factor analysis.

In another study, Baker and Wigfield (1999) applied confirma-
tory factor analysis (CFA) to the MRQ among a group of 576 fifth-
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and sixth-grade students. Baker and Wigfield reported that stu-
dents who did not respond to all MRQ items were excluded. The
primary reason students failed to complete all MRQ items was
because of a time limit. This caused the loss of 205 students (36%)
from the initial sample of 576, resulting in only 371 participants
(140 in fifth grade and 230 in sixth grade) completing the entire
MRQ. Given these methods, nonresponse appears to have been
related to reading proficiency. Thus, item nonresponse was not a
random process (Bernaards & Sijtsma, 1999). Further, there was
no representation of students from the third and fourth grades.

Baker and Wigfield (1999) asserted that the size of their sample
prohibited simultaneous analysis of the entire 54-item set. There-
fore, three separate CFAs were performed. First, a CFA was
conducted on the 13 items that comprise the Efficacy, Challenge,
and Avoidance scales. A three-factor model was a better fit than
two- or one-factor models. The next CFA involved 27 items from
the Curiosity, Involvement, Importance, Recognition, Grades, and
Competition scales. Compared with one- to five-factor models, the
model with the best fit for these items was a six-factor model.
However, model respecifications must have been conducted be-
cause two items were dropped from this analysis based on “initial
analyses” (Baker & Wigfield, 1999, p. 461). For the Social and
Compliance scales, a two-factor model fit 10 items better than a
one-factor model. Again, two items were a priori dropped from the
analysis based on Baker and Wigfield’s “inspection of the content
of the items” (p. 459).

Unfortunately, there were several serious methodological limi-
tations to the Baker and Wigfield (1999) study. First, their sample
was not representative of elementary school students in several
respects (i.e., grade, geography), making generalizability of their
results questionable. Second, the time limit seemingly selected for
fluent readers, resulting in a severely biased sample (Crooks,
Kane, & Cohen, 1996; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). Third, their
factor analyses were conducted on separate sets of items, rather
than the entire 54-item set. The structure of the MRQ cannot be
conclusively identified unless all its items are included in the
analysis. Fourth, their CFAs did not test other plausible models.
On the basis of previous MRQ analyses (Guthrie et al., 1999;
Wigfield, Wilde, et al., 1996), alternative six- or seven-factor
solutions could have been tested (MacCallum, Wegener, Uchino,

& Fabrigar, 1993). Fifth, the CFA results reported by Baker and
Wigfield appear to be the culmination of a sequence of model
respecifications. These data-driven changes resulted in analyses
that were more exploratory than confirmatory and greatly in-
creased the risk of making decision errors (Cribbie, 2000; Gor-
such, 1988; Van Prooijen & Van Der Kloot, 2001). Finally, CFA
results were reported for overall fit indices, but “a good overall fit
index does not imply lack of serious misspecifications across all
parts of the model” (Raykov, 2000, p. 606). That is, residuals and
standard errors might indicate misspecification in specific parts of
a CFA model even though overall fit indices appear acceptable.

Validity evidence should include an accumulation of research
results that support hypotheses consistent with the construct being
measured (Messick, 1995). Replication of results and confirmation
of findings are critical steps in validation of any instrument,
including the MRQ (Gorsuch, 1988). In each of the MRQ studies
(Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Wigfield & Guthrie, 1995, 1997; Wig-
field, Wilde, et al., 1996), reading motivation was multidimen-
sional. However, unequivocal support for the proposed 11-factor
structure has not been demonstrated. Studies that applied explor-
atory factor analysis found a six- or seven-factor structure and
studies that used CFA were marked by fatal methodology errors.
Further, no empirical examinations of the factor structure of the
MRQ have been completed independent of the test authors. Con-
sequently, the present study is a construct validity investigation of
the MRQ by independent researchers to explore the underlying
dimensions of reading motivation as assessed by the MRQ.

Method

Instrument

The revised version of the MRQ consists of 54 items, tapping 11
proposed scales of reading motivation. It is a self-report measure that can
be group administered to children in third through sixth grades. All items
are answered on a scale from 1 to 4, with 1 (very different from me), 2 (a
little different from me), 3 (a little like me), and 4 (a lot like me). As per
Wigfield, Guthrie, and McGough (1996), the scoring of two items was
reversed to account for their negative valence.

Table 1
Theoretical Scales of the Motivations for Reading Questionnaire

Scale Description Theoretical itemsa CFA itemsb

Efficacy Belief that one can be successful at reading 4 4
Challenge Willingness to take on difficult reading material 5 5
Work Avoidance Desire to avoid reading activity 4 4
Curiosity Desire to read topics of interest 6 6
Involvement Enjoyment received from reading 6 6
Importance Value placed on reading 2 2
Recognition Pleasure of receiving a tangible form of recognition

for success in reading
5 5

Grades Desire for positive school evaluations by teacher 4 4
Competition Desire to outperform others in reading 6 4
Social Sharing meaning gained from reading with others 7 7
Compliance Reading to meet others’ expectations 5 3

Note. CFA � confirmatory factor analysis.
a Wigfield, Guthrie, and McGough (1996). b Baker and Wigfield (1999).
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Analyses

CFA. Although unsupported by previous research, the original 11-
factor structure proposed by Wigfield, Guthrie, and McGough (1996) and
the modified 11-factor structure posited by Baker and Wigfield (1999)
were submitted to CFA with the EQS program (Bentler & Wu, 2002). Fit
criteria were those identified by Hu and Bentler (1999) as most likely to
protect against both Type I and Type II errors: critical values of � .96 for
comparative fit index (CFI) and nonnormed fit index (NNFI) combined
with values � .06 for the root-mean-square error of approximation
(RMSEA) index. The Satorra-Bentler scaled maximum likelihood proce-
dure was applied to ameliorate reliance on multivariate normality (Fouladi,
2000; McDonald & Ho, 2002).

Exploratory factor analysis. These analyses were conducted with
SPSS (2001) and guided by the methods recommended by Fabrigar,
MacCallum, Wegener, and Strahan (1999) as well as those endorsed by
Gorsuch (1988, 1997) and Comrey and Lee (1992). Accordingly, principal-
axis extraction, with squared multiple correlations serving as initial com-
munality estimates, were applied. The number of factors to extract was
guided by the recommendations of Velicer, Eaton, and Fava (2000): A
combination of the minimal average partials (Velicer, 1976) and parallel
analysis (Horn, 1965) criteria supplemented by visual (Cattell, 1966) and
regression-based (AUTOSCREE; Barrett & Kline, 1982) scree. Some
evidence favors overestimating rather than underestimating the number of
factors (Wood, Tataryn, & Gorsuch, 1996); therefore, experts suggest that
the highest to lowest number of factors be examined until the most
interpretable solution is found (Ford, MacCallum, & Tait, 1986; Gorsuch,
1988, 1997). Given the strong theoretical and empirical relationships
among reading motivation constructs, we applied oblique rotation (Pro-
max). For interpretation, three salient item loadings (pattern coefficients)
were necessary to form a factor, and complex items were excluded. Salient
loadings were those � |.40| and the highest loading for that variable
(Gorsuch, 1997).

Cross-validation. Both exploratory factor analyses and CFAs are effi-
cient multivariate statistical techniques that capitalize on chance. Further-
more, all statistical models are imperfect representations of reality (Mac-
Callum, 2003). These limitations led Briggs and Cheek (1986) to conclude
that “multiple samples, therefore, should be a prerequisite for exploratory
factor analysis” (p. 119). Accordingly, two samples were used in this study
and results were cross-validated across samples.

Study 1

Participants. The participants were third-, fourth-, and fifth-grade stu-
dents from two elementary schools in a large suburban school district in the
mid-Atlantic region. Data were collected as part of school-wide assessment
projects aimed at determining the needs and interests of students in the area
of reading to assist in instructional planning. The final sample consisted of
328 students, including 100 third graders, 118 fourth graders, and 109 fifth
graders. Girls comprised 55% and boys comprised 45% of the sample. One
hundred seventy-four students were from School 1, with the remaining 154
students from School 2.

Each school represented a range of socioeconomic levels. Approxi-
mately 39% of the students at School 1 and 48% of students at School 2
were eligible for the free- and reduced-lunch program. Both schools were
predominantly Caucasian, with School 1 reporting a minority population of
approximately 25%, and School 2 reporting a minority population of
approximately 32%. No other demographic information about these stu-
dents was available.

Procedure. The MRQ was completed during the spring semester at
both schools. Three practice items provided by the test authors were given
prior to the actual questionnaire. Directions and test items were read aloud
and verbatim for consistency and standardization of administration as per
Wigfield, Guthrie, and McGough (1996). Each classroom teacher at School
1 administered the MRQ to his or her class, whereas the media specialist

at School 2 administered the MRQ to each class during preassigned library
times. Of the initial 332 respondents, 4 students who omitted more than
three items were dropped from the final sample. Another 20 students
missed one item, six students skipped two items, and 1 student omitted
three items. Twenty-four different test items were missing at least one
response for the entire sample. Multiple regression imputation was used for
those 27 students via SPSS (2001). According to Gorsuch (1997), regres-
sion is the preferred method for data imputation when less than 20% of the
data are missing.

Study 2

Participants. The participants in the second study were 735 students
enrolled in third (n � 258), fourth (n � 234), and fifth (n � 243) grades
in 31 classrooms in two suburban, southwestern elementary schools (ns �
341 and 394). Girls comprised 50.7% of the sample, and boys comprised
48.8% of the sample (0.5% were missing gender information). Although
individual participant demographic data were not available, school district
enrollment was 87.0% White, 8.0% Hispanic, 2.2% Asian, 2.1% Black,
and 0.7% Native American. Eligibility for the free- and reduced-lunch
program (12.6% and 17.0%, respectively) and mean performance on group
reading achievement tests (62.3 and 60.7 percentile, respectively) was
similar across the two schools.

Procedure. The MRQ was one component of larger school-wide im-
provement plans. Administration was by classroom teachers, supervised by
school reading specialists, during the spring semester. As in Study 1, the
MRQ was administered following standardized instructions. All identify-
ing information was removed before MRQ data were released for analysis.

Of the initial 737 respondents, 2 students who missed more than three
items were omitted from the final sample. An additional 32 students
omitted one item, 3 students skipped two items, and 2 students missed three
items. Twenty-eight different items were missing at least one response for
the entire sample. For those 37 students who failed to respond to 1–3 items,
a multiple regression imputation procedure for estimating missing data was
used (SPSS, 2001).

Results

Study 1

Neither the original theoretical 11-factor structure (Wigfield,
Guthrie, & McGough, 1996) nor the revised 11-factor structure
(Baker & Wigfield, 1999) adequately fit the MRQ data. Both
demonstrated highly significant chi-square values, precluding ac-
ceptance of the hypothesis that the models adequately explained
MRQ item covariation. For the original theoretical model, the CFI
index was .82, the NNFI was .80, and the RMSEA was .04.
Corresponding values for the revised model were .87, .86, and .03,
respectively. Thus, overall fit did not meet the combinational rule
specified by Hu and Bentler (1999). Further, both models were
marked by several variance estimates greater than 1.0, and numer-
ous parameter modifications were suggested for both models by
EQS’s LaGrange and Wald tests. Given these results, we con-
ducted exploratory factor analyses to better delineate the number
and relationship of factors within the MRQ among these students
(Bentler & Wu, 2002; Browne, 2001; Gorsuch, 1997).

On the basis of the results of minimal average partials and
parallel analysis, we determined that five or six factors should be
extracted. The visual scree was marked by a small discontinuation
at eight factors and a more pronounced break at five factors.
AUTOSCREE results verified that five or eight factors were
possible. Consequently, five- through nine-factor solutions were
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examined. When nine factors were extracted, there were no salient
pattern coefficient loadings on the ninth factor. Gorsuch (1988)
recommended that extraction be stopped and only the major fac-
tors retained when singlet or doublet factors are first encountered.
Following this guideline, the eight-factor solution appeared most
appropriate. Pattern coefficients and scale reliabilities for the
eight-factor solution are presented in Table 2. Factor intercorrela-
tions are presented in Table 3. Although three of these factors were
composed of only three salient pattern coefficients, all factors were
identified and accounted for 36.8% of the total variance. Theoret-
ical convergence was also acceptable for the eight-factor solution.
Improved fit was confirmed by a CFA that produced a CFI index

of .90, a NNFI of .89, and a RMSEA of .03. Latent variables were
more highly related than was apparent in the exploratory factor
analysis (i.e., 5 � .70), weakening the discriminative validity of
the eight-factor solution.

Study 2

Neither the original theoretical 11-factor structure (Wigfield,
Guthrie, & McGough,1996) nor the revised 11-factor structure
(Baker & Wigfield, 1999) adequately fit the data. As in Study 1,
both models demonstrated highly significant chi-square values,
inadequate fit indices, and several out-of-bounds variance esti-

Table 2
Pattern Coefficients, Communalities, and Reliabilities for the Eight-Factor Structure of the Motivations for Reading Questionnaire
Among 328 Students in Grades 3–5

Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 h2 �

1. Social .75
I sometimes read to my parents. .58 .12 �.05 �.02 �.07 �.05 �.03 .09 .37
I talk to my friends about what I am reading. .55 �.11 .25 .07 .11 .04 �.01 �.12 .51
I often read to my brother or my sister. .53 .02 .00 �.13 �.08 .09 .01 �.01 .23
I like to tell my family about what I am reading. .49 .21 �.03 .02 .17 .04 �.04 .00 .44
I feel like I make friends with people in good books. .48 �.04 .27 �.01 .01 .03 .02 .04 .42
My friends and I like to trade things to read. .43 .04 .06 �.07 .03 .06 .13 �.03 .28

2. Grades–Compliance .79
I want to see my name on a list of good readers. �.01 .59 .00 .08 .00 �.03 �.01 .18 .46
I read to improve my grades. .06 .56 .06 .16 �.05 �.11 �.15 .04 .41
Grades are a good way to see how you are doing. .04 .55 �.14 �.07 .06 .00 �.02 .05 .28
Finishing every reading assignment is very important. .02 .54 .14 �.08 �.03 .15 .13 �.10 .41
I like to get compliments for my reading. �.11 .53 .02 .02 .27 .03 �.03 .23 .51
I look forward to finding out my reading grade. .12 .52 �.09 �.02 �.03 �.05 �.05 .16 .32
In comparison, it is very important to be a good reader. .06 .49 .11 �.05 .03 .05 .07 �.03 .35
I always try to finish my reading on time. �.17 .47 .22 .13 �.02 �.05 �.07 �.11 .30

3. Curiosity .70
I read to learn new information about topics of interest. .00 .06 .58 �.07 .08 .06 .05 �.01 .42
I read about my hobbies to learn more about them. .09 �.08 .54 �.01 �.11 .01 .08 �.11 .28
If my teacher discusses something interesting, I might read it. �.02 .06 .52 �.03 �.01 �.05 �.12 .04 .26
I like to read about new things. .16 �.02 .51 �.11 .02 �.06 �.06 .18 .43
I like it when the questions in books make me think. .21 .09 .48 �.13 �.01 �.03 .08 .03 .47

4. Competition .72
I like to finish my reading before other students. �.02 �.06 �.15 .72 .01 .13 .07 .04 .51
I try to get more answers right than my friends. �.05 .06 �.09 .70 �.10 �.06 �.10 .10 .46
I am willing to work hard to read better than my friends. .02 .15 .09 .63 .02 �.01 �.09 .03 .54
I like being the only one who knows an answer. �.12 �.03 .04 .50 �.01 .12 .14 .06 .28

5. Involvement .60
I enjoy a long, involved story or fiction book. .19 �.02 .08 .05 .59 �.06 �.19 .11 .54
I like mysteries. .14 .06 �.07 �.07 .56 .14 �.01 .01 .34
If a book is interesting, I don’t care how hard it is to read. �.10 �.08 .26 .16 .42 �.11 .11 �.06 .45

6. Reading Work Avoidance .63
I don’t like vocabulary questions. �.01 �.12 .10 .04 �.02 .67 .05 .20 .41
Complicated stories are no fun to read. .04 .05 �.10 .04 .03 .59 �.09 .07 .39
I don’t like reading something with difficult words. �.01 .10 .05 .02 .06 .57 �.10 �.04 .34

7. Efficacy .68
I am a good reader. �.12 �.07 �.14 �.05 .28 �.02 .65 .25 .57
I learn more from reading than most students. .09 �.10 .06 .26 .01 �.08 .47 .00 .42
My friends sometimes tell me I am a good reader. .33 �.03 �.04 �.03 �.08 .02 .46 .01 .35
I know I will do well in reading next year. .00 .08 .19 �.02 �.17 �.07 .43 .20 .37
I always do my reading work exactly as teacher wants. .04 .27 .00 �.02 �.27 �.05 .41 .07 .31

8. Recognition .63
I am happy when someone recognizes my reading. .09 .13 .01 .05 .13 .02 .06 .49 .46
I like hearing the teacher say I read well. �.02 .24 �.05 .04 �.03 .09 .15 .48 .39
I like being the best at reading. �.15 .03 .09 .39 �.06 .05 .20 .45 .47

Note. Salient coefficients (� �.40�) are in bold. Scale items taken from A Questionnaire Measure of Children’s Motivations for Reading, by A. Wigfield,
J. T. Guthrie, & K. McGough, 1996, Athens, GA: National Reading Research Center, University of Georgia and University of Maryland. In the public domain.
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mates. For the original theoretical model, the CFI index was .85,
the NNFI was .83, and the RMSEA was .04. Corresponding values
for the revised model were .88, .87, and .04, respectively. Given
these results, exploratory factor analyses were conducted to better
delineate the number and relationship of factors within the MRQ
for these 735 students.

After a review of minimal average partials and parallel analysis
results, we concluded that either four or six factors should be
extracted. The visual scree was marked by small elbows at six and
eight factors and a more pronounced bend at four factors.
AUTOSCREE results were congruent with the visual scree. Thus,
four, six, or eight factors were probable. Consequently, nine fac-
tors were extracted and analyzed for interpretability. The nine-
factor solution was rejected because of lack of salient pattern
coefficient loadings: Only three factors had three or more salient
loadings. The eight-factor solution was examined next and resulted
in two doublet factors. The seven-factor solution produced a
singlet factor, and both the six-factor and five-factor solutions had
one factor with no salient loadings. Consequently, the four-factor
solution was the first to meet a priori criteria for acceptability.
However, it accounted for only 27.9% of total scale variance,
contained bipolar loadings, and was theoretically incongruent with
previous MRQ analyses. Consequently, the salient loading crite-
rion was relaxed to .35. Using this criterion, the nine-factor solu-
tion exhibited only six salient factors. The eight-factor solution,
however, was marked by eight factors with three or more salient
loadings and accounted for 43.4% of total variance. Theoretical
convergence was also adequate for this solution (see Table 4).
Factor intercorrelations are presented in Table 5.

Cross-Validation

An inadequate fit was found when the eight-factor solution of
Study 1 was applied to the participants in Study 2 (CFI � .88,
NNFI � .87, and RMSEA � .04). Likewise, the exploratory factor
analysis solution from Study 2 did not closely fit the data from
Study 1 (CFI � .85, NNFI � .84, and RMSEA � .04). In both
cases, the chi-square was highly significant. That is, the proposed
model was not statistically consistent with the observed data.
Further, several intercorrelations between latent constructs were �
.80, suggesting a lack of distinctiveness between the factors mea-
sured by different sets of items (R. B. Kline, 1998).

Discussion

The underlying dimensions of reading motivation, as assessed
by the MRQ, were examined in two geographically diverse sam-

ples of elementary school students to determine if there was
support for the multidimensional model posited by Wigfield and
Guthrie (1995). Factor analytic solutions supported a multidimen-
sional model of reading motivation. However, consistent with
Wigfield, Wilde, et al. (1996), when all 54 items were analyzed
collectively, the 11 theoretical dimensions were not clearly or
distinctly identified. In contrast, eight factors emerged across both
samples: Grades–Compliance, Social, Competition, Involvement,
Curiosity, Recognition, Efficacy, and Work Avoidance.

Factors

Grades–Compliance. This factor was a combination of items
from the Compliance, Grades, Recognition, and Importance scales
proposed by Wigfield and Guthrie (1995) and represents perfor-
mance concerns and extrinsic sources of motivation. Six items
replicated across samples and clearly represented a focus on grades
and compliance with reading work demands.

Social. Consistent with the proposal of Wigfield and Guthrie
(1995), there was a factor reflecting social aspects of reading. A
desire to connect with others through the activity of reading was
common among the six items loading on this factor in both
samples. The social aspects of motivation are not as predominant
in the motivation literature as such constructs as self-efficacy (e.g.,
Bandura, 1977) or achievement goals (e.g., Dweck & Leggett,
1988). However, Wentzel (1989, 1991) has established relation-
ships among academic achievement and social goals, social com-
petence, and social responsibility.

Competition. Consistent with the description presented by
Wigfield and Guthrie (1995), a distinct factor reflecting a desire to
outperform others in reading was detected in both samples. The
four competition items that emerged in both samples are theoret-
ically related to extrinsically oriented items, such as those in the
Grades–Compliance factor, yet they did not cross load in any of
the extractions or rotations.

Involvement. The Involvement factor contained items from the
Involvement and Challenge scales proposed by Wigfield and
Guthrie (1995). Only three items replicated across samples. Two
of those items were clearly related to general involvement, but the
third was specific to enjoying mystery stories.

Curiosity. Items that loaded on this factor came primarily from
the Curiosity scale proposed by Wigfield and Guthrie (1995).
However, one item from the original Challenge scale migrated to
this factor. Depending on the sample, this scale was composed of
four or five items, but only three items replicated across samples.

Table 3
Factor Intercorrelations for Eight-Factor MRQ Structure Among 328 Students in Grades 3–5

Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Social —
2. Grades–Compliance .40 —
3. Curiosity .50 .40 —
4. Competition .29 .40 .27 —
5. Involvement .47 .33 .54 .25 —
6. Reading Work Avoidance �.21 �.07 �.31 �.02 �.32 —
7. Efficacy .41 .51 .43 .28 .44 �.24 —
8. Recognition .22 .25 .24 .09 .24 �.22 .22 —

Note. MRQ � Motivations for Reading Questionnaire.
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Items on this factor reflected a desire to read and learn about a
topic of interest.

Recognition. The Recognition factor was formed by items
from the Recognition and Competition scales proposed by Wig-
field and Guthrie (1995). Only three items replicated across sam-

ples. Those three items focused on satisfaction in being recognized
for one’s reading.

Efficacy. The three items that loaded on this factor and repli-
cated across both samples were proposed by Wigfield and Guthrie
(1995). Other, nonconsistent items migrated from the original

Table 4
Pattern Coefficients, Communalities, and Reliabilities for the Eight-Factor Structure of the Motivations for Reading Questionnaire
Among 735 Students in Grades 3–5

Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 h2 �

1. Grades–Compliance .80
Finishing every reading assignment is very important.a .67 .00 �.02 �.05 .08 .11 �.04 �.08 .46
I always try to finish my reading on time.a .55 .07 �.13 .00 .00 .03 .11 .02 .39
It is very important to be a good reader. .54 .09 .04 .02 .09 �.19 .17 .08 .53
I read to improve my grades.a .53 �.17 .01 .08 �.06 .13 �.07 .07 .28
Grades are a good way to see how you are doing.a .51 .09 �.08 �.03 �.12 �.09 .13 �.03 .27
I look forward to finding out my reading grade.a .50 �.04 .03 �.02 �.04 �.03 �.03 .20 .29
My parents ask me about my reading grade. .46 �.07 .19 .11 �.09 .05 �.32 .05 .27
I always do my reading work exactly as my teacher wants. .45 �.09 .00 �.10 �.06 .08 .07 .22 .29
My parents often tell me what a good job I’m doing. .43 �.11 .27 �.05 .05 �.02 �.06 .23 .40
In comparison, it is very important to be a good reader.a .40 .05 .05 .08 .01 �.11 .19 .12 .40

2. Involvement .71
I enjoy a long, involved story or fiction book.a �.10 .61 .01 .02 .00 �.03 �.01 .17 .41
I make pictures in my mind when I read. .02 .56 .02 �.10 �.17 .07 �.09 .08 .28
I read a lot of adventure stories. �.04 .54 .11 .05 �.08 .01 �.11 .12 .32
I read because I have to. .00 .53 �.09 �.20 .10 �.17 �.04 .06 .24
If I am reading about an interesting topic, I lose track of time. .02 .48 .04 .09 �.04 .05 .02 �.11 .29
I read stories about fantasy and make-believe. �.13 .45 .09 �.01 �.13 �.03 .04 .13 .22
I like mysteries.a .02 .36 .00 .05 �.02 .12 �.04 �.08 .16
If a book is interesting, I don’t care how hard it is to read.a �.04 .36 �.06 .18 .21 .03 .05 .08 .36

3. Social .73b

My friends and I like to trade things to read.a �.07 �.03 .53 �.05 .01 .00 .12 .08 .33
I sometimes read to my parents.a .15 �.12 .49 �.09 �.02 .08 .06 �.04 .31
I talk to my friends about what I am reading.a �.08 .31 .48 .01 .02 .05 �.10 �.04 .39
I like to tell my family about what I am reading.a .12 .29 .41 .05 �.05 .12 �.11 �.10 .44
My friends sometimes tell me I’m a good reader. �.02 .01 .40 �.11 .10 �.11 .12 .31 .39
I often read to my brother or sister.a �.05 .03 �.36 �.03 .03 �.02 �.03 .14 .14
I feel like I make friends with people in good books.a �.08 .21 .35 �.04 .07 .06 .06 .05 .32

4. Competition .71
I am willing to work hard to read better than my friends.a .14 .02 .00 .70 .12 �.02 �.02 �.09 .55
I try to get more answers right than my friends.a �.02 .00 �.03 .69 �.01 �.02 .02 �.04 .45
I like to finish my reading before other students.a .00 �.07 �.08 .66 �.02 .02 .04 .01 .43
I like being the only one who knows an answer.a �.18 �.04 .00 .40 �.11 .06 .25 .07 .26

5. Reading Work Avoidance .54
I don’t like reading something with difficult words.a .07 .08 .01 �.08 �.71 .02 .07 �.04 .43
Complicated stories are no fun to read.a .05 .02 �.01 .00 �.67 �.01 .05 .05 .39
I don’t like vocabulary questions.a �.09 .01 �.09 .04 �.35 �.04 �.03 .13 .16

6. Curiosity .61
I read about my hobbies to learn more about them.a �.05 �.10 .11 .06 .02 .52 �.15 .00 .23
I read to learn new information about topics of interest.a .17 .11 �.04 �.08 .02 .47 .02 �.03 .38
I enjoy reading books about people in different countries. .02 .04 .18 .03 .04 .39 .05 �.08 .30
I like it when the questions in books make me think.a .08 .06 .02 �.08 .16 .39 .12 �.02 .38

7. Recognition .77
I like hearing the teacher say I read well.a .02 �.15 .02 .04 �.01 .01 .63 .11 .41
I like to get compliments for my reading. .28 .07 .08 .04 .02 �.09 .51 �.15 .51
It is important to see my name on a list of good readers. .21 �.10 .04 .06 �.04 .03 .49 .00 .38
I like being the best at reading.a �.01 �.08 .07 .32 �.02 �.06 .46 .21 .50
I am happy when someone recognizes my reading.a .17 .20 .06 .02 �.01 �.06 .44 �.10 .44

8. Efficacy .67
I am a good reader.a .14 .27 �.17 �.09 �.04 �.11 .02 .59 .45
I know I will do well in reading next year.a .27 �.08 �.06 �.05 .01 .14 .06 .43 .37
I learn more from reading than most students.a .12 .14 �.03 .16 �.06 .17 �.10 .41 .38
In comparison to other subjects, I do best at reading. .09 .18 .17 .09 .00 �.12 �.02 .35 .32

Note. Salient coefficients (� �.35�) are in bold. Scale items taken from A Questionnaire Measure of Children’s Motivations for Reading, by A. Wigfield,
J. T. Guthrie, & K. McGough, 1996, Athens, GA: National Reading Research Center, University of Georgia and University of Maryland. In the public domain.
a Items that replicated from Sample 1. b With negative loading item deleted.
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Recognition and Compliance factors. This factor reflected the
sense that one can be successful in reading.

Work Avoidance. The Work Avoidance factor was the most
clearly and consistently identified factor. The same three items
loaded on this factor across sample, rotation method, and number
of factors extracted. However, this factor contained only three
salient items. These items represented three of the four negatively
worded items on the MRQ. Consequently, it is unclear whether
this factor is a distinct, meaningful dimension of reading motiva-
tion or whether it is merely a technical factor. As described by
Comrey (1988), “if all items are phrased in the same direction, the
respondent’s oppositional or acquiescent tendencies may cloud the
assessment of the desired construct” (p. 758). Some authors cau-
tioned against negatives in test construction because of the confu-
sion they present to respondents (Kubisyn & Borich, 1987) and
resultant reduction in reliability of scales (Barnette, 2000). Comrey
suggested that the word not creates ambiguity in item response and
should therefore be avoided in developing negatively phrased
items. Two of the three items loading on the Work Avoidance
factor included don’t. Thus, the wording of these items may have
been unclear, possibly distorting results and/or leading to the
emergence of a technical factor.

Implications

Revision. The present study found a lack of support for the
proposed structure of the MRQ. In scale development, “one of the
chief considerations should always be the replicability of the factor
structure. Factors that do not replicate are of little value” (Briggs
& Cheek, 1986, p. 120). Although eight factors were indepen-
dently identified using exploratory factor analysis for both sam-
ples, several factors were composed of only three or four items
(see Tables 2 and 4). A minimum of five items is preferable
(Comrey & Lee, 1992; Fabrigar et al., 1999). Unfortunately, the
communalities were low, suggesting that factors should be over-
determined with more than five items to ensure accurate factor
pattern recovery (MacCallum, Widaman, Preacher, & Hong,
2001). Related to the low item to factor ratio, the internal consis-
tency reliability of several scales fell below recommended levels
for screening or individual decision-making purposes (Salvia &
Ysseldyke, 1997). Additionally, a sizable number of items failed to
load on any factor, and many other items loaded on multiple
factors. Factorial complexity makes it difficult to understand what
constructs are tapped by the items and how to interpret each factor
(Streiner, 1994). These symptoms point to the need for further

development of the MRQ. Although a thorough discussion of scale
development is beyond the scope of this article, detailed recom-
mendations are outlined in Clark and Watson (1995), Comrey and
Lee (1992), Floyd and Widaman (1995), Gorsuch (1997), Reise,
Waller, and Comrey (2000), and Smith and McCarthy (1995).

Validation. Replication of factor structure is vital in scale
development. Even so, identifying a replicable factor structure
does not ensure the importance or utility of those factors (Briggs &
Cheek, 1986). A second level of validation is then necessary to
examine the relationships between factors and other measures.
Further research should examine the question of how the MRQ is
related to “measures that bear conceptual resemblance” (Briggs &
Cheek, 1986, p. 120).

The MRQ represents one model of reading motivation. Other
instruments are intended to assess reading motivation specifically
or conceptually related constructs, such as reading attitudes and
reading self-efficacy. The self-efficacy subscales of the Reader
Self-Perception Scale (Henk & Melnick, 1995) may relate to the
proposed self-efficacy scales of the MRQ (Efficacy, Curiosity, and
Involvement). The aspects of reading attitude assessed by the
Elementary Reading Attitude Scale (McKenna & Kear, 1990) may
be associated with the Curiosity and Involvement scales of the
MRQ (Baker & Wigfield, 1999) and the value of reading compo-
nent of the MRP (Gambrell et al., 1996). Comparisons with these
instruments could improve understanding of reading motivation
and its underlying constructs. In addition, such correlational stud-
ies would further examine the technical properties (i.e., convergent
validity) of the MRQ.

Conclusions

In this study, we generated evidence for a multidimensional
model of reading motivation. However, the 11-factor structure of
the MRQ posited by Wigfield and Guthrie (1995) was not sup-
ported. As observed by Williams (1999), “although higher-order
cognitive constructs have much surface appeal, their utility is tied
to the clarity and fidelity of their definitions and assessment
procedures” (p. 411). Lack of support for the proposed MRQ
factor structure raises questions regarding the soundness of the 11
scales as measures of discrete aspects of reading motivation (Ed-
wards & Bagozzi, 2000). Nevertheless, the MRQ has been called
“a valid and reliable questionnaire” (Guthrie & Wigfield, 1999, p.
200), and its 11 scales have been described as important “facets of
student motivation that can affect reading” (Pressley, 2002, p.
289). Further investigation of the underlying factor structure of the

Table 5
Factor Intercorrelations for Eight-Factor MRQ Structure Among 735 Students in Grades 3–5

Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Social —
2. Grades–Compliance .51 —
3. Curiosity .52 .51 —
4. Competition .32 .21 .19 —
5. Involvement .26 .49 .22 �.03 —
6. Reading Work Avoidance .47 .59 .44 .16 .40 —
7. Efficacy .55 .58 .37 .34 .32 .40 —
8. Recognition .32 .44 .37 .22 .43 .38 .43 —

Note. MRQ � Motivations for Reading Questionnaire.
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MRQ and its place in the nomological net (Cronbach & Meehl,
1955) is needed to clarify these disparate results (P. Kline, 1998).
Until such clarification has been achieved, neither the MRQ nor its
scales should be used as dependent variables in reading motivation
research (see Meehl, 1990, for a discussion of the corrosive influ-
ence of invalid measurement on research conclusions) or as mea-
sures of affective change in high-stakes educational evaluations.
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