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Motivational questionnaires (MRP-R and MWP) were used to investigate
reading and writing motivation (self-concept and value) among 252 Hebrew-
speaking students in third to sixth grade. CFA for reading and writing motiv-
ation revealed a close to reasonable fit, for the total sample and by gender. It
yielded a low fit across the four grade levels. Four main results were obtained: (1)
reading and writing motivation remained at the same level in all four grades;
(2) reading motivation was higher than writing motivation; (3) students’ self-
concept was higher than value in both reading and writing; (4) value of reading
was higher than value of writing. It is suggested that educators take into account
the importance of increasing reading and writing motivation in the early years
of elementary school, before motivation stabilizes in third grade. Additionally,
attention should be paid to the value that students attach to reading and
especially writing, since it may be related to their involvement in reading and
writing tasks. Further examination and development of the questionnaire assessing
writing motivation is required. More implications of the results for developmental
aspects of reading and writing motivation are discussed.

Confidence in literacy capabilities and the value school chil-
dren ascribe to these skills are psychological factors that influ-
ence their motivation to read and write (Author, 2015, 2016).
These perceptions develop in children as they compare their
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performance to the reading and writing achievements of their
classmates and the feedback they get from adults (regarding
reading: Author, 2015; Conradi, Jang, & McKenna, 2014;
Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000; and regarding writing: Bruning &
Horn, 2000; Pajares, 2003). These perceptions in turn affect
their choice of literacy assignments as well as their persistence
at them, their performance (Wigfield, Eccles, Schiefele, Roeser,
& Davis-Kean, 2006), and their achievements (Allen, Snow,
Crossley, Tanner Jackson, & McNamara, 2014).

Although there is agreement that both reading and writing
motivation play an important role in the development of read-
ing (Baker & Wigfield, 1999) and writing skills (Mata, 2011),
earlier research had primarily focused on reading motivation.
Research to date on reading motivation focused mainly on
English-speaking readers and showed a decline in reading
motivation through elementary and middle school years (e.g.,
Author, 1996; Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Harter, Whitesell, &
Kowalski, 1992; Lepper, Corpus, & Iyengar, 2005; Pajares,
Valiante, & Cheong, 2007; Wigfield, 1997; Wigfield & Guthrie,
1997). Recent research showed that this worrisome decline
might appear as early as second grade among Hebrew-speaking
struggling readers, suggesting that more research is needed in
reading motivation with relation to orthographies other than
English (Author, 2018) and with various grade levels to deeply
understand developmental changes in reading motivation in
elementary school students. The same is true of writing motiv-
ation although, as mentioned above, very little research has
been done on writing, despite its importance to success in a var-
iety of academic areas (Bruning & Horn, 2000; Collie, Martin,
& Curwood, 2016; Pajares, 2003). Understanding developmen-
tal changes in reading and writing motivation might help to
clarify the reasons for the decline and zero in on the appropri-
ate stage for more motivation-oriented instruction or interven-
tion (Author, 2018 for reading; Collie, Martin, & Curwood,
2016 for writing). Also, understanding these processes in differ-
ent orthographies might give us a broader perspective of the
changes reading and writing motivation undergo along the
elementary school years. The present study, which is explora-
tory in nature, examined differences in reading and writing
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motivation (self-concept and value) in third through sixth
grade Hebrew-speaking students.

Reading and Writing Acquisition in Hebrew

The Hebrew language is represented in the writing system by two
orthographies: pointed and non-pointed, which can be related to
the developmental pattern of reading and writing motivation.
Children learn to read and write in the pointed orthographic ver-
sion of Hebrew, which is considered a very transparent, or shal-
low, orthography that conveys the correct pronunciation of
written words in a straightforward manner via a grapheme-to-
phoneme conversion procedure. It represents the consonant
information of words using letter graphemes and the vowel infor-
mation primarily by diacritical marks (nikud) below or above the
consonantal letter string (Shimron, 2006). Therefore, Hebrew-
speaking students are expected to reach 80% accuracy in word
reading by the end of first grade (Share, 2004; Share & Levin,
1999) and 70% accuracy in spelling (Mast, Bar-On, & Yedidya,
2015), and achieve a reading fluency rate of around 30 words per
minute (Shany, Lachman, Shalem, Bahat, & Zeiger, 2006) For
comparison, in English, students are expected to reach around
40% accuracy in word reading by the end of first grade and
achieve a reading fluency rate of around 9 words per minute
(Davis, 2005).

By the end of second grade or the beginning of third
grade, students move to the opaque or deep, non-pointed
orthography, which uses only letters (without diacritical marks)
that represent mainly the consonantal information. Thus, by
the end of their third year of elementary school, students have
generally mastered both the pointed and non-pointed systems
(Shany, Bar-On, & Katzir, 2012). While most Hebrew readers
are able to read pointed text quite precisely, most Hebrew writ-
ers cannot use the pointed system properly, as they are unable
to choose between the various marks representing the same
particular vowel sound (Shimron, 1993), and therefore, starting
as early as second grade, students rarely use the diacritical
marks in writing (Levin & Korat, 1993).
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Research on Reading Motivation

Reading motivation is defined as “the individual’s personal
goals, values, and beliefs with regard to the topics, processes,
and outcomes of reading” (Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000, p. 405).
It encompasses students’ belief in their ability to perform read-
ing tasks (self-concept as a reader), the role they ascribe to it as
a part of their personal identity (Conradi et al., 2014), and
their understanding that reading is important and useful for
their future (value of reading) (Author, 2015). According to
expectancy-value theory (Eccles, 1983; Wigfield et al., 2006),
these two aspects, self-concept as a reader and value of reading,
are the core of reading motivation (Retelsdorf, K€oller, &
M€oller, 2014). The first—the students’ perceived ability to
complete reading tasks successfully—is considered by some
researchers as the most important aspect in the field of motiv-
ational research (Marsh & Craven, 2006; Retelsdorf et al.,
2014). The second—the extent to which children value the
activity—has been found to have an effect on their academic
performance (Muenks, Wigfield, & Eccles, 2018). Following
this line of thought, we have chosen to focus on these two
aspects of the expectancy-value theory with respect to read-
ing motivation.

Studies conducted on reading for the past several decades
have suggested that the level of reading achievement is related
to students’ self-concept as readers and/or the value they attach
to reading (Chapman & Tunmer, 1995; Conlon, Zimmer-
Gembeck, Creed, & Tucker, 2006; Kasperski, 2009; Kasperski,
Shany, & Katzir, 2016; Katzir, Lesaux, & Kim, 2009; Quirk,
Schwanenflugel, & Webb, 2009). It appears that poor self-con-
cept and low value attached to reading leads to poor reading
achievement (Chapman & Tunmer, 1995). The connection has
been documented in children throughout elementary school:
in second grade (Quirk et al., 2009), in third grade (Kasperski
et al., 2016), in fourth grade English (Katzir et al., 2009) and
Hebrew readers (Kasperski, 2009), and in fifth and sixth grade
(Conlon et al., 2006).

The extensive literature on elementary school children
shows that their self-concept as readers (Author, 2009, 2015,
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2016; Chapman & Tunmer, 2003) and the value they attach to
reading (Author, 2009; 2015) develop and take shape in tan-
dem with reading achievement, prompting the search for the
reasons for students’ lack of motivation (self-concept or value).
Only by separating out the different motivational components
can one choose the suitable strategies for research and instruc-
tion (Conradi et al., 2014). This is especially true in view of the
evidence that many children are already struggling with reading
in first grade (Morgan, Fuchs, Compton, Cordray, & Fuchs,
2008) and in second and third grade (Author, 2009; 2018), and
that beliefs, values and attitudes towards reading decline in the
upper elementary school grades (Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Mata,
Monteiro, & Peixoto, 2009; Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997). Given
these findings, we examined whether a further decline in these
reading and writing motivation sub-factors (self-concept and
value) appears in the upper grades of elementary school
in Hebrew.

Research on Writing Motivation

Self-concept as a writer has similar elements to self-concept as a
reader. It includes judgments about one’s ability to perform
writing tasks (Pajares, 2003). It is related to children’s percep-
tion of the importance and usefulness (value) of writing skills
for their future (Pajares, 2003) and to how enjoyable they find
writing (Bruning & Horn, 2000).

Most research on writing motivation has focused on self-
efficacy for writing (Bruning & Horn, 2000; Collie et al., 2016),
examined by task-specific questions, such as ‘‘How sure are you
that you can correctly spell all words in a one-page story?’’
(Pajares, 2003). These studies have indicated that self-efficacy
for writing is positively correlated with enjoyment of writing
and writing performance (Bruning, Dempsey, Kauffman,
McKim, & Zumbrunn, 2013; Collie et al., 2016; Sanders-Reio,
Alexander, Reio, & Newman, 2014), and positive attitudes
towards writing (Graham, Berninger, & Abbott, 2012). Indeed,
students who have a strong self-concept as a writer were
reported to effectively draw up writing plans and improve their
involvement in writing assignments (Boscolo & Hidi, 2007).
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A study on self-efficacy for writing and disengagement from
writing among boys in high school (Collie and coworkers,
2016) reported three intriguing results: parents’ education and
language background predicted several motivation and engage-
ment factors of writing; self-efficacy for writing and writing
engagement were correlated with writing enjoyment and liter-
acy achievement; and students motivated to write by a desire to
avoid failure or disappoint others tended to value writing more
and plan their writing assignments successfully. In the only
research conducted with kindergarten children, Mata (2011)
found that these children’s motivation to read and write was
very high, but reading motivation was significantly greater than
writing motivation.

The Present Study

Aside from the few studies reported above, research on the
motivational sub-factors of self-concept, self-efficacy and value
of writing is relatively limited (Collie et al., 2016; Graham,
2006; Pajares, 2003), and little is known about the specific fac-
tors that make up writing motivation in elementary school chil-
dren (Bruning & Horn, 2000). Moreover, despite the
importance of self-concept and value of reading and writing to
the development of literacy knowledge, little has been done to
compare motivation of these two abilities at various grade levels
and in languages other than English. Since reading and writing
are different cognitive functions (Sterenberg & Fridman, 2009)
and may develop in different patterns and at different rates, a
comparison between children’s self-concept as a reader and a
writer and the value they attach to these activities may deepen
our understanding of the development of motivation to read
and write in elementary school. Making the distinction between
these various factors can help educators in their search for
instructional strategies to address these factors (Conradi et al.,
2014). We therefore set out to examine reading and writing
motivation (self-concept and value) among Hebrew-speaking
students in third through sixth grades with respect to differen-
ces between (a) grade levels, (b) reading motivation and writ-
ing motivation, and (c) self-concept and value in reading and
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writing motivation. To fulfill this purpose, we used MRP-R sur-
vey, which was developed on the basis of expectancy-value the-
ory (Author, 2013), to examine both reading and writing
motivation as reflected by self-concept as reader/writer and
value of reading/writing.

Research Hypotheses

1. Following previous research in reading suggesting a decline in
reading motivation in higher elementary school grades (Author,
1996; Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Harter et al., 1992; Lepper et al.,
2005; Mata, 2011; Pajares et al., 2007; Pajares & Cheong, 2003;
Wigfield, 1997; Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997), we hypothesized that
schoolchildren’s self-concept regarding reading and writing and
the value they assign to these activities will decline together with
motivation to engage in them as they progress through elemen-
tary school. This will be reflected in lower scores on self-concept
and value in reading and writing for older students (fifth and sixth
grade) compared to younger students (third and fourth grade).

2. Assuming writing and reading are different cognitive
functions (Sterenberg & Fridman, 2009), and that writing is a
more challenging task than reading (Tainturier & Rapp, 2001),
students’ self-concept and value in reading will be higher than
in writing.

3. Since the motivational sub-factors of self-concept and
value of reading and writing are usually related to each other
(Author, 2015), we hypothesized they will be rank ordered simi-
larly, within reading motivation and within writing motivation,
with no statistical difference. This is because children who value
reading tend to participate in literacy activities more often than
their classmates and are therefore expected to rate themselves
highly as good readers (Author, 2015) or writers.

Method

Participants

The study’s participants were 252 students in third to sixth
grade: 55 in two third grade classes (21.8%), 58 in two fourth
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grade classes (23.0%), 48 in two fifth grade classes (19.0%),
and 91 in three sixth grade classes (36.1%). There were 134
boys (53.2%) and 118 girls (46.8%), with no gender difference
in distribution by grade level (v2(3)¼ 3.15, p¼ .369).
Participants were tested at the beginning of the school year, in
October 2016, when their mean ages were 8.39 years
(SD¼ 0.29), 9.37 years (SD¼ 0.39), 10.41 years (SD¼ 0.44), and
11.32 years (SD¼ 0.32) in third, fourth, fifth, and sixth grade,
respectively. The children were all native Hebrew speakers from
the same school in northern Israel and had no known language
or developmental problems. According to the Israel Central
Bureau of Statistics (2014), the school was located in a middle
socio-economic status town. In Israel, children are assigned to a
school according to their home address, usually without the
option to choose otherwise. The school is a self-contained inde-
pendent unit, not part of another institution, and the teachers
are obliged to adhere to the curriculum of the Israel Ministry
of Education.

Instruments

MOTIVATION TO READ
The children’s motivation to read was assessed by the
Motivation to Read Survey of the Motivation to Read Profile-
Revised (MRP-R) (Author, 2013), a questionnaire designed for
grades two through six, and suitable for whole classroom or
small group administration. The 20-item, Likert-type response-
scale instrument is comprised of two subscales: 10 items that
assess the student’s self-concept as a reader and 10 that assess
appreciation of the value of reading. Two practice items
acquaint the child with the instrument. The ordinal response
scale on the MRP-R consists of a four-point scale (one point for
the most negative response and four points for the most posi-
tive response) that avoids neutral responses and is suitable for
elementary school students (Case & Khanna, 1981; Nitko,
1983). Performance was scored as the child’s responses to all 20
sentences. Back-translation was used to translate the MRP-R
from English to Hebrew. The Cronbach values in the current
study were a ¼ .88 for overall reading motivation, .80 for self-
concept as a reader, and .87 for value of reading.
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MOTIVATION TO WRITE
A motivation to write profile (MWP) survey was created for this
study (Appendix A) according to the principles of the revised
motivation reading profile (MRP-R) (Author, 2013); therefore,
this study may be considered exploratory research. The senten-
ces dealing with reading were adapted to relate to writing, and
they were checked by one of the developers of the MRP-R (the
fourth author of the present study). The MWP was then back-
translated from English to Hebrew. Similar to the reading sur-
vey, the MWP is a 20-item, four-point scale multiple-choice
instrument (one point for the most negative response and four
points for the most positive response): 10 items evaluate the
child’s self-concept as a writer (Appendix A, odd-numbered
items) and 10 items that evaluate appreciation of the value of
writing (Appendix A, even-numbered items). Performance was
scored as the child’s responses to all 20 sentences. The
Cronbach values in the current study were a ¼ .86 for overall
writing motivation, .85 for self-concept as a writer, and .86 for
value of writing.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Measurement Invariance for
Motivation to Read and Write

Confirmatory factor analysis for motivation to read and write
was first calculated for the whole sample, using the relative v2/
df, Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Root Mean Square Error
of Approximation (RMSEA) to evaluate the model fit. As a rule
of thumb, values of relative v2/df less than two indicate a good
model fit, values of RMSEA less than .08 indicate a reasonable
fit, and values of CFI larger than .90 indicate an acceptable fit
(Hu & Bentler, 1999). After excluding three items with low
loadings on the latent variables, the model was found to have a
close to reasonable fit: v2/df ¼ 1.71, CFI ¼ .852, RMSEA ¼
.065. Assessing the model for boys resulted in a close to reason-
able fit: v2/df ¼ 1.71, CFI ¼ .819, RMSEA ¼ .073, and likewise
for girls: v2/df ¼ 1.61, CFI ¼ .817, RMSEA ¼ .072. The model
was not assessed for each grade level separately, due to
sample size.
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In order to assess measurement invariance by gender, mul-
tiple group CFA was calculated. In this procedure, the process of
model fitting yields a nested hierarchy of models in which each
model contains all the constraints of the prior model, and thus,
each is nested within the previous models. A difference less than
0.01 in the D CFI index was used to support measurement invari-
ance (French & Finch, 2006) (Table 1). The findings suggest that
the equality constraints of factor loadings, intercepts, factor var-
iances and covariances, and error covariances were upheld across
the two genders. Model fit is reasonable according to v2/df and
RMSEA but is only close to reasonable according to CFI.

Similarly, in order to assess measurement invariance by
grade level, a multiple group CFA was calculated (Table 2). The
findings suggest that the equality constraints of factor loadings,
intercepts, factor variances and covariances, and error covarian-
ces were upheld across grade levels, as D CFI is < .01. Model fit
is reasonable according to v2/df and RMSEA, but it is low
according to CFI. Thus, results pertaining to grade level differ-
ences in the motivation to read and write should be interpreted
with caution.

TABLE 1 Fit Indices of Five Nested Models of Multi-Group Confirmatory
Factor Analysis by Gender (N¼ 252)

Model v2 (df) p v2/df RMSEA CFI

Unconstrained model 1732.05 (1042) <.001 1.66 .051 .818
Measurement weights model 1755.36 (1072) <.001 1.64 .050 .820
Measurement intercepts model 1810.82 (1106) <.001 1.64 .050 .814
Structural covariances model 1821.33 (1116) <.001 1.63 .050 .814
Measurement residuals model 1888.84 (1150) <.001 1.64 .051 .805

TABLE 2 Fit Indices of Five Nested Models of Multi-Group Confirmatory
Factor Analysis by Grade Level (N¼ 252)

Model v2 (df) p v2/df RMSEA CFI

Unconstrained model 3860.22 (2300) <.001 1.68 .052 .657
Measurement weights model 3891.48 (2330) <.001 1.67 .052 .657
Measurement intercepts model 3942.35 (2364) <.001 1.67 .052 .653
Structural covariances model 3958.41 (2374) <.001 1.67 .052 .652
Measurement residuals model 4010.96 (2408) <.001 1.67 .052 .648
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Procedure

The motivation to read and motivation to write surveys were
administered separately to each of the nine classes by a quali-
fied research assistant. A coin toss determined the order of the
two surveys. Each student was tested on the same motivation to
read and motivation to write surveys at the start of the school
year (October 2016). The answers for each test were calculated
separately. The surveys were administered with no time limit
and each took approximately 15minutes to complete. The
research assistant distributed the survey to the students, asked
them to fill in the date and their personal details, and
explained that the reason for the survey was to determine how
they honestly feel about reading and writing and that there are
no right or wrong answers. She then read each sentence twice,
once for the students to think about their attitudes and once
for them to mark their answer.

Data analysis

Data were analyzed with SPSS ver. 25, and AMOS ver. 25. First,
confirmatory factor analysis and measurement invariance for
motivation to read and write were calculated, using AMOS ver.
25. Multi-group CFA (confirmatory factor analysis) was con-
ducted for motivation to read and write by gender and by the
four grade levels. Then, Cronbach a was examined, and scores
for self-concept and value in reading and writing motivation
were computed from item means. Total scores were computed
as well for reading and writing motivation. Class differences
within each grade level were examined with multivariate analy-
ses of variance. As these class differences were found significant,
the data were defined as nested, with dependency of observa-
tions within a class. Due to the nature of the data, a multilevel
approach was applied. Analyses were thus conducted using hier-
archical linear models, with mixed models in SPSS. Data were
defined at three levels: within individual, individual, and grade
level. The within-individual comparison looked at reading vs.
writing motivation, and at self-concept vs. values within the read-
ing vs. writing motivation. The individual level included gender,
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which was controlled for in all analyses. The class within grade
level (intercept) was defined as the random variable.

Results

Self-concept as a reader and self-concept as a writer were above
the scale mid-point (M¼ 3.12 SD¼ 0.50, and M¼ 3.13
SD¼ 0.58, respectively), while value of reading and writing were
at about the scale mid-point (M¼ 2.60 SD¼ 0.62, and M¼ 2.41
SD¼ 0.63, respectively).

Differences by class within grade level were found signifi-
cant, as revealed with multivariate analyses of variance. One of
the two fourth grade classes had systematically higher scores
than the other (F(4, 53) ¼ 8.04, p < .001, g2 ¼ .412), and one
of the three sixth grade classes had systematically higher scores
than the two others (F(8, 168) ¼ 3.49, p < .001, g2 ¼ .155).
Thus, as reading and writing motivation varied by class, analyses
were conducted with hierarchical linear models, taking into
consideration which class each student belonged to.

Gender differences (means in Table 3) were analyzed with
hierarchical linear models. Value of reading was higher for girls
than for boys (F(1, 231.78) ¼ 11.82, p < .001), and so was value
of writing (F(1, 230.96) ¼ 8.17, p ¼ .005). Similarly, the total
score of reading motivation was higher for girls than for boys

TABLE 3 Means and Standard Deviations for Motivation for Reading and
Writing by Grade Level and Gender (N¼ 252)

Grade Gender

3rd
M (SD)
(n¼ 55)

4th
M (SD)
(n¼ 58)

5th
M (SD)
(n¼ 48)

6th
M (SD)
(n¼ 91)

Boys
M (SD)
(n¼ 134)

Girls
M (SD)
(n¼ 118)

Reading motivation
Self-concept 3.23 (0.49) 3.05 (0.54) 3.04 (0.48) 3.15 (0.47) 3.09 (0.52) 3.16 (0.47)
Value 2.53 (0.73) 2.67 (0.68) 2.73 (0.53) 2.54 (0.55) 2.49 (0.66) 2.73 (0.56)
Total score 2.82 (0.53) 2.83 (0.53) 2.86 (0.41) 2.79 (0.42) 2.74 (0.50) 2.90 (0.42)
Writing motivation
Self-concept 3.18 (0.62) 3.09 (0.59) 3.13 (0.54) 3.13 (0.58) 3.07 (0.57) 3.20 (0.59)
Value 2.35 (0.73) 2.45 (0.67) 2.45 (0.60) 2.40 (0.57) 2.32 (0.66) 2.51 (0.59)
Total score 2.69 (0.57) 2.72 (0.54) 2.73 (0.44) 2.70 (0.46) 2.63 (0.50) 2.80 (0.48)
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(F(1, 231.78) ¼ 8.53, p ¼ .004), and so was the total score of
writing motivation (F(1, 230.99) ¼ 8.92, p ¼ .003). No signifi-
cant differences were found for self-concept as a reader.
Gender was thus controlled for in all analyses.

Grade Level Differences

Mixed models analysis of reading and writing motivation dis-
closed no significant grade level differences [self-concept as a
reader: F(3, 10.44) ¼ 0.77, p ¼ .535; value of reading: F(3,
7.07) ¼ 0.44, p ¼ .732; reading motivation total: F(3, 7.08) ¼
0.10, p ¼ .956; self-concept as a writer: F(3, 11.05) ¼ 0.09, p ¼
.963; value of writing: F(3, 7.43) ¼ 0.39, p ¼ .763; writing motiv-
ation total: F(3, 7.52) ¼ 0.34, p ¼ .797] (means in Table 3).

Reading vs. Writing Motivation

Reading and writing motivation were defined as within-subject
factors and mixed model analysis; repeated measures of reading
vs. writing motivation were used to assess the differences
between the two types of motivation. The analysis for self-con-
cept disclosed no significant effect for the type of motivation
(reading vs. writing) (F(1, 229.36) ¼ 1.83, p ¼ .177). All interac-
tions with grade level were non-significant as well. However, sig-
nificant differences were found for value (F(1, 229.44) ¼ 48.87,
p < .001), with the grand mean, beyond grade level, for reading
motivation (M¼ 2.63, SE¼ 0.09) being higher than the grand
mean for writing motivation (M¼ 2.42, SE¼ 0.09) (p < .001).
Similarly, significant differences were found for the total motiv-
ation score (F(1, 230.29) ¼ 22.77, p < .001), with the grand
mean, beyond grade level, for reading motivation (M¼ 2.846,
SE¼ 0.07) being higher than for writing motivation (M¼ 2.725,
SE¼ 0.07) (p < .001) (means in Table 3).

Self-Concept vs. Value

Self-concept and value, in reading and writing motivation, were
defined as within-subject factors, parallel to the previous
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definition of reading vs. writing motivation as within-subject fac-
tors. Mixed models analysis of the differences between the two
sub-factors of motivation, self-concept and value, was significant
(F(1, 699.68) ¼ 406.17, p < .001), beyond type of motivation
(reading or writing). The grand mean for self-concept
(M¼ 3.13, SE¼ 0.07) was found to be higher than the grand
mean for value (M¼ 2.53, SE¼ 0.07) (p < .001).

In addition, the interaction between the difference
between self-concept and value and type of motivation (reading
or writing) was significant (F(1, 699.68) ¼ 13.52, p < .001).
Analysis revealed that the difference between self-concept and
value was higher for writing motivation (F(1, 699.68) ¼ 283.29,
p < .001) than for reading motivation (F(1, 699.68) ¼ 139.02,
p < .001), even though both were significant (self-concept as a
writer M¼ 3.14 SE¼ 0.07 vs. value of writing M¼ 2.42 SE¼ 0.07;
self-concept as a reader M¼ 3.13 SE¼ 0.07 vs. value of reading
M¼ 2.63 SE¼ 0.07).

Finally, positive correlations were found between reading
and writing motivation (Table 4). They did not differ by grade
level or gender.

Discussion

Most of the research on motivation for reading and writing to
date has been limited to the English language, and very little
attention has been paid to self-concept and value of writing

TABLE 4 Correlations Between Reading and Writing Motivation (N¼ 252)

Reading motivation Writing motivation

Self-concept Value
Total
score Self-concept Value

Total
score

Reading motivation
Self-concept .30��� .67��� .66��� .19�� .46���
Value .91��� .21��� .75��� .66���
Total score .45��� .67��� .72���

Writing motivation
Self-concept .29��� .70���
Value .89���

Total score

���p < .001.
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(Bruning & Horn, 2000; Collie et al., 2016; Graham, 2006;
Pajares, 2003) and to the possible differences between reading
motivation and writing motivation. Understanding just how
these motivational aspects develop, and how they may decline
as children progress through elementary school, is crucial to
designing timely interventions to avoid the poor academic
achievement associated with their decline (Conradi et al.,
2014). The present research was designed to start bridging that
gap in a language other than English, and to promote studies
that compare the two skills. Thus, working with Hebrew-speak-
ing students in third through sixth grades, we examined the
students’ reading and writing self-concepts and the value they
ascribe to each. For that purpose, we used an existing question-
naire that assesses motivation to read in Hebrew, and we devel-
oped a similar questionnaire for motivation to write. CFA for
reading and writing motivation revealed a close to reasonable
fit, for the total sample and by gender, yet a multi-group ana-
lysis yielded a low fit across the four grade levels. Thus, further
examination and development of the questionnaire assessing
writing motivation is required. With that in mind, the study
focused on several differences: (a) between grade levels; (b)
between reading motivation and writing motivation; and (c)
between self-concept and value. The absence of differences in
reading motivation and writing motivation (self-concept and
value as well as total score) in the third through sixth grade was
contrary to our expectations and to the extensive literature
reporting a decline in reading motivation in higher elementary
school grades (Author, 1996; Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Harter
et al., 1992; Lepper et al., 2005; Wigfield, 1997; Wigfield &
Guthrie, 1997). This finding is in line with a suggestion by
Chapman and Tunmer (1997), who found that self-concept as
a reader stabilizes during third grade. Assuming this pattern of
development of self-concept is similar also for writing in
Hebrew, children’s success (or lack thereof) in reading and
writing shapes their perception of their abilities in literacy tasks
at an early age (as third grade). This concurs with evidence
that struggling Hebrew readers exhibit a decline in self-con-
cept as a reader during second grade (Author, 2018), and fits
with evidence that these literacy skills are relatively easier to
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acquire in Hebrew than in English. Indeed, Hebrew-speaking
students show high decoding and literacy abilities at the end
of first grade (Mast et al., 2015; Share, 2004; Shimron, 2006).
It is possible to assume that early acquisition of reading and
writing also involves building motivation at a relatively
early age. Students may shape their self-concept and value of
reading and writing along with their success in literacy
acquisition.

Another explanation for the lack of differences between
grade levels in self-concept and value of reading and writing
may be found in our sample; we tested a general population of
students, which means they were unselected and most likely dif-
fered in level of reading and writing proficiency. Comparing a
sample of struggling and typical students at different grade lev-
els might have produced different results, since as children
advance in school, they compare themselves to others, and
some realize that they are not as capable as others and begin to
lose motivation (Wigfield, 2000).

While our findings of no decline in self-concept and value
of reading and writing from third to sixth grade are encourag-
ing, a number of investigators contend that self-concept as a
reader declines in the transition to middle school (seventh
grade) (see Kush, Watkins, & Brookhart, 2005, for a review).
The studies, performed with English speakers, point to the
need to examine reading and writing motivation in older
Hebrew-speaking students, in seventh grade and above.
Following these psychosocial factors throughout elementary
and even into middle school can enhance our understanding
of how reading and writing motivation evolves in children from
the time they encounter the first stages of reading and writing
in Hebrew. The pattern described in the present study clearly
demonstrates the importance of increasing reading motivation
and writing motivation in the first two grades of elementary
school, before they stabilize in third grade, at least in transpar-
ent orthographies like Hebrew.

Another interesting finding that requires further research
is the difference between self-concept and value in reading
compared to writing. Assuming writing is a more challenging
task than reading (Tainturier & Rapp, 2001), we expected a
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difference in students’ self-concept and value between these
two skills in favor of reading, and indeed, value of reading and
total motivation scores were higher for reading than writing.
Yet, no differences were found between self-concept with
regard to reading and writing. Scores on the two skills were
similar and relatively high, suggesting a strong correlation
between self-concept as a reader and self-concept as a writer.
Students who tend to perceive themselves as good readers also
perceive themselves as good writers.

The differences that were observed between reading and
writing motivation in value, accord with data collected from a
kindergarten population, suggesting significant differences
between reading motivation and writing motivation in favor of
reading (Mata, 2011); the author pointed to family and class-
room environment as a possible explanation for this motiv-
ational gap, supported by reports from parents that their
children’s literacy activities at home usually narrowed to read-
ing activities and much less to writing.

Another explanation is concealed in the way children per-
ceive the usefulness of literacy in everyday contexts (Mata,
2011; Nolen, 2007). Nowadays, the use of technology can make
writing appear less useful, if not downright useless, in the eyes
of children, who usually don’t write by hand outside of school,
but rather type or record voice messages. The value students
attach to writing is linked to their willingness to explore various
literacy situations and to use them in a meaningful way. Thus,
schools need to engage students in meaningful and relevant
writing activities from everyday life that will raise the value of
writing in their eyes (Mata, 2011), and those literacy activities
need to bolster students’ perceptions about their ability to per-
form writing tasks (Bruning & Horn, 2000; Turner, 1997;
Wigfield, 2000).This can be addressed in future intervention
and developmental studies examining the effect of environmen-
tal factors – such as literacy materials and activities – on sub-fac-
tors of motivation to read and write.

Our finding that girls scored higher than boys on motiv-
ation for reading and writing is in line with previous results on
reading motivation conducted in elementary school students
and higher grade levels (Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Monteiro &
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Mata, 2001; Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997), due perhaps to girls’
greater engagement with reading (Baker & Wigfield, 1999) and
writing tasks.

It is also interesting to look at the differences between the
two motivational sub-factors. Contrary to our expectations,
there was a difference between self-concept and value of read-
ing and writing in favor of the former. Although students with
high self-concept as readers (Author, 2015, 2016) and writers
(Collie et al., 2016) usually tend to value reading and writing
more, our results suggest it is not always the case. These differ-
ences may indicate that students are involved in literacy activ-
ities as part of their studies in school but do not necessarily
appreciate their value, although they develop relatively high
self-perception as readers and writers. This supports the claim
that the unique contribution of each sub-factor to reading and
writing motivation should be examined separately.

The gap between the two motivational sub-factors is worri-
some, as lower value of reading and writing is associated with
less engagement in literacy tasks, especially in middle school
(Wigfield, 1997). Readers who value reading (Author, 2015,
2016) and writing (Allen et al., 2014), and who read and write
often, enjoy their reading and writing and exhibit high involve-
ment in these activities. Yet, it is encouraging that self-concept
as a reader and writer is relatively steady and high at all grade
levels examined in this research.

Summary and Limitations

The main purpose of this study was to learn about changes in
Hebrew-speaking third through sixth grade students’ reading
and writing motivation (self-concept as readers and writers and
the value they place on the two activities) after completing the
first stage of reading and writing acquisition. We also sought to
assess a questionnaire that examines motivation to write, similar
to the existing one that examines motivation to read. Studies
that examined these motivational changes with respect to writ-
ing and the comparison between reading and writing are
sparse, hindering our ability to understand changes in relations
between motivational sub-factors of reading and writing in
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elementary school students, especially in languages other than
English. Model fit for reading and writing motivation was close
to reasonable, for the total sample and by gender; however, it
was low across the four grade levels.

While there were no differences between third and sixth
grade Hebrew-speaking students in reading and writing motiv-
ation, they valued reading more than writing, and their self-
concept was higher than the value they attached to reading and
writing activities. It is vital to cultivate various aspects of motiv-
ation to read and write, particularly with respect to their value,
during the first two years of elementary school, and especially
in transparent orthographies. This can be done by creating an
environment in which students integrate the various literacy
activities they are exposed to at school into their daily lives and
learn to see their relevance to them now and in the future.

The major limitation of this study, thus, is the low model
fit across the four grade levels. Further examination and devel-
opment of the questionnaire assessing writing motivation is
required in transparent orthographies like Hebrew. A related
limitation is the examination of only two aspects of motivation:
self-concept and value of reading and writing. At least for writ-
ing, some researchers claim that self-efficacy, which is more
task-related, may be a better tool for investigating motivation,
especially with regard to writing outcomes (Pajares, 2003).
Future research can add this aspect and examine changes in
model fit. Adding this aspect may improve the understanding
of the components of motivation to read and write.

Another two limitations of the study are the examination
of only two aspects of motivation to read and write (self-concept
and value) and the lack of differentiation between struggling
and typical readers. The first can be addressed in future
research to deepen our understanding regarding the develop-
ment of reading and writing motivation and the differences
between the two types of motivation. As for the lack of differen-
tiation between readers, while the study was aimed at learning
about motivation to read and write in the general population,
different levels of reading and writing skills must be taken into
account when assessing the data. An objective measure of read-
ing and writing skills is suggested for future studies.
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Appendix A: A Motivation to Write Profile (MWP) Survey

1. My friends think I am ____________.
a very good writer
a good writer
an OK writer
a poor writer

2. Writing a story is something I like to do.
never
almost never
sometimes
often

3. When I come to a word I don’t know how to write, I can
____________.
almost always figure it out
sometimes figure it out
almost never figure it out
never figure it out
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4. My friends think writing is ____________.
really fun
fun
OK to do
not fun at all

5. I write ____________.
not as well as my friends
about the same as my friends
a little better than my friends
a lot better than my friends

6. I tell my friends about good things I write.
I never do this
I almost never do this
I do this some of the time
I do this a lot

7. When I am writing by myself, I understand ____________.
everything I write
almost everything I write
almost none of what I write
none of what I write

8. People who write a lot are ____________.
very interesting
sort of interesting
sort of boring
very boring

9. I am ____________.
a poor writer
an OK writer
a good writer
a very good writer

10. I think writing activities are ____________.
a really great thing to spend time on
a great thing to spend time on
a boring thing to spend time on
a really boring thing to spend time on

11. I worry about what other kids think about my writing
____________.
a lot
sometimes
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almost never
never

12. I think becoming a good writer is ____________.
not very important
sort of important
important
very important

13. When my teacher asks me a question about something I wrote,
____________.
I can never think of an answer
I almost never think of an answer
I sometimes think of an answer
I can always think of an answer

14. I think spending time writing is ____________.
really boring
boring
great
really great

15. Writing is ____________.
very easy for me
kind of easy for me
kind of hard for me
very hard for me

16. When my teacher/my parents write with me, I think it is
____________.
really great
great
boring
really boring

17. When I am in a group talking about things I have written,
____________.
I hate to talk about my ideas
I don’t like to talk about my ideas
I like to talk about my ideas
I love to talk about my ideas

18. When I have free time, I spend ____________.
none of my time writing
very little of my time writing
some of my time writing
a lot of my time writing
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19. When I write something that I have to present, I am a
____________.
poor writer
OK writer
good writer
very good writer

20. When someone gives me papers, pencils and pens for a present
____________.
I am very happy
I am happy
I am unhappy
I am very unhappy
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