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Abstract

The current study investigated the role of motivation in promoting reading comprehension skills
among at-risk first graders. For this purpose, 20 at-risk first graders were recruited to participate
in an interactive one-to-one tutoring reading comprehension intervention program. Following the
children and tutors motivation level, four sub-groups were created: highly motivated children/
highly motivated tutors (HM-T/HM-L), highly motivated children/low motivated tutors (HM-L/
HM-T), low motivated children/highly motivated tutors (LM-L/HM-T) and low motivated children/
low motivated tutors (LM-L/LM-T). The children’s progress in comprehension measures was
documented. Across different time periods greater improvement was obtained among highly mo-
tivated children who were tutored by highly motivated tutor. The implications of the current
findings were discussed.
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1. Introduction

Reading comprehension, as conveyed in our ability to construct meaning from print, is a core literacy skill, re-
quired for adaptive functioning in the 21 century, especially such, it is not surprising to witness the extensive
efforts and emphasis to promote reading comprehension skills, from early childhood. Along the years, grand
scientific efforts have attempted to identify the core components of reading comprehension and the factors in-
fluencing its development (e.g.; Cain, Oakhill, & Bryant, 2004; Hoover & Gough, 1990; Verhoeven & Van
Leeuwe, 2008; Snow, 2002; Perfetti, Landi, & Oakhill, 2005; Nation, Adams, Bowyer-Crane, & Snowling,
1999).

One of the prominent reading comprehension models that obtained consistent scientific corroboration is the
Simple View of Reading model (SVR) that outlines two core components of reading comprehension: decoding
skills and language comprehension (Gough & Tunmer, 1986; Hoover & Gough, 1990). Indeed, the importance
of skillful reading has been documented along the years (e.g. Perfetti, 1985; Adams, 1990; Stanovich, 1986,
1991; Snowling, 2000; Vellutino, Scanlon, & Tanzman, 1994; Vellutino, Scanlon, & Chen, 1995; Vellutino et
al., 1996). As also proposed, oral language is essential for comprehension, where impairment in linguistic proc-
essing (e.g. morpho-syntactic, semantic processing and vocabulary knowledge) is seen to hinder reading com-
prehension, regardless of decoding skills (e.g. Cain, Oakhill, Barnes, & Bryant, 2001; Nation, Clarke, Marshall,
& Durand, 2004; Nation & Snowling, 1997; Yuill & Oakhill, 1991).

However, the SVR model lacks the ability to conceptualize the complex and multi-componential essence of
reading comprehension. Accordingly, higher-order and meta-cognitive skills, context, world knowledge, reading
motivation and strategic reading are yet another important factors thought impact reading comprehension (e.g.
Hannon & Daneman, 2001; Pressley, 2000; Perfetti, Marron, & Foltz, 1996; Graesser et al., 1994; Long &
Chong, 2001; Cain & Oakhill, 2004; Perfetti, Landi, & Oakhill, 2005; Snow, 2002). In addition to capacities and
factors related to the reader, the RAND Reading Study Group (2002) outlines the role of the text in hand, the ac-
tivity and their interaction with the reader, all subject to the socio-cultural context.

Due to the multifaceted nature of reading comprehension, the instructional and interventional designs are be-
ing continuously adapted to meet the vast growing scientific insights in the field, embracing comprehensive
multi component approaches. In addition, individual differences between the capacities and needs of struggling
readers (e.g. Snow, 2000; Torgesen, 2000; Catts, Hogan, & Fey, 2003; Wise, Ring, & Olson, 2000; Parrila,
Aunola, Leskinen, Nurmi, & Kirby, 2005) are also being considered, hence stressing the importance of differen-
tiated literacy instruction (e.g. Foorman & Torgesen, 2001; Denton, Vaughn, & Fletcher, 2003; Reis et al., 2004;
Tomlinson, 1999, 2003), enabled for example by one-to-one tutoring environments.

Motivation is a crucial component that insufficiently addressed yet in reading comprehension (e.g. Wigfield
& Guthrie, 2000), both essential in learning and teaching processes. Specifically, due to the complexity and de-
manding nature of reading comprehension, motivation is necessary for apt coping and acquisition of the required
skills (Stipek, 2002). To a great extent, student’s learning motivation is affected by teachers’ classroom practices,
such as their ability to foster student’s motivation and sensitivity to the needs and interests of each student, es-
pecially among struggling reader. Cadima, Leal and Burchinak (2010) suggested that student-teacher interaction
is important for academic success, adding up to previous findings regarding motivation as a mechanism for im-
proving academic skills, especially among children who experienced repeated failures in reading.

Accordingly, the following section will review the benefices of one-to-one tutorial environments in promoting
reading comprehension skills and the role of learning and teaching motivation.

1.1. Individualized Literacy Instruction

Reading intervention programs has extensively been embedded in one-to-one tutoring-based environments,
yielding effective results in preventing and remediating reading difficulties (e.g. Clay, 1985; Wasik & Salvin,
1993; Toregson, 2000; Hiebert & Taylor, 2000; Elbaum, Vaughn, Hughes, & Moody, 2000; D’Agostino &
Murphy, 2004; Juel, 1996).

One of the most prominent still implemented and effective one-to-one intervention reading tutoring models—
reading recovery—was developed and employed by Clay (1985), targeting struggling first graders. Thirty min-
utes daily intervention sessions were carried in a one-to-one tutoring environment, assigning for each student
trained certified teacher. The students received, incorporating stories’ reading activities and metacognitive read-
ing comprehension strategies. The duration of the sessions depended on the progress of the students and whether



B. Makhoul et al.

they were successful in bridging the gaps with their class peers (approximately 12 - 30 weeks). The effective-
ness of the program has been corroborated in different studies, indicating that the students participating in the
program outperformed their peers in the control group, in all assessed measures (e.g. Askew & Frasier, 1996;
Askew, Kaye, Frasier, Mobasher, Anderson, & Rodriguez, 2003; Deford, Pinnell, Lyons, & Yong, 1988; Pinnell,
Short, Leyons, & Young, 1986; Pinnell, Lyons, DeFord, Bryek, & Seltzer, 1994; Shanahan & Barr, 1995).

Accordingly, one-to-one instruction is considered beneficial for struggling students, especially those who are
at-risk for reading difficulties (Bloom, 1984; Jenkins, Mayhall, Peschka, & Jenkins, 1974; Juel, 1991; Wasik &
Slavin, 1993) enabling extensive practice that is accustomed to the needs and capacities of each student. How-
ever, studies evaluating the efficacy of such environment, stress the importance of constructed program that is
carried by trained certified teachers that have the required pedagogical knowledge and background in the field of
reading acquisition (e.g. Houge, Geier, & Peyton, 2008; Wasik & Slavin, 1993).

1.2. The Role of Motivation in Reading Instruction and Learning

Motivation has been identified as a key factor for overall academic success and for reading performance in spe-
cific (e.g. Gotterfried, 1990; Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Wigfield & Guthrie, 2000; Gottfried, 1990; Guthrie et al.,
2007; Wigfield, 2004; Taboada, Tonks, Wigfield, & Guthrie, 2009; Chapman & Tunmer, 1995; Guthrie, Wig-
field, Metsala, & Cox, 1999; Guthrie et al., 2006; Lepper, Henderlong, Corpus, & lyengar, 2005). In its’ broader
definition, motivation is conceptualized as consistent selection of curtain action while designating the necessary
resources to achieve the desired goal (Dornyei & Ushioda, 2011).

Humans are bestowed with natural tendency for learning, steaming from their drive to explore the world and
their surroundings. In general, motivation has long been linked to perceived efficacy, achievement expectancy,
achievement goals and reward (e.g. Atkinson, 1964; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000; Bandura, 1986; Schunk, 1991;
Ames, 1984; Dweck, 1986; Maehr, 1984; Nicholls, 1984; Kaplan, Middleton, Urdan, & Midgley, 2002). Hence,
it is not surprising that one of the most prominent characteristics of struggling readers is their low motivation for
reading—Ilack of initial drive—impacting their self-perception that ultimately hinder their enjoyment and valua-
tion of self-initiated reading activities (e.g. Snow, Burns, & Grin, 1998; Guthrie & Davis, 2003). In addition,
reading difficulties seem to influence student’s social integration also experiencing lower cognitive abilities (See
Wigfield & Guthrie, 2000).

With regard to reading comprehension, Logan, Medford & Hughes (2011), pointed to the predictive value of
intrinsic motivation on the growth of reading comprehension competencies among struggling readers, thought to
interact with the cognitive skills underlying reading comprehension (Taboada et al., 2009). The Results of the
study indicated that among poor readers, motivational factors accounted for the variance in both decoding skills
and reading comprehension and that intrinsic motivation affected the growth in the later, where greater im-
provement was noted across the scholastic year as a function of student’s motivational level. Hence, enhancing
motivation is crucial for reading.

Dornyei and Ushioda (2011) suggest that enhancing children’s learning motivation can be achieved by:

1) Creating core motivational conditions, such as, positive student-teacher interaction (Cadima, Leal, & Bur-
chinak, 2010), supportive classroom environment (Rasinski & Padak, 1996), encouraging small learning groups
following the student’s abilities, well organized class management and teacher’s planning and construction of
diverse and interesting lessons (Tyler, Taylor, Kane, & Wooten, 2010; Emmer, Sabornie, Evertson, & Weinstein,
2013; Emmer & Stough, 2001).

2) Fostering initial motivation for learning (e.g. objective goal setting, encouragements and adaptation of
learning material to the students’ needs and interests).

3) Preserve and increase learning motivation and foster students’ self-efficacy. The teacher is a key compo-
nent in constructing motivating in-class environment and ensuring continues student’s engagement in learning
(Taylor, Harris, Pearson, & Garcia, 1995; Davidson & O’Leary, 1990; Mathewson, 1994).

Accordingly, motivation is an inseparable layer of reading comprehension skill and can be greatly impacted
from instructional practices, including student-teacher interaction. Scientific evidence points to the contribution
of positive student-teacher relationship for student’s academic success, school adjustment and motivation (e.g.
Meehan, Hughes, & Cavell, 2003; Pianta, Steinberg, & Rollins, 1995; Reeve, Bolt, & Cai, 1999; Rigby, Deci,
Patrick, & Ryan, 1992; Vallerand et al., 1997). As such, the wellbeing and motivation of teachers’ affects the
classroom environment, including their relationship, expectancy and beliefs about their students.

)
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1.3. The Current Study

In line with the above mentioned the present study attempts to investigate the impact of the motivation on the
efficacy of the process of instruction and learning comprehension skills among at-risk first graders.

Specifically, we attempt to investigate:

1) Is there an effect for the children’s learning motivation on their progress in comprehension skills?

2) Is there an effect for the tutor’s teaching motivation level on promoting comprehension skills?

3) Is there an interaction effect between the tutors’ teaching motivation level and children’s learning motiva-
tion, affecting the later progress in comprehension skills?

2. Method
2.1. Participants

Ultimately, 20 at-linguistic risk native Arabic speaking first graders, attending elementary school located in low
SES neighborhood in northern Israel, were randomly assigned to participate in the intervention program that
learned in the classroom, besides to the intervention program. For each child, a qualified tutor was assigned
(third year college students seeking their teaching certificates). The children and the tutors were rated for their
level of learning and teaching motivation, either by their teacher or by pedagogical supervisor in the college, re-
spectively. As a result, four intervention sub-groups were created, each consisting of five pairs of tutors-tutees:
highly motivated children/highly motivated tutors (HM-T/HM-L), highly motivated children/low motivated tu-
tors (HM-L/HM-T), low motivated children/highly motivated tutors (LM-L/HM-T) and low motivated children/
low motivated tutors (LM-L/LM-T).

2.2. The Intervention Procedure

For the purpose of the current study, an interactive computer-assisted intervention program was designed. Fol-
lowing Adam’s model of reading (1990), the program addressed four underlying mechanisms: phonology, or-
thography, semantics and context, seeking to promote decoding skills, fluency and reading comprehension
among at-risk Arab first graders.

The instructional sessions were administered in one-to-one computer assisted tutoring environment to insure
that the needs of each child are met. Prior to the program’s commencement, the selected tutors underwent an
extensive training, introducing the contents of the different sessions, activities, and guidelines on how to use the
program software. Each tutor received a CD-ROM copy of the software, a guide with full instructions and re-
cording booklet. Additionally, before and during the program, the tutors had weekly briefings, dealing with the
difficulties arising during the sessions and the manners of dealing with them.

The program was composed of 26 instructional sessions. A 45-minute session was administrated during Ara-
bic language lessons, two days a week during the scholastic years. In each week, one unit dealing with a pre-
sented narrative text was covered (an overall of 13 texts were presented), including pre-reading activates,
while-reading and post-reading activities. At the beginning of the year, the texts were read to the children by
their tutors since they were at the starting point of reading acquisition.

In each session, the tutor documented the child’s responses and any incorporated modeling. In addition, the
head researcher and a professional teacher held observational evaluation sessions, in order to ensure standard-
ized and adequate delivery of the program.

2.3. Measures

To assess the progress in comprehension skills across different time points, data on each of the below-described
measures were collected for each weekly unit;

1) Immediate story recall tasks: immediately after hearing a story read to them by the tutors, the children were
required to recall the story that was narrated to them. The tutor documented the children’s response.

2) Delayed story recall was assessed as a function of the children’s capacity to recall a story that was narrated
to them by the tutor in the previous session (i.e. on the second session of the same unit). The tutor documented
the children’s response.

3) Comprehension evaluation tasks that included a set of questions dealing with the presented texts in each
unit, addressing the different components of reading comprehension skills as proposed by PIRLS (Progress in
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Reading Literacy Study) assessment framework (Mullis, Martin, Kennedy, Trong, & Sainsbur, 2011). The ques-
tions incorporated explicit information retrieval, straightforward inference, interpretation, and integration of
ideas.

On each measure, the children received a score ranging from one to four (1—very low performance, 2—basic,
3—intermediate, 4—proficient), based on different evaluation criteria (See Table 1). In order to follow the pro-
gress of the children throughout the intervention implementation, their performance on the different units’
measures was evaluated at three time points:

e First measurement (M1) was held after the completion of the first six sessions (i.e. after dealing with the first
three stories).

e Second measurement (M2) was held to evaluate the children competencies on the learned themes for stories
six-eight (sessions 11 - 16).

e Third measurement (M3) was held at the end of the program implementation, addressing the learned stories
11 - 13 in sessions 21 - 26.

For each measurement, evaluating the children on three learned stories, an overall rating percentage was cal-
culated for each of the assessed categories and comprehension indexes.

2.4. Data Analysis

To estimate the impact of the children learning motivation (First question) and tutor’s teaching motivation
(Second question) on the progress of the children in the intervention group Chi-squared tests were conducted,
examining the prevalence of children in each performance level (very low performance, basic, intermediate and
proficient). In addition, Mann-Whitney tests were performed in order to examine the difference in performance
between highly motivated and low motivated children (First question) and to assess the progress of children
when accompanied by tutors with high motivation level in comparison to when accompanied by tutors with low
motivation (Second question).

To answer the third study question, Chi-squared test was calculated in order to compare the prevalence of the
children in each performance level between the different intervention sub-groups (i.e. HM-T/HM-L, HM-T/
LM-L, LM-T/HM-L, LM-T/LM-L).

3. Results

3.1. Improvement in Comprehension SKills in the Intervention Group as a Function of
Learning Motivation Level

Man-Whitney test was performed to assess the differences in comprehension skills as a function of the chil-
dren’s learning motivation: low motivation (LM-L) vs. high motivation (HM-L) across three points of time (See
Figure 1).

Table 1. Scoring and evaluation criteria for the immediate story recall, delayed story tasks measures on the recall and read-
ing comprehension different units (Makhoul, 2006).

. — 1 2 3 4
Evaluation criteria . . . ey
very low performance basic intermediate proficient
Comprehension skills
1. Explicit information retrieval. Incorrect answer/abstaining . .
. R Partial concise .

2. Inference Making: from answering (after Partial response

. . . . A : answer that - - Complete correct

2.1 Making straight forward inference; verifying that the child has oo including only
contains incorrect answer.

2.2 Interpretation and interpretation of fully understood the questions
ideas. and requirements).

details. correct details.

Immediate and delayed story recall

1. Recalling main details and events. Recalling main details

Partial recall of the

Usage of a story schema (background Recalling words ' and events, ...
- . s L2 y events and
details, characters, time and place, Incorrect recall of the story’s appearing in the details while Usage of a story
conflict and solution) events or abstaining from text and incorrect maintaining a schema and
responding. events’ ial ga maintaining logical and
i sequencing partial sequencing adequate sequencing of
2. Sequencing q : of events.

events.
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Figure 1. Achievement in comprehension skills as a function of the children motivation level in the three measurements
(percentage).

Already in the first measurement, significantly higher performance is noted in the HM-L group when com-
pared to LM-L group, where 22.3% of children in the HM-L demonstrated proficient performance level com-
pared to only 7.7% in the LM-L group, (Z = 2.6, p <.01). In addition, 35% of the children in the HM-L group
were ranked as intermediate, compared to 28% in the LM-L group. Ultimately, the percentage of children in the
HM-L group who demonstrated very low performance was lower in the HM-L group (18.4%) when compared
LM-L group (37.4%).

In the second and the third measurement, no significant difference between HM-L group and LM-L group
was encountered. However, the percentage of children depicting proficient performance level was higher in the
HM-L group (68.7% and 91%, respectively) when compared to LM-L group (52% and 74.7%, respectively).

3.2. Progress in the Intervention Group Comprehension Skills during the Program as a
Function of the Tutors’ Teaching Motivation

Man-Whitney test was performed to assess the differences in comprehension skills as a function of the tutor’s
learning motivation: low motivation (LM-T) vs. high motivation (HM-T) across the three measurements.

In the first measurement, significantly higher percentage of children showed proficient level of performance
in the HM-T group (21.7%) when compared to LM-T group (8.3%) (Z = —2.26, p < .05). Furthermore, 35.7% of
the children in the LM-T had very low performance compared to only 17.3% in the HM-T group (Z = -2.78, p
<.01).

In the second measurement, significantly higher performance was observed in the HM-T group (Z = -3.03, p
< .01). The percentage of students ranked as proficient in the HM-T group (78.7%) was higher compared to
LM-T group (42.3%). However, no significant difference was encountered between the two groups in the per-
centage of children who showed very low performance level (11.4% in LM-T group and 1.7% in HM-T group).

In the last measurement, 97.3% of the children in HM-T group demonstrated proficient level of performance
in comparison to 68.3% in the LM-T group, where significant difference was obtained (Z = —3.30, p < .001)
(See Figure 2).

3.3. The Impact of Child-Tutor Motivation Level on Comprehension Skills

In order to examine the interaction effect between the children’s and tutors motivation on the children’s progress
in reading comprehension, four subgroups were created (See 2.1 in the Method Section): HM-T/HM-L, HM-T/
LM-L, LM-T/HM-L and LM-T/LM-L. Differences between the subgroup’s performances were examined in
each of the three carried measurements (See Table 2).
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Figure 2. Achievement in comprehension skills as a function of the tutor’s motivation level in the
three measurements (percentage).

Table 2. Achievement in comprehension performance as a function of the interaction effect between the tutors and chil-
dren’s motivation in the three measurements (percentage).

Measurement First Second Third
Group HM-T LM-T HM-T LM-T HM-T LM-T HM-T LM-T HM-T LM-T HM-T LM-T
/HM-L /HM-L /LM-L /LM-L /HM-L /HM-L /LM-L /LM-L /HM-L /HM-L /LM-L /LM-L
Very low performance  10.0 24.7 26.7 44.6 3.4 .0 7.4 15.3 .0 13 .0 8.0
Basic 22.7 29.3 25.3 30.7 .0 2.7 53 8.7 1.3 .0 .0 4.7
Intermediate 35.3 34.7 35.3 20.7 113 253 35.3 43.3 2.0 0.7 147 36.0
Proficient 32.0 11.3 12.7 4.0 85.3 72.0 52.0 32.7 96.7 98.0 85.3 51.3

In the first measurement, significantly higher percentage of children achieved the proficient level of perform-
ance in the HM-T/HM-L sub-group, when compared to HM-T/LM-L (11.3%) and LM-T/HM-L (12.7%), where
the lowest percentage was encountered in the LM-T/LM-L subgroup (4%).

When comparing the progress of the HM-T/LM-L and LM-T/HM-L progress in the second and last meas-
urements, 72% and 98% of the children demonstrated proficient level of performance in the HM-T/LM-L group,
respectively, as compared to only 52% and 85.3% in the LM-T/HM-L group, respectively. Ultimately, the re-
sults point to much smaller gains in comprehension skills in the LM-T/LM-L group, across the second (32.7%)
and last measurements (51.3%).

4. Discussion

The present study attempted to examine the role of learning and instruction motivation on acquiring different
comprehension skills among at-risk first graders, participating in balanced multi-componential Arabic reading
comprehension intervention program. Specifically, we investigated the impact of learning motivation, teaching
motivation as well as the reciprocal effect of teaching-learning motivation on the children’s progress in reading
comprehension skills. For this purpose, on each weekly unit, the students’ performance was evaluated by utiliz-
ing different comprehension measures, including immediate, delayed story recall tasks, and reading comprehen-
sion activities. To follow the children’s progress along the intervention program, measurements across three
time points along the program were carried.

The results in the current study pointed to the impact of learning motivation on the children’s progress in
reading comprehension skills, thus pointing to its effect on the obtained gains in learning environments. Our
findings points to greater gains in reading comprehension performance, following their participation in the in-
tervention program when compared to the HM-L group, when compared to LM-L group. Indeed, accumulated
recent scientific evidence emphasizes the role of motivation in reading comprehension processes and its devel-
opment, where correlation was encountered between motivation level and growth in comprehension skills (e.g.
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Taboada et al., 2009; Guthrie et al., 1999; Guthrie et al., 2007; Anmarkrud & Braten, 2009; Stipek, 2002;
Gottfried, 1990; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000; Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997; Guthrie et al., 2007).

When examine the effect of the tutors’ teaching motivation on the performance of the intervention group, the
results indicate that the children accompanied by highly motivated tutors showed greater improvement, as re-
flected by higher percentage of children in the HM-T group, achieving proficient performance level in the last
measurement when compared to the LM-T group. Little research has focused on investigating the direct impact
of teachers motivation in learning environments, despite the encountered effect of teachers behavior in class on
students motivation, achievements and learning gains (e.g. Reeve, Bolt, & Cai, 1999; Righy, Deci, Patrick, &
Ryan, 1992; Vallerand et al., 1997; Klem & Connell, 2004). In specific, enhancing student’s motivation relies
greatly on instructional practices. For example, in their Concept-Oriented Reading Instruction (CORI) and Stra-
tegic Instruction (SI) models of reading instruction, Wigfield and Guthrie (2000) proposed several instructional
approaches that are thought to improve reading performance and motivation, such as encouraging students’
autonomy, goal-oriented instruction for reading, engaging in reading related social interactions, maintaining a
supportive and good teacher-student relationship and providing stimulating activities.

As suggested above, the combined motivational level of the children and tutors seemed to affect the former
progress in comprehension throughout the program. Across the three measurements, highly motivated children
who were tutored by tutors with high teaching motivation seemed to benefit more from the program, arriving to
higher attainments when compared to their peers in the other subgroups. However, marked progress was also
noted among highly motivated children that were tutored by low motivated tutors. In contrast, the LM-T/LM-T
subgroup showed the smallest improvement. In conclusion, the results imply the role of the teacher in advancing
struggling readers and assisting them to fulfill their potentials.

With regard to the combined effect of tutor-student motivation level on children’s comprehension growth, the
results of the current study point to maximized gains in reading comprehension in the HM-L/HM-T group when
compared to the HM-L/LM-T and LM-L/HM-T. Furthermore, the combination of LM-L and LM-T has resulted
to be the least effective in promoting reading comprehension skills among struggling readers.

When relating to the proposed reading comprehension model by RAND study group (2002), children’s learn-
ing motivation, especially, reading motivation impact reading comprehension. As being an inherent property of
the reader, it affects the suggested dynamics operating between the former, the text and activity. Additionally,
our results add another layer that ought to be considered in reading comprehension instruction, after controlling
for the “text” and “activity” components. Teaching motivation is seen to affect the gains obtained in reading
comprehension in instructional contexts that can be both associated with instruction quality and to the reciprocal
nature of student-teacher motivation. Thus, it can posit that motivation in another component operating on the
readers and affecting its capacity to derive meaning from print.

5. Conclusion

The present study attempts to investigate the impact of the motivation on the efficacy of the process of instruc-
tion and learning comprehension skills among at-risk first graders. The obtained results suggest that motivation
optimizes learning processes, especially, when both partners, the teacher and the student, have higher motivation
levels. Despite the initial difficulties in language skills and the complexity of Arabic language, the highest im-
provement was noted among the highly motivated students who were tutored by highly motivated tutors.

Adequate promotion of comprehension skills requires comprehensive interactive approach that incorporates a
structured interactive individual instruction that addresses the role of the motivational component on learning,
emphasizing both the teacher and students motivation. Ultimately, the small numbers of participants limited our
ability to draw clear-cut conclusion, creating the necessity to further examine the obtained results, its pedagogi-
cal implications and contribution to the existing literature.
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