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Abstract 
Objectives. To translate and validate the Arabic version of the Situational Motivation Scale (SIMS) and evaluate its 
psychometric properties among Tunisian secondary school students in the physical education context.
Materials and Methods. A total of 580 secondary school students (mean age = 17.48 ± 1.46 years) from different 
regions of Tunisia participated in the study. The original SIMS comprises 16 items assessing intrinsic motivation, 
identified regulation, external regulation, and amotivation. Students completed the Arabic version of the scale during 
physical education classes. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed on a randomly selected subsample 
of 290 participants, whereas confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted on an independent subsample of 
290 participants. Internal consistency, test–retest reliability, construct validity, convergent validity, and composite 
reliability were evaluated.
Results. One amotivation item demonstrated a factor loading below the 0.40 criterion and was removed, resulting in 
the SIMS-15. The revised scale demonstrated good internal consistency (Cronbach’s α = 0.846, McDonald’s ω = 0.788, 
Guttman’s λ2 = 0.883) and excellent temporal stability over a two-week interval (ICC = 0.950, 95% CI = 0.901–0.975; 
r = 0.905, 95% CI = 0.818–0.951, p < 0.001). CFA confirmed the four-factor structure of the SIMS-15 (χ²/df = 1.542, 
CFI = 0.99, GFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.04). Average variance extracted ranged from 0.708 to 0.864, whereas composite 
reliability ranged from 0.877 to 0.962, indicating satisfactory convergent validity and reliability.
Conclusions. The Arabic SIMS-15 demonstrated satisfactory reliability and validity and can be recommended as a 
psychometrically sound instrument for assessing situational motivation among secondary school students in physical 
education. The adapted scale preserves the original four-factor structure while providing evidence of its suitability for 
use in Arabic-speaking educational settings.
Keywords: psychometric properties, situational motivation, Arabic language, transcultural validation, physical 
education.
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Introduction

Motivation is a central psychological construct that 
influences students’ engagement, persistence, and learning 
outcomes, particularly in physical education and sports 

contexts (Curran & Standage, 2017; Zhou et al., 2025; 
Alixanov et al., 2026). It can be intrinsic, arising from 
inherent interest or personal value, or extrinsic, driven 
by external rewards or pressures. AM reflects a lack of 
intentionality or perceived competence (Deci & Ryan, 2000; 
Guay et al., 2000). Educators and coaches play a critical 
role in shaping motivational states by providing autonomy-
supportive environments, constructive feedback, and 
fostering relatedness, which enhances engagement and IM. 
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In contrast, controlling approaches may hinder motivation 
(Haerens et al., 2015; Taylor et al., 2008).

Self-determination theory offers a robust framework for 
understanding motivation, emphasizing the satisfaction of 
three basic psychological needs: autonomy, competence, and 
relatedness, which are essential for fostering IM and psychological 
well-being (Ryan & Deci, 2023; Vansteenkiste & Ryan, 2013). 
Self-determination theory conceptualizes motivation along 
a continuum from AM, through various forms of extrinsic 
motivation, to IM, with greater internalization marking more 
autonomous engagement (Vallerand, 1997; Ryan & Deci, 
2000a; Rusmitaningsih et al., 2026). Within this framework, 
motivation operates at three levels: global, contextual, and 
situational, the latter referring to the “here and now” motivation 
experienced during a specific activity (Törmänen et al., 2025; 
Vallerand, 2001). Situational motivation is influenced by 
environmental factors such as pedagogical practices and social 
interactions, making it a dynamic determinant of students’ 
behavioral, cognitive, and affective engagement (Ghazvini et 
al., 2025; Järvenoja et al., 2023).

Reliable measurement of situational motivation is 
essential for research and practice. The SIMS, developed 
by Guay et al. (2000), assesses IM, IR, ER, and AM. The 
SIMS has demonstrated strong reliability and validity across 
educational and sports contexts, linking motivational 
profiles to engagement, persistence, and physical activity 
participation (Hassani et al., 2024; Rodrigues et al., 2023; 
Grao-Crucesa et al., 2018). Despite its widespread use, no 
culturally adapted or psychometrically validated Arabic 
version exists, limiting the assessment of situational 
motivation in Arabic-speaking physical education contexts 
(Curran & Standage, 2017; Ryan & Deci, 2023).

This study aimed to address this gap by translating the 
SIMS into Arabic and evaluating its psychometric properties 
among secondary school students in physical education. 
Specifically, it seeks to confirm the factorial structure, assess 
reliability, and verify the suitability of the scale for future 
research and practical applications. Establishing a valid and 
reliable Arabic SIMS will enable educators and researchers 
to better understand the motivational processes and design 
interventions that foster autonomy, engagement, and 
sustained participation in physical activity.

Materials and Methods

Participants

A total of 580 students (296 men = 51.03%; 284 wom-
en  =  48.97%; mean age = 17.48 ± 1.46 years; range 15-21 
years) from secondary education classes participated vol-
untarily in this study. Regarding geographical distribution, 
participants were recruited from different regions of Tunisia: 
the north (199 = 34.31%), center (193 = 33.27%), and south 
(188 = 32.41%). 

Two different populations were recruited for exploratory 
and confirmatory studies. The exploratory data were gathered 
from 290 students who were randomly chosen based on the 
data. The subjects were students of both sexes, with men (n 
= 147; 50.69%) and women (n = 143; 49.31%). Confirmatory 
data were collected from 290 students (149 men = 51.38%; 
141 women = 48.62%). Parental consent was obtained for 
all participants aged < 18 years. In total, 600 questionnaires 

were distributed, and 580 valid responses were retained for 
analysis after excluding 20 due to missing data.

Measures

Situational motivation was assessed using the SIMS (Guay 
et al., 2000), which originally consists of 16 items measuring 
state motivation toward a specific activity. The SIMS has 
demonstrated internal consistency coefficients ranging from 
0.77 to 0.95. Each item addresses the question, “Why did you 
engage in this activity?” and is organized into four subscales: IM 
(4 items; e.g., “Because I think that this activity is interesting”), 
IR (4 items; e.g., “Because I think that this activity is good for 
me”), ER (4 items; e.g., “Because I don’t have any choice”), 
and AM (4 items; e.g., “There may be good reasons to do this 
activity, but personally I don’t see any”). Responses were rated 
on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (does not correspond 
at all) to 7 (corresponds exactly), with 4 indicating moderate 
correspondence. In the original SIMS-16, subscale scores are 
obtained by summing the relevant items, yielding scores from 
4 to 28 for each four-item dimension. In the retained Arabic 
SIMS-15, after the exclusion of item 4 from the AM subscale, the 
IM, IR, and ER subscales each retain four items and therefore 
range from 4 to 28, whereas the AM subscale includes three 
items and ranges from 3 to 21.

Procedure

The SIMS was translated into Arabic following a 
standardized back-translation procedure commonly applied 
in cross-cultural research (Núñez Alonso et al., 2005; Núñez 
et al., 2006; Vallerand et al., 1989). First, a bilingual expert 
translated the original English version into Arabic. A second 
independent bilingual translator, blinded to the original, back-
translated the scale into English. This process was repeated 
twice to ensure accuracy and to minimize bias. A panel of four 
bilingual translators and two psychologists with expertise in 
motivation research then reviewed and refined the translated 
version, resulting in the final Arabic version of the SIMS.

Data were collected immediately after the physical 
education classes. Students were informed that their 
participation was voluntary and anonymous, and they were 
instructed to read each item carefully, respond honestly, 
and complete all the questions. No time limit was imposed, 
and students were permitted to ask clarification questions 
if necessary. Written parental consent was obtained for all 
underage participants, and the protocol was approved by 
the local ethics committee. All procedures were conducted 
in accordance with the ethical standards of the institutional 
and national research committees and the 1964 Helsinki 
Declaration and its later amendments.

Statistical Analysis

Data analyses were performed using JASP (version 
0.19.3.0) and the Statistical Package for Social Sciences 
(SPSS and AMOS; version 28, IBM, Armonk, NY, USA). 
Descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, skewness, 
and kurtosis) were computed to examine the distribution 
of the items. Data distribution was examined using 
kurtosis (Kr) and skewness (Sk). Kr values varied from -1.964 
to 2.348, and Sk values ranged from -1.326 to 0.337 (Table 2). 
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Following established conventions, Sk and Kr values close to 
±2 were interpreted as broadly compatible with approximately 
normal item distributions (López-Pina & Veas, 2024; Elliott & 
Woodward, 2007; Tabachnick et al., 2007). 

The level of correlation between the students’ answers 
was used to determine stability (Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). 
Test-retest reliability (bivariate correlations, intraclass 
correlation) was used to determine the SIMS-15’s reliability. 
Cronbach’s α, McDonald’s ω, and Guttman’s λ2 were used 
to assess the SIMS-15’s internal reliability (Cronbach, 1951; 
McDonald, 1970; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2019). The level 
of inter-correlation between the scale items is indicated 
by internal consistency (Morrison et al., 2015). For these 
indices, a reliability criterion of 0.70 for acceptability and 
0.80 for good reliability was recommended.

To ascertain the instrument’s factor structure, an 
orthogonal Varimax-type EFA in accordance with the 
Varimax criterion of Kaiser (1958) with a principal component 
analysis was applied to the16 survey items of the scale 
(Everitt & Dunn, 2001). Items with a factor loading of 0.40 
or less (Archer et al., 1997; Pett et al., 2003) were eliminated, 
and the  Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin  (KMO)  statistic  (Stafford 
& Bodson, 2006; Bartlett, 1950) was used to gauge the 
adequacy of the sample. The factor structure in the four 
SIMS dimensions was examined using a first-order CFA 
with maximum likelihood estimation. The following 
indices were highlighted to assess how well the models fit: 
the Not Normed Fit Index (NNFI) is based on the Tucker-
Lewis Index, which was developed through factor analysis; 
an index value of 0.9 or above indicated a good or excellent fit 
for both indices (Bentler & Bonett, 1980). The Comparative 
Fit Index (CFI) is a normed fit index between 0 and 1, and 
the most widely accepted measure of good fit is a CFI ≥ 
0.95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 
(Hooper et al., 2008) and Adjusted Goodness of Fit (AGFI) 
must be equal to or higher than 0.85 and 0.90, respectively 
(Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). According to Hu and 
Bentler (1998), a good fit for the Root Mean Square Error 
of Approximation (RMSEA) is defined as the Standardized 
Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) being less than 0.08, 
the Parsimony Normed Fit Index (PNFI), and the Parsimony 
Comparative Fit Index (PCFI) greater than 0.5 (Hau, 2000). 
MacCallum et al. (1996) employed the frequently used χ 2 
statistic (χ 2/df ratio of three or less) and chose 0.01, 0.05, 
and 0.08 to represent excellent, good, and mediocre fit, 
respectively. A non-significant value of χ  2 is required for 
the model fit of the retained data (Satorra & Bentler, 1994). 

As a complementary validity check, the sensitivity 
analysis (ANOVA) was framed as an assessment of known-
groups validity—that is, the ability of the SIMS-15 to detect 
theoretically expected score differences across contextually 
distinct subgroups (Terwee et al., 2007; Streiner et al., 2024). 
Geographic zone (northern, central, and southern Tunisia), 
gender, and their interaction were examined as grouping 
variables. Statistical significance was set at p < 0.05.

Results 

Instrument Quality

The basic characteristics of the study sample are 
presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Basic characteristics of the sample population

Variable Effective Percentage (%)

Age

[15-17]

Total (N = 580) 299 51.55
EFA (n = 290) 154 53.10
CFA (n = 290) 145 50.00
Test-retest (n = 35) 34 97.14

[18-21]

Total (N = 580) 281 48.45
EFA (n = 290) 136 46.90
CFA (n = 290) 145 50.00
Test-retest (n = 35) 1 2.86

Gender

Male

Total (N = 580) 296 51.03
EFA (n = 290) 147 50.69
CFA (n = 290) 149 51.38
Test-retest (n = 35) 18 51.43

Female

Total (N = 580) 284 48.97
EFA (n = 290) 143 49.31
CFA (n = 290) 141 48.62
Test-retest (n = 35) 17 48.57

Region

North

Total (N = 580) 199 34.31
EFA (n = 290) 101 34.83
CFA (n = 290) 98 33.80
Test-retest (n = 35) 13 37.14

Center

Total (N = 580) 193 33.27
EFA (n = 290) 94 32.41
CFA (n = 290) 99 34.13
Test-retest (n = 35) 11 31.43

South

Total (N = 580) 188 32.41
EFA (n = 290) 95 32.76
CFA (n = 290) 93 32.07
Test-retest (n = 35) 11 31.43

Note. EFA: exploratory factor analysis; CFA: confirmatory factor 
analysis.

The descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation, 
skewness, and kurtosis) of the items included in this study 
are presented in Table 2. The data were normally distributed, 
based on the skewness and kurtosis values. The analysis of 
item 1 indicated a kurtosis value of 2.34, slightly exceeding 
the conventional normality threshold of ± 2. However, visual 
inspection of the corresponding Q-Q plot demonstrated 
adequate alignment with the expected normal distribution. 
Therefore, the assumption of normality for this item was 
acceptable for subsequent analyses.

For further analysis, Table 3 presents the means and 
standard deviations of the SIMS-15 subscales, categorized 
by geographical zone.

The SIMS was administered twice to the same sample, 
with a two-week interval, to evaluate its temporal stability 
through a test–retest reliability design. The sample was 
homogeneous in terms of gender and geographical region. 
A total of 35 students participated (mean age = 16.09 ± 
0.78 years; 18 men, 51.43%; 17 women, 48.57%).
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The results revealed a correlation coefficient of 0.905 
(p < 0.001), indicating the satisfactory temporal stability 
of the SIMS. Because the bivariate correlation coefficient 
does not account for systematic differences, several authors 
have recommended using the intraclass correlation 
coefficient (ICC) as a more robust indicator of absolute 
agreement (Terwee et al., 2007). The sample size adequacy 
for the test-retest analysis was determined following the 
recommendations of Bujang and Baharum (2017); detecting 
an ICC of 0.50 at 80% power and an α = 0.05 requires at least 
22 participants. Considering an anticipated 20% attrition 
rate, the target sample was set at 27 participants, which was 
exceeded by our retest sample of 35 students.

Therefore, the inclusion of 35 participants in the retest 
phase was sufficient to confirm the instrument’s temporal 
stability. The ICC obtained in this study was 0.950, which 
demonstrated excellent reliability. Table 4 presents the 
test–retest reliability results derived from the correlations 
between the two SIMS administrations.

Table 4. Test-retest reliability of the SIMS (n = 35).

Variable
Test-retest reliability

Bivariate correlations Intra-class correlation
SIMS-15 0.905*** 0.950
CI 95% 0.818-0.951 0.901-0.975

Note. CI: confidence interval; *** statistically significant at p < 
0.001

An important overview of the internal structure of the 
SIMS, including its four hypothesized dimensions—IM 
(items 1, 5, 9, and 13), IR (items 2, 6, 10, and 14), ER (items 
3, 7, 11, and 15), and AM (items 8, 12, and 16)—can be 
obtained by examining the inter-item correlation matrix 
presented in Table 5.

The analysis revealed a clear tendency toward strong 
positive correlations among items intended to measure 
the same underlying construct. Notably, the correlations 
between the IM items were high (e.g., r = 0.721 between items 
1 and 9; r = 0.799 between items 5 and 9). Similarly, strong 
correlations, sometimes exceeding 0.850, were observed 
among the IR items (e.g., r = 0.870 between items 6 and 10; 
r = 0.894 between items 6 and 14). The ER dimension also 
showed substantial inter-item correlations (e.g., r  =  0.828 
between items 7 and 15; r = 0.774 between items 7 and 11), 
and comparable patterns emerged among the AM items 
(e.g., r = 0.824 between items 8 and 16).

Conversely, correlations between items belonging to 
different dimensions were markedly lower—for example, 
between IM and IR items (r = 0.129 between items 9 and 
10; r = 0.142 between items 5 and 6), IM and AM items 
(r = 0.048 between items 5 and 8; r = −0.035 between items 
13 and 12), and other cross-dimensional pairs.

In summary, the strong within-dimension correlations 
support the internal consistency of each subscale, indicating 
that the items measure the same underlying construct. 
Meanwhile, the weak correlations between dimensions 
provide evidence of discriminant validity, confirming that 
the SIMS-15 subscales—IM, IR, ER, and AM—represent 
distinct, yet theoretically related, motivational constructs. 
These findings suggest that the scale possesses a clear and 
stable four-factor structure (Field, 2024; Tavakol & Dennick, 
2011), which is consistent with previous research (Elliott 
& Woodward, 2007; Tabachnick et al., 2007; Terwee et al., 
2007).

Exploratory factor analysis

The internal reliability of the Arabic version of the SIMS-
15 was assessed using McDonald’s omega, Cronbach’s alpha, 
and Guttman’s λ2. The scale demonstrated good internal 
consistency (ω = 0.788, 95% CI = 0.753–0.824; α = 0.846, 
95% CI = 0.815–0.877; λ2 = 0.883, 95% CI = 0.862–0.905). 
As indicated in Table 6, McDonald’s omega is considered 
a superior indicator of reliability (Béland et al., 2017). 
Reliability coefficients above 0.60 are generally regarded as 
acceptable (Béland et al., 2017; Taber, 2018). Overall, the 
results confirm that the SIMS-15 exhibits high internal 
reliability and accurately reflects its theoretical construct.

Item 4 of the original SIMS-16, which belongs to the AM 
subscale (“There may be good reasons for doing this activity, 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and normality of the SIMS-15 
(N = 290).

Item M SD Sk Kr (Zero Centered)
Item1 5.60 1.122 -1.326 2.348
Item5 5.58 1.135 -1.013 1.278
Item9 5.56 1.185 -0.776 0.449
Item13 5.51 1.352 -1.239 1.831
Item2 5.07 1.562 -0.833 -0.093
Item6 5.07 1.597 -0.848 0.032
Item10 5.03 1.684 -0.856 0.017
Item14 4.98 1.625 -0.752 -0.110
Item3 5.40 1.379 -0.994 0.553
Item7 5.52 1.308 -1.190 1.323
Item11 5.37 1.443 -1.090 0.791
Item15 5.52 1.334 -1.026 0.773
Item8 1.44 0.498 0.223 -1.964
Item12 1.80 0.732 0.337 -1.079
Item16 1.49 0.501 0.028 -2.013

Note. M: mean; SD: standard deviation; Sk: Skewness; Kr: 
Kurtosis.

Table 3. Distribution of SIMS-15 subscales across 
geographic zones.

Zone IM IR ER AM

Northern Tunisia
M 22.01 21.02 21.60 4.75
SD 4.234 5.499 5.258 1.352

Central Tunisia
M 21.37 20.61 20.71 4.82
SD 4.506 5.905 5.527 1.531

Southern Tunisia
M 23.38 18.80 23.12 4.63
SD 3.594 6.555 3.992 1.422

Note. IM: intrinsic motivation; IR: identified regulation; ER: 
external regulation; AM:  amotivation.
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but personally, I don’t see any”), was excluded because 
its factor loading was below the 0.40 retention threshold 
(Archer et al., 1997). In cross-cultural psychometric 
adaptation, removing items with low discriminatory 
capacity is an accepted procedure when it improves factorial 
clarity and preserves the coherence of the construct (Beaton 
et al., 2000). The resulting 15-item scale (SIMS-15) retains 
three AM items (items 8, 12, and 16), which is sufficient 
for structural identification in confirmatory models (Kline, 
2023). This three-item AM structure also showed strong 
convergent validity, with AVE (0.708) and CR (0.877) values 
above recommended thresholds (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), 
supporting a coherent latent construct. 

The analysis identified four distinct factors, each with 
eigenvalues surpassing the thresholds recommended by 
Cattell (1966) and Kaiser (1960). Sampling adequacy was 
confirmed using the KMO statistic (KMO = 0.838) and 
Bartlett’s test of sphericity (p < 0.001). Together, these factors 
explained 81.32% of total variance. The factor loadings for 
the four-factor model ranged from 0.679 to 0.954, as detailed 
in Table 7.

Confirmatory factor analysis

The CFA indicated a good model fit, as suggested by 
Wheaton et al. (1977), Hermann (1980), and Tabachnick et 
al. (2007). In addition to the chi-square (χ²) and normalized 

Table 5. Inter-item correlation matrix coefficients for the SIMS-15 Items (N = 290)

Item Item1 Item5 Item9 Item13 Item2 Item6 Item10 Item14 Item3 Item7 Item11 Item15 Item8 Item12 Item16
Item1 1.000

Item5 0.708 1.000

Item9 0.721 0.799 1.000

Item13 0.703 0.603 0.623 1.000

Item2 0.100 0.159 0.167 0.184 1.000

Item6 0.129 0.142 0.175 0.182 0.816 1.000

Item10 0.148 0.103 0.129 0.240 0.754 0.870 1.000

Item14 0.167 0.159 0.199 0.217 0.816 0.894 0.845 1.000

item3 0.410 0.346 0.325 0.441 0.179 0.154 0.156 0.137 1.000

Item7 0.371 0.317 0.305 0.399 0.164 0.120 0.124 0.118 0.863 1.000

Item11 0.367 0.280 0.274 0.361 0.080 0.055 0.056 0.071 0.766 0.774 1.000

Item15 0.426 0.308 0.319 0.397 0.090 0.076 0.083 0.076 0.859 0.828 0.765 1.000

Item8 0.059 0.048 0.052 0.032 0.039 0.044 0.048 0.069 0.032 0.004 -0.027 0.020 1.000

Item12 -0.074 -0.090 -0.092 -0.035 -0.081 -0.089 -0.039 -0.079 -0.046 -0.037 -0.040 -0.072 0.439 1.000

Item16 0.051 0.047 0.018 0.041 0.056 0.053 0.066 0.083 -0.011 -0.039 -0.047 -0.033 0.824 0.388 1.000

Table 6. Internal consistency of the Arabic version of the 
SIMS-15 (N = 290)

Scale McDonald’s 
omega Cronbach alpha Guttman’s 

lambda-2
SIMS-15 0.788 0.846 0.883

CI 95% 0.753-0.824 0.815-0.877 0.862-0.905

Note. CI: confidence interval

chi-square (χ²/df), several fit indices were evaluated, 
including AGFI, GFI, CFI, TLI (NNFI), NFI, PNFI, PCFI, 
RMSEA, and SRMR. The critical cutoff values for AGFI, 
GFI, NFI, CFI, and TLI are recommended to exceed 0.95 
(Tabachnick et al., 2007; Fan et al., 1999)2007; Fan et al., 
1999, whereas RMSEA and SRMR values should be below 
0.05 and 0.08, respectively, for an acceptable fit (MacCallum 
et al., 1996; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1996; Byrne, 2013).

 

Fig 1. Standardized results of the confirmatory factor analysis for 
the Arabic version of the SIMS-15 (N = 290). Note. IM: Intrinsic 
Motivation; IR: Identified Regulation; ER: External Regulation; 

AM: Amotivation

The CFA results for the four-factor SIMS-15 model were 
as follows: χ²/df = 1.542, df = 84, p < 0.001; NFI = 0.97; TLI 
= 0.98; IFI = CFI = 0.99; PNFI = 0.77; PCFI = 0.80; GFI 
= 0.94; AGFI = 0.92; SRMR = 0.02; RMSEA = 0.04 (90% 
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Table 7. Standardized factor loadings for the SIMS-15

SIMS items
1

Components

2 3 4

Item1 .مامتهالل ريثم طاشنلا اذه نأ دقتعأ يننأل
Because I think that this activity is interesting.

0.855

Item5 .عتمم طاشنلا اذه نأ دقتعأ يننأل
Because I think that this activity is pleasant.

0.884

Item9 .عتمم طاشنلا اذه نأل
Because this activity is fun.

0.893

Item13 .طاشنلا اذهب مايقلا دنع اضرلاب رعشأ يننأل
Because I feel good when doing this activity.

0.761

Item2 .يصخشلا يحلاصل كلذب موقأ يننأل
Because I am doing it for my own good.

0.898

Item6 .يل ديفم طاشنلا اذه نأ دقتعأ يننأل
Because I think that this activity is good for me.

0.954

Item10 .يصخش رارقب
By personal decision.

0.923

Item14 .يل ةبسنلاب مهم طاشنلا اذه نأب نمؤأ يننأل
Because I believe that this activity is important for me.

0.943

Item3 .كلذب موقأ نأ ضرتفملا نم هنأل
Because I am supposed to do it.

0.911

Item7 .هب مايقلا ّيلع بجي ءيش هنأل
Because it is something that I have to do.

0.914

Item11 .رايخ يأ كلمأ ال يننأل
Because I don’t have any choice.

0.875

Item15 .هب مايقلا ّيلع بجي هنأ رعشأ يننأل
Because I feel that I have to do it.

0.907

Item8 .كلذ قحتسي ناك اذإ امم اًدكأتم تسل يننكلو طاشنلا اذهب موقأ
do this activity but I am not sure if it is worth it.

0.921

Item12 .يل طاشنلا اذه هبلجي ام ىرأ ال ،فرعأ ال
I don’t know; I don’t see what this activity brings me.

0.679

Item16 .هيف رمتسأ نأ ديج ءيش هنأ نم اًدكأتم تسل يننكلو ،طاشنلا اذهب موقأ
I do this activity, but I am not sure it is a good thing to pursue it.

0.902

Table 8. Summary of fit indices for the SIMS-15 confirmatory factor analysis models (N = 290)

Model χ2/df AGFI GFI NFI TLI IFI = CFI PNFI PCFI RMSEA (CI 95%) SRMR
SIMS-15 1.542 0.92 0.94 0.97 0.98 0.99 0.77 0.80 0.04 (0.02-0.05) 0.02

Note. χ²/df: relative chi-square; AGFI: Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index; GFI: Goodness of Fit Index; NFI: Normed Fit Index; IFI: 
Incremental Fit Index; TLI: Tucker-Lewis Index; CFI: Comparative Fit Index; PNFI: Parsimony Normed Fit Index; PCFI: Parsimony 
Comparative Fit Index; SRMR: Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI: 
Confidence Interval.

CI  = 0.02–0.05). The AGFI and GFI exceeded 0.92, while 
the CFI, NFI, and TLI were above 0.98, indicating an overall 
satisfactory fit. The PCFI and PNFI values were higher than 
0.77. Both the SRMR and RMSEA indicated an excellent fit, 
remaining below 0.02 and 0.04, respectively.

These results demonstrate that the Arabic version of the 
SIMS-15 four-factor model exhibited excellent fit indices, 
confirming the scale’s construct validity (Table 8).

The four-factor structure of the SIMS-15 was confirmed 
for a sample of Tunisian secondary school students, 
demonstrating an excellent fit to the proposed theoretical 
model across all examined indices (Figure 1).

Average variance extracted (AVE) and 
composite reliability (CR) coefficients

To assess convergent validity, factor loadings for each 
item, along with the corresponding AVE and CR values, were 
calculated (Hair et al., 2013). The AVE provides a summary 
measure of convergence among items that represent a latent 
construct (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Both the AVE and 
CR ranged between 0 and 1, with higher values indicating 
greater reliability. AVE is mathematically expressed as the 
sum of squared factor loadings divided by the number of 
items: AVE= Σλ2/n.
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CR quantifies the internal consistency among scale items 
(Netemeyer et al., 2003) and represents the shared variance 
between the observed indicators of a latent construct (Fornell 
& Larcker, 1981). It is computed as:

CR = Σ λ2/ [(Σλ2 + Σ(1-λ2)]
CR values between 0.6 and 0.7 are generally acceptable, 

whereas values above 0.7 are preferred in advanced research 
settings. According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), convergent 
validity remains acceptable if the AVE falls below 0.5 and the 
CR exceeds 0.6. A measurement model is considered reliable 
when the CR exceeds 0.7 (Hair et al., 2019).

In the present study, the AVE values were 0.722 for IM, 
0.864 for IR, 0.813 for ER, and 0.708 for AM (Table 9). These 
values exceeded the recommended thresholds, indicating 
that the majority of the variance in the items was attributable 
to the underlying constructs rather than measurement error.

Table 9. The average variance extracted and composite 
reliability for each subscale of the SIMS-15

Dimension AVE CR
Intrinsic motivation 0.722 0.912
Identified regulation 0.864 0.962
External regulation 0.813 0.945
Amotivation 0.708 0.877

Note. AVE: Average Variance Extracted; CR: Composite 
Reliability.

Sensitivity analysis

The sensitivity analysis assessed the ability of the SIMS-
15 to discriminate between theoretically distinct subgroups, 
thereby providing evidence of known-groups validity within 
the broader construct-validation framework (Terwee et al., 
2007). The MANOVA showed a significant multivariate 
effect of region on the SIMS dimensions, Pillai’s Trace = 
0.098, F(8, 564) = 3.620, p < 0.001. In contrast, neither gender, 
Pillai’s Trace = 0.004, F(4, 281) = 0.295, p = 0.881, nor the Region 
× Gender interaction, Pillai’s Trace = 0.001, F(8, 564) =  0.051, 
p = 1.000, reached statistical significance. 

Follow-up univariate analyses indicated significant 
regional effects for IM, F(2, 284) = 5.821, p = 0.003, ηp² = 0.039, 
95% CI [0.005, 0.088]; IR, F(2, 284) = 3.698, p = 0.026, 
ηp² = 0.025, 95% CI [0.000, 0.067]; and ER, F(2, 284) = 5.613, 

Table 10. Effects of region, gender, and their interaction on the SIMS-15 dimensions.

Effect IM IR ER AM
Region F(2, 284) = 5.821**

ηp² = 0.039
95% CI [0.005, 0.088]

F(2, 284) = 3.698*
ηp² = 0.025
95% CI [0.000, 0.067]

F(2, 284) = 5.613**
ηp² = 0.038
95% CI [0.004, 0.086]

F(2, 284) = 0.405
ηp² = 0.003
95% CI [0.000, 0.021]

Gender F(1, 284) = 0.466
ηp² = 0.002
95% CI [0.000, 0.024]

F(1, 284) = 0.038
ηp² < 0.001
95% CI [0.000, 0.013]

F(1, 284) = 0.280
ηp² = 0.001
95% CI [0.000, 0.021]

F(1, 284) = 0.641
ηp² = 0.002
95% CI [0.000, 0.026]

Region × 
Gender

F(2, 284) = 0.046
ηp² < 0.001
95% CI [0.000, 0.004]

F(2, 284) = 0.002
ηp² < 0.001
95% CI [0.000, 0.000]

F(2, 284) = 0.079
ηp² = 0.001
95% CI [0.000, 0.008]

F(2, 284) = 0.057
ηp² < 0.001
95% CI [0.000, 0.006]

Note. IM: intrinsic motivation; IR: identified regulation; ER: external regulation; AM: amotivation. ηp²: partial eta squared. **: p < 
0.01; *: p < 0.05. The 95% confidence intervals for ηp² were estimated from the F statistics using the noncentral F-distribution approach 
(Lakens, 2013).

p = 0.004, ηp² = 0.038, 95% CI [0.004, 0.086]. No significant 
regional effect was observed for AM, F(2, 284) = 0.405, p = 0.667, 
ηp² = 0.003, 95% CI [0.000, 0.021] (Table 10). 

Descriptively, students from Southern Tunisia reported 
the highest scores for IM (M = 23.38) and ER (M = 23.12), 
whereas students from Northern Tunisia showed the highest 
mean score for IR (M = 21.02). AM scores were low and 
relatively similar across the three regions (Table 3). Overall, 
regional differences were statistically significant for IM, IR, 
and ER, but the effect sizes were small, indicating that region 
explained only a modest proportion of variance in these 
motivational dimensions. No meaningful effect of gender 
or Region × Gender interaction was found across the four 
SIMS subscales.

Discussion

The purpose of motivational pedagogy is to enhance 
students’ IM to learn by employing effective instructional 
strategies and supportive practices. This pedagogical 
approach is grounded in the belief that motivation constitutes 
a central component of learning and that teachers can 
substantially influence students’ engagement and academic 
success by creating a classroom environment that nurtures 
motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000b; Stipek, 2002). Accordingly, 
the present study aimed to translate the SIMS into Arabic 
and validate its psychometric properties by examining its 
internal consistency and factorial structure. The findings 
revealed that the Arabic version of the SIMS-15 demonstrated 
strong psychometric soundness and is suitable for use in 
physical education contexts. These outcomes are consistent 
with those of prior validation studies in both the academic 
and physical activity domains (Guay et al., 2000; Hassani 
et al., 2024; Gamboa et al., 2017; Martin-Albo et al., 2009; 
Wasicek & McHugh, 2024; Muniandy et al., 2023; Standage 
et al., 2003). 

Both exploratory and confirmatory analyses provided 
strong evidence supporting the factorial validity of SIMS-15. 
The CFA confirmed the four-factor structure—IM, IR, ER, 
and AM—in line with the self-determination theory (Deci 
& Ryan, 1985). This structure replicates the findings of prior 
validation studies across educational and physical activity 
settings (Guay et al., 2000; Hassani et al., 2024; Martin-Albo 
et al., 2009; Østerlie et al., 2019). The sample’s adequacy for 
factor analysis was verified using a robust KMO value of 
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0.838 and a highly significant Bartlett’s test of sphericity (p 
< 0.001). The factor loadings ranged from 0.679 to 0.954, 
indicating clear item–factor relationships (Tabachnick et al., 
2007; Hayton et al., 2004). The CFA yielded excellent model-
fit indices (χ²/df = 1.542, CFI = 0.99, TLI = 0.98, SRMR = 
0.02, RMSEA = 0.04), satisfying the stringent criteria for a 
well-fitting model (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Schermelleh-Engel et 
al., 2003). The SIMS-15 demonstrated excellent convergent 
validity. Within each subscale, inter-item correlations were 
strong, while correlations across subscales were notably 
weaker, indicating that the four dimensions assess distinct 
yet conceptually related constructs (Floyd & Widaman, 1995; 
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). AVE values ranged from 0.708 
to 0.864, well above the recommended threshold of 0.50, and 
the CR values ranged from 0.877 to 0.962, exceeding the 0.70 
benchmark (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2019). 

The transition from the original 16-item scale to the 
Arabic SIMS-15 preserves conceptual equivalence and 
remains aligned with self-determination theory (Deci & 
Ryan, 2000). Item 4 captures a meta-cognitive facet of AM, 
in which students acknowledge that reasons for engagement 
may exist while personally failing to see their relevance. 
This formulation likely created psycholinguistic and cultural 
interpretation difficulties among Tunisian students (Beaton 
et al., 2000). Thus, the weak loading appears to reflect cultural 
specificity rather than a weakness in the AM construct itself, 
a pattern also reported in non-Western adaptations of self-
determination theory instruments (Hassani et al., 2024). 
Importantly, the three retained AM items (8, 12, and 16) 
still capture the definitional core of AM, including lack of 
intentionality and low perceived outcome contingency. 
With three indicators, the AM factor remains structurally 
identifiable and psychometrically stable (Kline, 2023). 
Consequently, the four-factor motivational continuum of 
the original SIMS (Guay et al., 2000) is retained while the 
Arabic version shows clearer factorial performance in this 
educational context. 

The Arabic version of the SIMS-15 exhibited high 
internal consistency and temporal stability. Reliability indices 
were robust, with Cronbach’s alpha (0.846), McDonald’s 
omega (0.788), and Guttman’s λ2 (0.883) all exceeding 
recommended thresholds (Cronbach, 1951; Tavakol & 
Dennick, 2011). Test–retest reliability over a two-week 
interval among 35 participants yielded a Pearson correlation 
of 0.905 and an ICC of 0.950, confirming strong stability 
over time (Shrout & Fleiss, 1979; Bujang & Baharum, 2017). 
These findings indicate that the SIMS-15 provides consistent 
measurements suitable for both longitudinal and cross-
sectional applications. From a psychometric standpoint, 
the sensitivity analysis provides evidence of known-groups 
validity: significant zone effects on IM, IR, and ER show 
that the SIMS-15 is sensitive to contextual variation in 
motivational profiles. The absence of significant gender-
related effects offers preliminary evidence of cross-group 
consistency, although formal invariance testing is still 
required, as noted in the Limitations section. The absence 
of a zone effect for AM probably reflects floor-level scores 
in this sample, which limited between-group variability 
(Terwee et al., 2007). 

The replication of the SIMS four-factor structure 
in an Arabic-speaking North African context provides 
cross-cultural support for the self-determination theory 

motivational continuum (Ryan & Deci, 2023; Chirkov et al., 
2003). Several cultural features of the Tunisian educational 
context may help explain the factor solution. The strong 
coherence of the IR and ER subscales (AVE = 0.864 and 0.813, 
respectively) may reflect the salience of both internalized 
value and social obligation as distinct motivational forces in 
a broadly collectivist setting. This interpretation is consistent 
with cross-cultural self-determination theory research 
showing that autonomous and controlled motivations 
remain structurally distinguishable in collectivist societies 
(Chirkov et al., 2003; Vansteenkiste et al., 2006). In addition, 
the uniformly low AM scores may partly reflect social 
desirability tendencies in a compulsory school activity, as 
students may be less inclined to endorse a complete absence 
of motivation (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Finally, the 
psycholinguistic distance between Modern Standard Arabic 
and the Tunisian vernacular (Darija) may have contributed 
to differential item comprehension, particularly for item 
4. Future adaptations should therefore consider register-
sensitive formulations for Maghrebi Arabic populations.

Limitations

This study had several limitations that warrant 
consideration. First, the sample consisted solely of 
secondary education students; thus, future research should 
include participants from different educational levels and 
institutions. Second, the sample was limited to Tunisian 
students, which restricts the generalizability of the findings to 
broader Arabic-speaking populations. Third, the SIMS does 
not include all types of motivational regulation described 
in self-determination theory; specifically, integrated and 
introjected regulations are absent. Future studies should 
examine whether including these dimensions enhances 
the understanding of situational motivation. Fourth, 
although the exclusion of item 4 from the AM subscale was 
psychometrically justified and preserved the theoretical 
continuum, the resulting three-item subscale provides 
slightly narrower coverage of the AM facet originally 
conceptualized by Guay et al. (2000). Future research 
should develop and validate a culturally and linguistically 
appropriate replacement item to capture this specific meta-
cognitive dimension of AM in Arabic-speaking educational 
contexts. Fifth, the present study did not conduct formal 
measurement invariance testing across gender and age 
groups. Without establishing at least configural and metric 
invariance through multi-group CFA (Vandenberg & Lance, 
2000; Putnick & Bornstein, 2016), ANOVA-based group 
comparisons should be interpreted cautiously, because 
observed score differences may partly reflect measurement 
non-equivalence rather than true latent mean differences. 
Future studies should systematically test the measurement 
equivalence of the Arabic SIMS-15 across gender, age, and 
regional subgroups. Finally, future investigations should 
also consider additional cognitive and affective correlates 
of motivation, as well as contextual antecedents such as 
perceived competence and motivational climate.

Conclusion

This study assessed the psychometric properties of the 
Arabic version of the SIMS-15 among secondary school 
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students in physical education. Results indicated strong 
construct validity, excellent internal consistency, and 
temporal stability. After the removal of one item, the 15-
item model demonstrated superior fit and reliability. Hence, 
the Arabic SIMS-15 can be considered a reliable and valid 
tool for assessing situational motivation among Arabic-
speaking students. Its brevity, clarity, and practicality make 
it particularly suitable for educational settings. Future work 
should explore how this instrument can support the design 
of motivational learning environments that foster students’ 
self-determination and engagement in physical education.
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Переклад та психометрична валідизація арабської версії 
Шкали ситуативної мотивації в контексті фізичного виховання
Маджді Буазізі1,2ABCD, Мохамед Баазіз2,3ABCD, Зейнаб Хельмі Абумуаїлі4ACD, Фуед Шеур1AD

¹Віртуальний університет Тунісу 
²Університет Гафси 
³ Університет Мануби 
⁴Йорданський університет

Авторський вклад: A – дизайн дослідження; B – збір даних; C – статаналіз; D – підготовка рукопису; E – збір коштів

Реферат. Стаття: 13 с., 10 табл., 1 рис., 82 джерела.

Мета. Перекласти та валідизувати арабську версію Шкали ситуативної мотивації (Situational Motivation Scale, 
SIMS), а також оцінити її психометричні властивості серед учнів закладів загальної середньої освіти Тунісу в 
контексті фізичного виховання.

Матеріали та методи. У дослідженні взяли участь 580 учнів закладів загальної середньої освіти (середній вік 
= 17,48 ± 1,46 року) з різних регіонів Тунісу. Оригінальна версія SIMS містить 16 пунктів, що оцінюють внутрішню 
мотивацію, ідентифіковану регуляцію, зовнішню регуляцію та амотивацію. Під час уроків фізичного виховання 
учні заповнювали арабську версію шкали. Пошуковий факторний аналіз (EFA) було проведено на випадково 
відібраній підвибірці з 290 учасників, тоді як підтверджувальний факторний аналіз (CFA) виконано на незалежній 
підвибірці з 290 учасників. Оцінювали внутрішню узгодженість, тест-ретестову надійність, конструктивну 
валідність, конвергентну валідність і композитну надійність.

Результати. Один пункт субшкали амотивації продемонстрував факторне навантаження нижче критеріального 
значення 0,40 і був вилучений, унаслідок чого сформовано версію SIMS-15. Переглянута шкала продемонструвала 
добру внутрішню узгодженість (α Кронбаха = 0,846; ω Макдональда = 0,788; λ2 Гуттмана = 0,883) та відмінну часову 
стабільність упродовж двотижневого інтервалу (ICC = 0,950; 95% ДІ = 0,901–0,975; r = 0,905; 95% ДІ = 0,818–0,951; 
p  < 0,001). Підтверджувальний факторний аналіз засвідчив чотирифакторну структуру SIMS-15 (χ²/df = 1,542; 
CFI  =  0,99; GFI = 0,94; RMSEA = 0,04). Середня вилучена дисперсія (AVE) становила від 0,708 до 0,864, тоді як 
композитна надійність (CR) — від 0,877 до 0,962, що свідчить про задовільну конвергентну валідність і надійність.

Висновки. Арабська версія SIMS-15 продемонструвала задовільні показники надійності та валідності й може 
бути рекомендована як психометрично обґрунтований інструмент для оцінювання ситуативної мотивації учнів 
закладів загальної середньої освіти на уроках фізичного виховання. Адаптована шкала зберігає оригінальну 
чотирифакторну структуру та підтверджує свою придатність для використання в арабомовному освітньому 
середовищі.

Ключові слова: психометричні властивості, ситуативна мотивація, арабська мова, транскультурна валідизація, 
фізичне виховання.
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