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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript is significant for the scientific and educational research community because it deepens understanding of the intricate relationship between reading motivation and reading ability in second language (L2) contexts and specifically among Chinese university students majoring in English. Employing a well-validated motivational framework and standardised proficiency assessment, the study presents empirical evidence linking motivational constructs with measurable reading outcomes, hence, advancing both applied linguistics and educational psychology. Its integration of Self-Determination Theory provides a strong theoretical foundation for interpreting motivational dynamics in L2 literacy development. Moreover, the findings have practical implications for curriculum design, pedagogy, and policy by underscoring the importance of motivational strategies in enhancing students’ reading proficiency and overall language learning effectiveness.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	This title is clear, descriptive and effectively conveys the study’s focus. Because of its somewhat lengthy and conventional nature, it could be made more concise, engaging, and academically polished to appeal to an international scholarly audience.

Suggestion:

Reading Motivation and Reading Ability: Evidence from Chinese English Majors

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract of the manuscript is generally clear, well-structured, and informative, covering the key components expected in an empirical research paper: aims, design, methodology, results, and conclusions. 

However, it can be improved to enhance comprehensiveness, coherence, and impact by:

A brief statement explaining why this study is important in the Chinese EFL context or what research gap it fills. 

The sample size, instruments used (e.g., AMRQ and TEM-4 reading test), and statistical test (Pearson correlation) for clarity and transparency

The language style can be tightened for conciseness and flow, some sentences are repetitive or overly general (e.g., “integration of motivational strategies into literacy instruction” could be expressed more crisply).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in its theoretical foundation, methodology, and data analysis. It clearly defines its main purpose, and the research question is specific, measurable, and aligned with the statistical analysis. It is well-grounded in Self-Determination Theory (SDT) and the theoretical discussion appropriately links constructs such as autonomy, competence, and relatedness to reading motivation. The Adult Motivation for Reading Questionnaire (AMRQ) and the TEM-4 reading test are suitable and validated instruments for assessing the key variables. The manuscript also references reliability indices and relevant prior studies supporting their use. 

However, the author should:

Clarify sampling procedures and reliability metrics,

Provide more statistical detail (e.g., confidence intervals), and

Strengthen the discussion of limitations and implications for future research.

With these refinements, the paper would meet strong standards of empirical validity, theoretical coherence, and scientific transparency expected in educational and applied linguistics research


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list in the manuscript is comprehensive, relevant, and mostly up to date, covering foundational and contemporary studies in reading motivation, L2 reading ability, and self-determination theory (SDT). However, a closer scholarly evaluation could reveal areas where recent empirical studies and theoretical sources (post-2021) could be added to increase the paper’s academic currency and global relevance.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language and English quality of the manuscript are clear, coherent, and largely suitable for scholarly communication.  

Yet, it would benefit from moderate linguistic editing to achieve the polished precision expected in an international academic journal.

Some sentences repeat ideas or include unnecessary elaboration. For instance, phrases like “reading motivation plays a crucial role in language learning and is recognized as a significant factor influencing…” could be shortened without losing meaning. Brevity enhances 

There is occasional shifts between past and present tense (e.g., “The study employs a correlational design” vs. “The study employed a correlational design”). Research reporting should consistently use past tense for completed actions.

A few sentences are overly long and contain multiple subordinate clauses. Breaking them into shorter, more direct sentences would improve readability.

Minor issues appear with article usage (e.g., “at the university level” is correct, but “at university level” appears in some instances). Also, ensure consistent use of prepositions like “among” vs. “between” and “in” vs. “at.”

There are small typographical inconsistencies (e.g., spacing before citations, inconsistent capitalisation in subheadings). These can be easily fixed during proofreading.

The discussion sometimes restates results instead of analysing implications in depth. Rewriting for analytical emphasis, linking findings more directly to theory and pedagogical implications, would elevate the scholarly quality.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript titled “The Correlation between Reading Motivation and Reading Ability Among Chinese English Major Students at the University Level” presents a well-conceived, theoretically grounded, and competently executed empirical study that explores a timely and important issue in applied linguistics and educational psychology. The topic, examining the link between motivation and reading proficiency in an English-as-a-foreign-language (EFL) context, is highly relevant to both local and international audiences, especially given the global emphasis on improving reading literacy and learner engagement in second language education.

The study is commendable for its clear research focus, appropriate use of established instruments (the AMRQ and TEM-4), and sound application of correlational analysis. The discussion is well-linked to Self-Determination Theory (SDT), providing a coherent interpretive framework that strengthens theoretical integration. The inclusion of recent literature (2021–2025) also enhances the manuscript’s relevance and scholarly grounding.

However, to reach the standards of publication in this international peer-reviewed journal, the paper would benefit from moderate revisions in the areas suggested in the different sections.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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