RESPONSE TO REVIEWER
Manuscript: Evaluating an AI-assisted workflow for coding rhetorical moves in corpus-based genre analysis
Dear Reviewer,
Thank you for the follow-up review and specific corrections. We have revised the manuscript and checked the relevant counts against the archived coding records and the corrected 160-pair R1–R2 audit. Our point-by-point responses are provided below.
1. Double-coded sample size and Table 2
Corrected Table 2 to report 80 English and 80 Vietnamese paired units, totaling 160. The previous 72-English figure reflected an earlier 152-pair Master comparison extract in which eight R2 annotations for EN03_S012 - EN03_S019 had not been transcribed from the original paper record.
Section 3.2 now states this reason explicitly. The eight pre-existing labels were added to the supplementary audit without recoding. We checked Table G1 against the archived Master extract and the corrected 160-pair audit. The English releases contribute EN03 19, EN07 20, EN08 10, EN16 12, and EN18 19 units (n = 80); the five Vietnamese releases contribute 17, 11, 19, 19, and 14 units (n = 80).
The results remain 151/160 (94.38%, κ = 0.930) for moves and 148/160 (92.50%, κ = 0.917) for move-step labels. The 12 adjudication decisions and primary AI-R1 comparison were not changed.
2. Vietnamese abstract length
The Vietnamese abstract has been shortened from approximately 180 to 144 whitespace-delimited words. It retains the study design, sample sizes, agreement statistics, and the limitation on whole-corpus inference while removing nonessential phrasing.
3. Review-process wording and comparison terminology
The primary AI–R1 comparison retains 376 directly comparable units, with 307 move matches (81.65%; κ = 0.779) and 241 move-step matches (64.10%; κ = 0.613).
Section 3.6 now reports the eligibility proportions separately for English and Vietnamese, namely 238/515 (46.21%) and 138/270 (51.11%).
We also completed a source-text alignment audit of EN06. The audit established a text-span crosswalk between the 102 original NotebookLM Run01 segments and 81 finalized R1 functional units.
The original 102 records were classified into 36 additional exact-boundary M1–M8 pairs, 12 peripheral X records, and 54 records with different functional boundaries.
The 36 comparable pairs were examined in a conditional 412-unit sensitivity analysis, reported separately in Appendix F. This analysis yielded move agreement of 82.77% (κ = 0.788) and move-step agreement of 66.50% (κ = 0.635).
The historical 376-unit analysis remains the primary comparison for continuity with the previously reviewed results. The EN06 audit also confirms that the earlier exclusion reflected an alignment limitation rather than missing independent human coding.
4. Boundary-audit records and concordance evidence
The 295 boundary-audit or unclassified records have been further examined. They comprise 111 merge indications, 37 split indications, five explicit review flags, and 142 other records.
The 142 other records include 141 historical double-coded-sample entries without separately recorded R1 boundary flags and one VN02 date-metadata instruction. These records are not treated as confirmed AI boundary errors.
This breakdown is explained in Section 4.2 and documented in Appendix G (Table G2).
We also retained the distinction between the 241 potentially overlapping AntConc concordance hits and actual coding changes. The archive does not establish a verified number of hits that directly caused recoding. Accordingly, we make no quantitative claim about accuracy improvements attributable to AntConc.
The concordance distribution is summarized in Appendix G (Table G3).
5. NotebookLM selection, relevance, and introduction
Sections 2.4 and 3.4 now explain the practical reasons for selecting a notebook-based environment.
The setup enabled the specified source texts and Codebook V1.2 to be organized within a shared source workspace, supporting repeated segment-range requests, consistent referencing, and the preservation of outputs for auditing.
We do not claim that NotebookLM has demonstrated superior annotation accuracy over general chatbots.
We also replaced the keyword “AI literacy” with “annotation reliability,” removed the duplicated introduction to the research questions, and retained the proposed TESOL application as an untested pedagogical implication.
6. Table presentation and data availability
Table notes have been standardized using italicized Note. in accordance with APA 7 conventions, with appropriate terminal punctuation.
The data-availability statement has been clarified, and Appendix H now provides two complementary tables.
Table H1 identifies the principal research materials, their storage locations, access procedures, and applicable limitations. The codebook, standardized prompt, TSV outputs, Master workbook, and audit records are not deposited in a public repository. Access may be requested from the corresponding author and is considered individually.
Table H2 provides the corpus inventory of all 40 press releases, including corpus identifiers, original titles, issuing companies, publication dates, and full source URLs.
This arrangement improves transparency while respecting copyright and research-record restrictions.
We appreciate the reviewer's careful evaluation and constructive guidance. The revised manuscript now incorporates the corrections, methodological clarifications, supplementary audits, and supporting documentation described above.
We apologize again for the earlier submission error and respectfully submit the corrected manuscript for consideration.
Sincerely,
The author

