RESPONSE TO REVIEWERS’ COMMENTS 
Title Submission: AI-Supported Writing Scaffolding and Perceptions of Academic Integrity among EFL Juniors at HUFLIT

	REVIEWER #1
	AUTHOR’S RESPONSES

	- Introduction and Structural Rigour: The Introduction section lacks academic precision. It currently suffers from a lack of clear and separate sections for the study background, problem statement, research objectives, and delimitations. Merging these critical components into prose weakens the study's foundation. Furthermore, the hypotheses must be scripted in Chapter 2, positioned immediately after the relevant literature review that justifies them.
	- Thank you very much for this valuable suggestion. We would like to clarify that the present study was intentionally designed as an exploratory and descriptive mixed-methods study rather than causal research.
- The revision for the Introduction, including study background, problem statement, research objectives, and delimitations, is also highlighted from page 2 to page 5 in our revised article.
- The main purpose of our article is presented comprehensively in the Abstract: Descriptive statistics and thematic analysis were used to identify patterns of AI use, perceptions of academic integrity, and recommended practices for responsible AI use. According to Aggarwal and Ranganathan (2019) and Issembayeva et al. (2026), Descriptive and exploratory studies are commonly guided by research questions rather than hypotheses.
- To ensure clarity, this methodological rationale has been integrated into the Abstract and extensively detailed in the revised Methodology section. All corresponding modifications have been highlighted on pages 8 to 11 in the revised manuscript.

	- Methodological & Quantitative Demonstration: The quantitative analysis is poor due to a severe lack of data demonstration. Presenting only the Mean and Standard Deviation (SD) is entirely insufficient for a robust quantitative study. The final manuscript must include comprehensive data regarding respondent demographics, Overall scale scores, and explicit metrics for Validity and Reliability (e.g., Cronbach’s alpha or exploratory factor analysis). For any qualitative components, the Thematic Analysis is currently poor and lacks the depth required to illustrate themes transparently.
	- We sincerely appreciate the reviewer’s insightful suggestion regarding the testing of relationships between variables.
- To clarify, the primary objective of this study is to explore how EFL Juniors at HUFLIT view academic integrity as they utilise AI-assisted writing scaffolds for their academic writing course (Introduction to Research Methods – Project 2). Consequently, this paper focuses predominantly on descriptive and exploratory analyses, specifically tracking and presenting descriptive statistics related to patterns of AI use, perceptions of academic integrity, and recommended practices for responsible AI use. Given this specific scope, the study is guided strictly by our formulated Research Questions (RQs) rather than by examining causal relationships or executing formal hypothesis testing between variables. We believe that establishing this descriptive foundation is a crucial first step before moving into causal modelling.
- Therefore, we have revised the wording to better suit the purpose and focus of our research design. These sections have been highlighted at:
· Abstract: page 1
· Methodology: from pages 8 to 11
· Results: from pages 20 to 25
· Discussion: from pages 28 to 30
· Conclusion: from pages 31 to 34
- For the semi-structured interview, I have added and analysed the themes from the verbatim transcription of 6 interviewees more clearly and comprehensively by highlighting them below the questionnaire analysis:
· In heading 4.2: pages 13 to 20
· In heading 4.3: page 20 and page 25
· In heading 4.4: page 28
- However, we fully agree that examining these causal relationships would significantly enrich the body of research literature. We will clearly acknowledge this as a limitation and formally propose this as an important direction for future research. Once again, thank you for this valuable guidance.

	- Scholarly Rigour & Formatting: There is a noticeable overreliance on AI writing, resulting in generic phrasing that masks the author's critical voice. The text requires thorough proofreading to eliminate several spelling errors, and the keywords should be revised to accurately capture the specific key points of the paper rather than relying on a common study area.
	- Thank you for your valuable feedback regarding the scholarly rigour and formatting of our manuscript. We acknowledge the concern regarding generic phrasing and have thoroughly revised the text to strengthen our critical voice. Our article has undergone rigorous proofreading to eliminate all spelling and grammatical errors. Additionally, we have completely updated the keywords to precisely reflect the specific, nuanced key points of our study rather than relying on a broad study area.




