Comments on Construct validity of Flesch-Kincaid
Due to their comments on the original study and their reply to the Expression of Concern, I do not think the authors understand the fundamental problem with their research. They tell us that the Flesch-Kincaid test is used widely: by the military, the medical field and political scientists. Absent from this list is any mention of the F-K test’s use in linguistic studies. In addition, the US military and the medical field use the F-K test to measure the readability of written language. The F-K test is an outdated and inefficient test that was developed for a different style of written language than the one the authors apply it to. It should not be applied to spoken language. 
The problem is not only the analysis or results of the study, but critically the method of the study itself. The F-K test is flawed and not able to do what the authors wish it to do. When your method is fundamentally flawed, your results will be as well.
Comments on convergent validity
In addressing the convergent validity of the F-K test, the authors show how four other methods of readability and syntactic complexity correlate with the test. But each of these methods is dependent on punctuation, which does not exist in spoken language. They do not provide evidence that the F-K test can measure complexity in spoken language. They merely reinforce the point that the F-K test is a test for written language.
The authors also cite two studies to back up the claim that the F-K test gives a “rough estimate of difficulty” of a text. But these studies investigated written language and were specifically critical of traditional readability formulas, such as the F-K test. The articles they cite did not make claims about spoken language. 
Comments on concurrent validity
In discussing the concurrent validity of the F-K test, the authors fall into the same trap: their new analysis is dependent on punctuation. By having university students rate the complexity of 1-2 sentences from their data, the authors assume that complexity is bounded by sentence markers. But they are forced to do this since they are trying to support the F-K test, which is crucially dependent on sentence markers. 
This is not how language works. Language does not exist in 1-2 sentence text fragments. People do not understand language in the way a simple test from the 1970s does. Language is context. And spoken language is highly dependent on context. But since the Flesch-Kincaid test is dependent on sentence boundaries, the authors must also be dependent on them.
Comments on validation across languages
The F-K test is a bad test of language complexity for English. It stands to reason that it would be bad for other languages as well. 
Comments on validation for spoken language vs written language
The authors show that the work of the transcribers is systematic and unbiased in terms of political affiliation (conservative or liberal). While this is good information to have, it answers a minor problem with the study. The larger problem is that the authors are not studying the complexity of spoken language, despite their claims to be doing so. They are instead studying the punctuation and recording habits of the transcribers. The authors reveal their ignorance of this when they focus their discussion on the professionalism of the transcribers and not the fact that their methodology depends primarily on punctuation, which is a feature of language that does not occur in speech. 
My conclusion
Had the authors used modern linguistic methods, instead of an outdated and ineffectual test, their article would not be facing an Expression of Concern or a potential retraction.  
Language scholars realized the severe limitations of the Flesch-Kincaid test decades ago, and political scientists should catch up. As soon as they do, they will realize this study is fundamentally flawed. 
