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ABSTRACT

This paper investigates the influence of implicit critical thinking (CT) feedback on the development of second
language (L2) writing skill of EFL learners. For the study, the researchers employed a combination of an infusion
approach and an immersion approach to CT feedback with an effort to teach CT implicitly and compared its
influence with a no-CT feedback condition. Though explicit CT instruction has been investigated by previous
studies, no study has employed an implicit approach to CT in L2 writing through one-to-one feedback sessions.
The participants were B1+ EFL learners (n=12) enrolled in the preparatory program of an English-medium-
instruction state university in Turkiye. The results showed no significant difference in improving experimental
group participants’ (n= 6) CT in their L2 writing performance. Yet, the interviews conducted with the
experimental group participants indicated a higher awareness of the concept of CT in L2 writing in comparison
to their peers from the control group (n= 6). Thus, this paper suggests that though CT-oriented feedback given
to EFL learners’ L2 writings yield positive results in rising their awareness of CT concept in L2 writing, longer-
term instructional methods that give explicit training on CT are needed for helping learners to internalize and
apply CT in their L2 writing.

Keywords: Critical thinking, EFL learners, infusion approach, L2 writing, writing feedback

Ortiik Elestirel Diisiinme Geri Déniitiiniin YDi Ogrenicilerinin Yazma Performansina

Etkileri
Bilgi

Stire¢

Gelis: 25/10/2022

Kabul: 28/04/2023

Bu ¢alisma 6n inceleme siirecinde
ve yayimlanmadan énce

iThenticate yazilimi ile taranmustir.

Copyright

This work is licensed under
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International License

" hakan.demiroz@asbu.edu.tr

(® orcid 0000-0003-2413-5383

0z

Bu calismada elestirel diisiinme (ED) temelli geri déniit siirecinin yabanci dil olarak ingilizce (YDI) 6grenicilerinin
ikinci dilde yazma becerilerinin gelisimine etkisi incelenmektedir. Arastirmada, arastirmacilar ED'yi 6rtik
o6gretmek icin inflizyon yaklasimi ve yerlestirme yaklasimlarini birlikte uygulamislardir ve bunlarin etkisini ED
geri donutl icermeyen bir durum ile karsilastirmiglardir. Agik ED 6gretimi daha 6nceki galismalarda incelenmis
olsa da ikinci dilde yazmada verilen birebir geribildirim seanslari sirasinda ED'nin 6rtiik bir yaklagimla 6gretimini
inceleyen baska bir ¢alisma bulunmamaktadir. Katiimcilar Tiirkiye'de ingilizce egitim verilen bir devlet
tiniversitesinin hazirlik sinifina kayitl B1+ diizeyinde YDI 6grenen (n=12) égrenicilerdir. Bulgular ED &gretiminin
deney grubunda bulunan katilimcilarin (n= 6) ikinci dilde yazma performanslarinda énemli bir farkliliga neden
olmadigini gostermistir. Fakat, deney grubu ile yapilan milakatlar bu grupta bulunan katilimcilarin kontrol
grubundaki (n= 6) akranlarina gore ikinci dilde yazmada ED kavrami ile ilgili daha ylksek farkindaliga sahip
olduklarini géstermektedir. Bu calisma, ED-odakli geri déniit siirecinin YDI 6grenicilerinin ikinci dilde yazarken
ED kavramina dair farkindaliklarini artirmada olumlu sonuglar ortaya gikarmasina ragmen ikinci dilde yazmada
ogrenicilerin ED'yi igsellestirme ve uygulamalarina yardimci olmak igin ED 6gretiminde daha uzun siireli agik
6gretim yontemlerine ihtiyag duyuldugunu 6nermektedir.
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Introduction

Integration of critical thinking (CT) in education is
broadly defined as the endeavour to equip learners for
‘good thinking’ (Pithers & Soden, 2000) because CT
requires a ‘cognitive change’ in learners so that they can
achieve a metacognitive awareness on how they should
think better (Bonnett, 1995). Any critical thinking process
is said to build on three elements: analysing thinking,
assessing thinking and improving thinking (Paul, 2005).
Mason (2007) proposes CT to be ‘a sceptical, reasonable,
and reflective approach” (p. 344) where people avoid
dogmas and engage in sound reasoning by considering
multiple viewpoints on a given topic. Halpern (2013) also
highlights the importance of CT in the modern era where
abundant information is available to learners with a click.
Halpern (2013) comes up with the definition of CT as
“thinking that is purposeful, reasoned, and goal-
directed—the kind of thinking involved in solving
problems, formulating inferences, calculating likelihoods,
and making decisions when the thinker is using skills that
are thoughtful and effective for the particular context and
type of thinking task” (p. 8). These arguments suggest that
critical thinking is to reach a metacognitive awareness of
one's own thinking process and to aim for a better way of
thinking on a given topic. Despite being such an important
skill to have, CT has not been fully investigated in relation
to second language learning task (Liang & Fung, 2021).

CT is being of critical importance in L2 writing as it is
about equipping learners to have a self-voice for justifying
their arguments (Barnawi, 2011). Considering that Eastern
cultures are claimed to lack CT disposition (Atkinson,
1997) and Eastern students are stereotyped as
intellectually lower in CT skills than students raised in
Western cultures (Moosavi, 2020), it becomes more
intriguing to investigate CT in Eastern cultures such as
Tirkiye. Discussions into the development of L2 writing
skill in relation to CT skills can be considered as an under-
researched area (Afshar et al., 2017) probably because of
the fact that assessing CT in writing poses sounder
methodological challenges in comparison to studies that
relate reading and CT (Preiss et al., 2013). Therefore, this
study addresses this gap and seeks if CT can be improved
by simply integrating it into the L2 writing feedback
process.

Empirical studies on the constructs of L2 writing
and CT skill

Though CT and L2 writing can seem as separate
constructs, they are indeed considered to be
interdependent and highly valued tools for displaying
one’s academic capacity (Condon & Kelly-Riley, 2004;
Paul, 2005). Condon and Kelly-Riley (2004) argue that
‘writing acts as a vehicle for CT’ (p. 66) and CT is thought
to be a significant contributor to the improvement of L2

writing in  that it improves language learners’
organisations of compositions (Moghaddam &
Malekzadeh, 2011); increases their awareness of

alternative arguments in a given writing task (Sham,

2016); leads them to ground their main arguments on
concrete examples (Paul, 2005); and teaches them to look
for consistency in the arguments they offer (Turuk Kuek,
2010). CT in writing is directly a part of macro-skills which
also cover metacognitive strategies of ‘planning,
monitoring and evaluating’ (Ku & Ho, 2010, p. 254). The
way CT applies to L2 writing is displayed through
“analysing facts, producing and organising ideas,
maintaining opinions, making comparisons, judging
arguments and solving problems by the use of existing
information, previous knowledge, experience and world
knowledge” (Barnawi, 2011, p. 191). CTis an essential part
of all types of academic studies and can be aptly shaped
in relation to any given discipline (Paul, 2005). Thus,
integrating CT into second language learning by relating it
to specific language skills is essential.

The intertwined relationship between L2 writing and
CT has been researched from different perspectives. Some
researchers questioned the widely held belief that L2
learners from Eastern societies are not culturally-oriented
towards CT (Atkinson, 1997). McKinley (2013) analysed
the difference between Western and Japanese
understanding of CT. Accordingly, Japanese students were
found to be inclined to show a neutral approach to a given
writing topic because they were culturally wired to display
conformity and evaluate alternative ideas without being
self-assertive. McKinley concluded that this stylistic
difference did not mean a lack of CT in Japanese students
and suggested Western teachers modify their task
structure in such a way that Japanese students could
comfortably argue in favour of or against an idea without
breaking their social norms.

CT-inspired studies have been also conducted
concerning the experiences of Turkish EFL learners and
instructors. Clachar (2000) investigated a group of Turkish
EFL instructors’ beliefs about integrating a critical stance
in L2 writing education. The researcher found out that
some teachers did not favour the idea of encouraging
learners to express a critical attitude in their writings and
they treated it as incongruent with Turkish rhetoric.
However, some others welcomed it as a factor to enrich
their students’ writing style. Clachar (2000) attributed
these inconsistent views among the teachers to the
geographical location of Tirkiye as it is neither a Middle-
East country nor a Western country in the real sense.
Another study conducted by Alagozlii and Suzer (2010)
was also inspired by the fact that Tirkiye has the bridge
position between the East and West countries, therefore
it is difficult to attribute a thinking style to Turkish people.
To find out if Turkish EFL learners’ thinking styles differed
in their Turkish and English compositions, they
investigated a group of pre-service EFL instructors’ (n=17)
argumentative essays. The participants scored quite low
both in Turkish and English in terms of CT measures and
the researchers deduced that Turkish learners showed an
Asian-style disposition to apply CT.
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Among the studies conducted with Turkish EFL
learners, the research of Altinmakas and Bayyurt (2019)
merits attention because it showed Turkish EFL learners’
academic writing to be deficient in terms of CT
employment. The researchers investigated both the
students’ and faculty members’ views on Turkish EFL
learners’ academic writing potentials in an EAP context.
Most of the students mentioned pre- and while-writing
phases to be extremely challenging. Although the
participants did not use the term CT, the type of the
difficulty they described encouraged the interpretation
that they lacked CT skills to guide them through these
phases and they were not even aware of the concept of
CT. The faculty members explicitly highlighted the lack of
CT in learners as a decisive factor in their limited writing
proficiency.

Some other studies, though few, were experimental
and tested alternative ways of enhancing Turkish EFL
learners’ CT in writing. A six-week study was conducted by
Bayram (2015), who gave webquest-supported critical
thinking instruction to pre-service Turkish EFL teachers to
see its influence on the participants’ attitudes towards CT
as well as its employment in their L2 writing products. The
results showed improvement in the experimental group’s
CT awareness, positive attitude level and its application in
argumentative essays. Another study carried out by Aygin
and Yavuz (2020) was about the impact of asynchronous
online CT instruction on B2-level EFL students. The
researchers reported significantly better CT performance
for the experimental group in the cause-and-effect essay
type while there was no difference in the argumentative
essay and compare-and-contrast essay. Both of these
studies are valuable in confirming that Turkish students
need training on CT and they benefit from CT instruction
in L2 writing. Yet, there is a need for other studies to
expand our understanding of CT application in L2 writing
via the use of alternative instructional approaches.

Promoting CT can be achieved in a diversity of styles,
to name a few, engaging in Socratic dialogue, providing
role-modelling for learners, or pointing at the
contradictions in the way learners approach a given topic
(Bonnett, 1995). As Yanning (2015) argues, there is no
standard way of teaching CT and the present study aims
to contribute to the literature by experimenting with a
combination of certain instructional approaches; namely,
cognitive apprenticeship, infusion approach and
immersion approach. This study aims to address the
following research questions:

1- Does CT-oriented feedback improve EFL learners’ CT
scores in L2 writing?

2- Does CT-oriented feedback improve EFL learners’
perceptions of their own CT competence in L2 writing?

Method

Research Design

The current investigation adopted a quasi-
experimental study approach. The researchers
experimented giving CT-oriented feedback to L2 essays of
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an experimental group (EG) in an implicit manner. They
also included a control group (CG) without any study-
specific treatment. As the feedback technique for the EG,
cognitive apprenticeship was employed. Cognitive
apprenticeship briefly refers to assisting learners on how
to apply CT as they approach a real-life situation (Bonnett,
1995). In the context of this study, the researchers used a
set of questions, which will be referred as CT prompts
henceforth, to implicitly guide the EG participants to apply
CT in argumentative essays. These CT prompts were
comprised of a set of questions adopted from Yanning
(2015). To provide the apprenticeship, the researchers
were inspired by two kinds of approaches: an infusion
approach and an immersion approach.

An infusion approach requires treatment of CT in such
a way that learners are guided to develop a sound
reasoning to the evaluation of any given topic (Wedland
et al, 2015). Four steps are mentioned for the
implementation of infusion approach (Wedland et al.,
2015). First, a discussion topic is chosen. Then supportive
arguments for both sides of the issue are identified. Next,
the teacher invites students to think about stereotypes
that can be associated with the sides. Finally, students are
encouraged to ““articulate their own positions” (p. 161).
Though infusion approach requires these steps to be
integrated into a whole-writing process in an explicit
manner (Tiruneh et al., 2014), for our study, we aimed to
find out what results we would get when we employed the
infusion approach only in the feedback step without
making it explicit to the participants that they were being
guided towards the employment of CT in their writings.
For this study, we used a list of CT prompts in each
feedback session. The researchers did not tell the
participants that these were CT related prompts for the
sake of maintaining it as an implicit process. Secondly, the
design of this study also partially conforms to the
immersion approach, which requires enriching general
instruction by integrating CT skills into it, yet, without
making it explicit to students that they are expected to
gain certain knowledge of CT at the end of the treatment
(Tiruneh et al., 2014). In our study, by systematically using
CT prompts in the feedback process, we aimed to develop
a CT approach in the learners without explicitly stating our
purpose.

Participants

This study was conducted in an English preparatory
program at an English-medium instruction (EMI) state
university in Tirkiye. The participants were employed via
convenience sampling. The researchers, who were also
full-time instructors in that program, informed two groups
of B1+ students about the study and sought volunteers.
There were 12 voluntary participants who were placed
into a B1+ English course according to the results of an in-
house placement test.

In this program, all students from the same level were
taught the same content as a school policy. As the
teaching material, an integrated course book and an
additional writing booklet, which was compiled by the
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instructors of the program, were systematically covered in
the curriculum to teach students the fundamentals of
English essay writing. This study was conducted during the
last six weeks of a 16-week- B1+ training program. The last
six weeks were chosen for conducting the study to make
sure that the participants got familiar with the basic
features of essay structures and several essay types
beforehand. Though all students took this systematic L2
writing instruction, the researchers observed it to be
lacking any CT orientation, which inspired them for this
study.

Data Collection

To reach sound results, triangulation of data collection
instruments was ensured with inspiration from the
methodology of Yanning (2015). There were 4
instruments employed in the data collection process of
the present study: (1) a questionnaire; (2) writing tasks;
(3) a 9-piece prompt list for giving feedback on CT, and (4)
semi-structured interviews.

The EG took the questionnaire twice, both as a pre-test
and post-test. The aim of employing this questionnaire
was to reveal the EG participants’ perceptions of CT in L2
writing prior to and after the study. Throughout the study,
they completed six writing tasks for which the researchers
only used the 9-piece prompt list for the feedback. They
finally participated in the semi-structured interviews.

The CG took the questionnaire once, after the study.
Three open-ended questions were added to the
questionnaire given to them. These open-ended
questions were framed to find out how often they heard
about the term CT, how they would define CT in L2 writing
and if it was possible for them to think critically while
writing in a second language. They also completed six
writing tasks, for which they took only written feedback
without any CT content.

The questionnaire

This questionnaire was adopted from Yanning (2015)
and comprised of two subscales, one on students’ self-
reported competence in integrating CT elements of
thought into planning their writing (n=8 items) and one on
their ability to integrate CT intellectual standards into
actual L2 writing process (n=9 items). In addition to these
sub-scales, there were two additional questions. One was
about the participants’ perceptions of their level of English
writing proficiency, for which the participants assigned a
score for themselves on a 5-point Likert scale. The other
item was in a multiple-choice design on which the
participants indicated pre and post-writing activities they
completed regularly among the given options.

Writing tasks and CT prompts

The researchers formed a contact group with the EG
participants on WhatsApp for scheduling and informing
them about the time slots of the feedback sessions. This
platform was also used by the researchers to assign a task
prompt on a weekly basis for the participants to write
their essays before the feedback sessions. The same
researcher conducted the feedback sessions throughout
six weeks. During each one-to-one feedback session, the

researcher systematically referred to a 9-item CT prompt
list, which was adopted from Yanning (2015) for being
comprised of critical intellectual traits. The use of this list
for giving feedback during one-to-one interaction was
expected to reinforce the internalisation of CT traits in the
EG participants. Because the participants were required to
write a single draft in exams and assignments given to
them in the school program, the study was also planned
as a single-draft study, as in the study of Cho (2019).

The genre of the writing tasks was set to be
argumentative as it was the type of essay the participants
were going to write in the proficiency exam they would
take at the end of the school program. As Schneer (2014)
puts it, an argumentative essay ‘‘is simply an essay whose
purpose is to convince the reader of a central position” (p.
620). The essay prompts, chosen by the researchers for
being ‘contextualized, authentic, and accessible’ for the
participants (Liu & Stapleton, 2018, p. 14), were adapted
from a specific webpage (https://ieltsliz.com).

The researcher who was in charge of giving CT
feedback to the EG also was the one who gave feedback
to the essays of the CG. For the CG, only written feedback
was given, and the content of the feedback was aligned
with the writing rubric that was being already used by the
school program and it did not include any reference to the
CT rubric.

Semi-structured interviews

After the study, the researcher who was in charge of
giving the feedback had individual interviews with the six
EG participants. All the interviews were conducted via a
free online meeting platform and each interview took
from 20 to 30 minutes. These were semi-structured
interviews where the EG participants responded to 8
study-specific questions to reveal the EG participants’
perceptions of integrating CT into L2 writing and to learn
their study-specific experiences in the implementation of
CT in the L2 writing feedback. These questions were also
adapted from the study of Yanning (2015). The interviews
were conducted in Turkish. (See Appendix 1 for the
interview questions).

Results

Table 1 shows the pre and post-study results of the EG
participants on their perceptions of the difficulty of
integrating CT elements of thought into the planning
phase.

As can be seen from Table 1, prestudy and poststudy
results of the EG participants showed noticeable
differences in certain items. Accordingly, before the study,
the number of the participants who stated identification
of a purpose as neither easy nor difficult decreased at the
end of the study where most of the participants, except
one, stated it to be easy or very easy. A similar pattern was
observed also for the task of identifying major questions.
Prior to the study, most of the participants were at an in-
between stage for this item, but they indicated it to be an
easy task after the study. For the item about considering
multiple viewpoints, the participants’ prestudy answers
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were more scattered on the scale while they were seen to
cumulate on the choice of neither easy nor difficult after
the study. For the remaining items, the participant’s
answers did not indicate a significant change in their
perceptions.

As can be understood from Table 2, the EG did not
report higher self-perception for any of the items in
comparison to the CG. Item-based analysis suggested that
the same number of students from both groups reported
the identification of a purpose and the identification of
major questions either as easy or very easy. Another
similarity was that identification of the assumptions was
seen to be a challenging task for both groups, whose
answers again displayed a similar spread among the
options. A noticeable difference between the two groups
was identified only for the item of considering multiple
viewpoints. While most of the EG participants stated
uncertainty about its difficulty, the CG participants’
answers showed a more scattered distribution.

Table 3 displays the EG students’ pre-study and post-
study answers for the sub-scale targeting their ability to
integrate CT into the actual L2 writing process. The
analysis suggested some noticeable changes in the

answers given to certain items before and after the study.
Regarding clarity, three participants stated that they did
not understand what it meant before the study; however,
they opted for other items after the study. A visible
improvement in the perceptions of the participants was
observed for accuracy.

Again, three participants who chose the options of
either poor or do not understand in the pre-study phase
changed their perceptions towards the other end of the
scale as five of them chose the option of average in the
post-study period. Similarly, the answers given to depth
accumulated in the options of average and good after the
study while they were much more scattered before the
study. The next item for which the participants’ answers
indicated gradual improvement was fairness. At the end
of the study, four of the answers were in the options of
very good or good, and two students chose average while
two of them had chosen the option of do not understand
before the study. For breadth, relevance and precision,
the distribution of the participants’ answers did not
suggest a noticeable change from the pre-study to post-
study phases.

Table 1. Prestudy and poststudy scores of the EG on the difficulty of integrating CT elements of thought into planning

Neither
Very eas Eas easy nor Difficult very Do not
i i . y difficult understand
difficult
n % n n % n % n % n %
Pre-
- - 2 334 3 50 1 16.7 - - - -
Identifying the purpose study
of a writing task Post- 1 16.7 4 66.6 1 16.7 i i i i i i
study
Pre-
Identifying major e - - - 4 66.7 2 334 - - - -
. study
questions that need to be Post.
addressed - - 5! 83.3 1 16.7 - - - - - -
study
Pre- - 2 334 - - 4 666 - - - -
. study
Clarifying key concepts Post.
o8 2 334 1 167 2 334 1 167 - - - :
study
Pre- 1 167 2 334 3 50 - - - - - -
N . study
Gathering information Post-
- - 3 2 33.4 - - - - 1 16.7
study
Pre-
- - 2 4 1 167 - - - =
Making inferences of study = . e €
possible solutions Post- i i 3 1 16.7 1 16.7 i i 1 16.7
study ' ' ’
o , Pre- - - 1 167 3 50 1 167 - - 1 167
Identifying assumptions study
that lead to inferences Post-
study - - 1 16.7 2 334 3 50 - - - -
Tracing the implications Pre- ) ) ) 334 ) 33.4 1 16.7 1 16.7 i i
and consequences that study ’ ' ' ’
follow from your Post-
B s —_— - - 2 33.4 2 33.4 2 33.4 - - - -
o o Pre- - 1 167 2 334 - - - - 3 50
Considering multiple view  study
points Post- ) ) 1 16.7 5 333 ) ) ) ) ) )
study ' '
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Table 2. Comparison of the EG and CG participants on the difficulty of integrating CT elements of thought into planning

Neither
Very easy Easy easy nor Difficult .\/G.:ry Do not
e difficult understand
difficult

n % n % n % n % n % n %

Identifying the purpose CG 4 66.7 1 16.7 1 16.7 - - - - - -

of a writing task EG 1 16.7 4 66.7 1 16.7 = = z o o z

Identifying major CG 1 16.7 3 50 2 333 - - - - - -

questions that need to be £G i i 5 83.3 1 16.7 i i i i i i

addressed

Clarifying key concepts €6 L 167 3 20 - - 2 33.3 - - - -

EG 2 33.3 1 16.7 2 33.3 1 16.7 - - - -

Gathering information €6 2 333 2 33.3 2 333 - - - - - -
EG - - 3 50 2 33.3 - - - - 1 16.7

Making inferences of CG 1 16.7 2 33.3 3 50 - - - - - -
possible solutions EG - - 3 50 1 16.7 1 16.7 - - 1 16.7
Identifying assumptions CG - - 1 16.7 1 16.7 1 16.7 2 33.3 1 16.7

that lead to inferences EG - - 1 16.7 2 383 B 50 - - - -
Tracing the implications CG 1 16.7 1 16.7 3 50 - - - - 1 16.7

and consequences that
follow from your EG - - 2 333 2 33.3 2 33.3 - - - -
reasoning
Considering multiple view CG 1 16.7 2 B8 1 16.7 2 33.3 - - - -
points EG - - 1 16.7 5 83.3 - - - - - -

* poststudy results of the EG were included in this analysis as the CG took this questionnaire only once at the end of the study.

Table 3. Prestudy and poststudy results of the EG on their ability to integrate CT intellectual standards into actual L2 writing
performance

Do not
Very good Good Average Poor Very poor understand
n % n % n % n % n % n %
Pre- : 1 167 1 16.7 1 16.7 - - 3 50
. study
Clarity Post-
- - 3 50 2 334 1 16.7 - - - -
study
Pre- - - - - 3 50 1 167 - - 2 334
study
Accuracy Post
- - 1 16.7 5 83.3 - - - - - -
study
Pre- - - 2 334 3 50 1 167 - - - -
.. study
Precision Post
- - 2 33.4 4 66.6 = - - - - -
study
Pre- - - 1 167 2 334 1 167 2 334 - -
study
Relevance Post-
- - 3 50 2 33.4 1 16.7 - - - -
study
Pre- 1 167 - - 2 334 1 167 1 167 1 167
study
Dl Post-
- - 2 33.4 4 66.6 = - - - - -
study
STLZ' - - 2 334 2 334 1 167 - - 1 167
Breadth Post\-/
- - 1 16.7 3 50 2 334 - - - -
study
Pre- - - 1 167 1 167 2 334 1 167 1 167
. study
e Post-
1 16.7 3 50 - - 1 16.7 - - 1 16.7
study
Pre- - - 2 334 2 334 1 167 1 167 - -
. study
Significance Dost-
- - 2 33.4 4 66.7 - - - - - -
study
Pre- - - 2 334 2 334 - - - - 2 334
Fairness el
Post-
1 16.7 3 50 2 33.4 - - - - - -
study
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The results in Table 4 suggest that the CG reported
more positive self-perception for certain items including
clarity, precision, depth, breadth, significance, and
fairness. For these elements, most of the CG participants’
answers were grouped under very good and good.
Regarding depth, all the CG answers were again on the
positive scale. On the other hand, the EG participants’
answers displayed a much more scattered view for each
element of intellectual standards when compared with
those of the CG.

The third part of the questionnaire asked the
participants to score their English writing proficiency on a
5-point Likert scale. Table 5 shows the EG participants’

perceptions of their English writing proficiency before and
after the study.

The results in Table 5 suggest that their perceptions
did not change at all. Most of the EG participants kept the
belief that their English writing proficiency was average
before and after the study.

The results in Table 6 show that the CG participants
had a much more positive perception of their English
writing proficiency in comparison to the EG students. Four
of six CG participants indicated their English writing
proficiency to be good while none of the EG participants
described their proficiency as good.

Table 4. Comparison of EG and CG participants on their ability to integrate CT intellectual standards into actual L2 writing

performance
Do not
Very good Good Average Poor Very poor understand
n % n % n % n % n % n %
. CG 1 16.7 3 50 1 16.7 - - - - 1 16.7
Clarity
EG - - 3 50 2 33.4 1 16.7 - - - -
Accuracy CG - - 3 50 3 50 - - - - - -
EG - - 1 16.7 5 83.3 - - - - - -
Precision CG - - 5 83.3 1 16.7 - - - - - -
EG - - 2 33.4 4 66.6 - - - - - -
Relevance CG 3 50 1 16.7 1 16.7 1 16.7 - - - -
EG - - 3 50 2 33.4 1 16.7 - - - -
Depth CG 1 16.7 5 83.3 - - - - - - - -
EG - - 2 33.4 4 66.6 - - - - - -
CG 3 50 2 33.4 - - - - - - 1 16.7
Breadth EG - - 1 167 3 50 2 334 - - - _
Lo CG - - 3 50 1 16.7 - - - - 2 334
EG 1 16.7 3 50 - - 1 16.7 - - 1 16.7
ST CG 1 16.7 4 66.6 - - - - - - 1 16.7
EG - - 2 33.4 4 66.7 - - - - - -
Fairness CG 1 16.7 4 66.6 1 16.7 - - - - - -
EG 1 16.7 3 50 2 334 - - - - - -

* Poststudy results of the EC were included in this analysis as the CG took this questionnaire only once at the end of the study.

Table 5. The EG participants’ perceptions of their English writing proficiency

Prestudy Poststudy
f f
Very good - -
Good - -
Average 4 5
Poor 2 1
Very Poor -
Total 6
Table 6. EG and CG students’ perceptions of their English writing proficiency
EG CG
f f
Very good - -
Good - 4
Average 5 1
Poor 1 1
Very Poor - -
Total 6 6
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Results of the essays

The essays written by the EG and CG participants were
scored by following CT intellectual standards as the rubric
for achieving a comparison of both groups’ writing
performances. The results are shown in Table 7.

As can be seen in Table 7, no statistical difference was
found between the two groups’ means for any sub-
components as a result of Manny-Whitney U test (U=14,
p= .50 for clarity; U=15, p= .68 for accuracy; U=17, p= .87
for precision; U= 14, p=.52 for relevance; U= 15, p=.63 for
depth; U= 22, p= .47 for breadth; U=10, p= .22 for logic;
U=15, p= .68 for significance; U= 13, p= .46 for fairness).
Yet, for two sub-components, there was a stable increase
in the mean scores of the EG. Accordingly, for relevance

and Jlogic, the group-based mean score of the EG
increased steadily while there were fluctuations in the
means for other items for both groups.

Analysis of the qualitative data

During the interviews, the EG were asked a set of
questions for understanding what perceptions they held
about integrating CT into L2 writing in line with their
experiences in the study. Three of these questions, which
were about questioning the participants’ general
knowledge of CT, were also given to the CG participants in
the written form as open-ended questions. The first
question directed to both groups was on the definition of
CT in L2 writing. Table 8 presents the grouping of themes
elicited from these definitions.

Table 7. Comparison of the EG and CG participants’ writing scores around CT intellectual standards

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Task 6
M M M M M M Sig
EG 2.79 3.25 3.67 3.25 375 3.83 519
Clarity

G 2.66 2.50 3.42 3.25 3.92 333

R EG 278 3.25 3.08 3.66 3.83 3.50 688
ceuracy G 266 3.08 358 317 3.75 333

brecisi EG 250 3.25 3.75 2.83 333 3.67 873
recision G 2.55 3.16 2.92 3.08 3.83 3.58

elevance EG 2.50 3.08 3.67 367 3.75 4.08 521
G 2.75 3.41 3.58 3.42 3.83 3.50

- EG 2.50 2.42 333 333 3.83 3.42 630
G 262 3.25 2.92 2.83 358 3.25

Srendth EG 258 2.92 258 233 3.75 3.42 470
G 2.80 3.08 2.83 2.92 367 3.25

Logic EG 2.69 3.15 333 3.50 3.67 4.00 228
G 2.91 275 3.08 3.08 367 3.17

S EG 2.50 3.08 2.83 333 3.08 2.83 687
G 2.25 275 2.92 267 317 333

s EG 258 3.42 2.83 2.83 375 3.25 469
G 233 291 3.00 250 3.42 3.00

Table 8. Themes from the participants’ definitions of CT in English writing

Themes from the CG

Themes from the EG

Pre-writing element:
- Identifying the purpose of a writing
task (2)
- Considering multiple viewpoints (1)
- Identifying major questions to be asked
(1)

* Finding some evidence for ideas (1)

Pre-writing element:

- Identifying the purpose of a writing
task (2)

- Considering multiple viewpoints (1)

- Identifying major questions to be asked
(1)

- Clarifying key concepts (2)

- Gathering information (details and
examples to be given) (2)

While-writing element:
*Expressing our thoughts in accurate sentences
(1)

*Solving problems (2)

While-writing element:
- Making inferences of possible solutions

()

Post-writing element:
*Evaluating our ideas (1)

Post-writing element:
- Monitoring for any argument that is ‘taken for
granted’ (2)

*Keeping impartial to all sides of a discussion (1)
*Being realistic (1)

*Taking writing tasks seriously (1)

*Making criticism of self and others (1)
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As can be seen in Table 8, some of the themes were
related to the phases of writing an essay, except the ones
marked with a star. Several CT elements were found in the
responses of the participants from both groups, though
the frequency of these references was greater in the
answers of the EG. For the EG, all answers were related to
CT themes. In the CG participants’ answers, most themes
were related to CT for pre-writing phase; however, no
indication of CT was identified for while- and post-writing
phases. Additionally, there were several different
responses from the CG participants that could be related
to their general attitude to writing tasks, rather than
phases of writing.

For the second question, the participants indicated if
they found CT as applicable to L2 writing or not. The
participants from both groups expressed that they took CT
as applicable to L2 writing. Yet, they mentioned some
points that made the integration of CT a difficult task for
them in English writing. These were limited L2 proficiency,
topic familiarity, exam anxiety, and time limitation of in-
class assignments and sit-down exams.

During the interviews with the EG, the researchers
asked them the extent of usefulness of CT guidance they
took in the study. All of the participants stated that they
reached a higher awareness of the topic; yet, they needed
further guidance on CT to internalize it. Some participants
mentioned that they would like to take regular CT
feedback on essay tasks given to them in the preparatory
program. Furthermore, five of the EG participants
indicated that CT feedback could be used in the peer-
feedback process.

Discussion, Conclusion and Implications

The present study examined the influence of a six-
week CT-oriented feedback process on Bl+ level EFL
learners’ argumentative essays. The study also addressed
the participants’ view of CT instruction. The first research
question was set to find out if CT oriented feedback
improved EFL learners’ CT scores in argumentative essays.
Writing scores given to the participants throughout the
six-week period did not indicate any significant
improvement for the EG participants. Also, there was no
significant difference between the CT performance of the
EG and CG participants. This finding is partially in line with
the study of Dwyer et al. (2015) who tracked the
improvement of the reflective judgement of university
students under the conditions of mapping-infused CT
training and CT training using hierarchical outlines. The
researchers found no significant contribution of CT-
oriented treatments as all groups scored similarly on the
post-test results in their reflective judgement. The
findings of this study and those of Dwyer et al.’s (2015)
study are supportive of each other in displaying that CT
instruction is not always conducive to observable CT
performance.

However, the fact that our study did not find a
noteworthy improvement in the CT performance of EFL
learners is contradictory to what is mostly reported in the
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literature. Srinawati and Alwi (2020) reported a moderate
level improvement in their EFL students’ CT skills in
argumentative writing after the researchers used an
infusion approach for explicit CT training embedded in
regular course content. A statistically significant level of
improvement was claimed by Kolour and Yaghoubi (2016),
who compared the impact of identity-cause-effect task
and divergent thinking task on intermediate-level EFL
learners. The researchers found that both tasks where CT
was taught explicitly improved the participants’ CT
performance in the post-test.

Yet, this study also indicated some improvement in the
EG participants’ CT performance. They steadily but slightly
improved their mean scores in two CT components, which
were relevance and logic. Being relevant to the topic is
considered a key factor in displaying CT and it refers to the
inclusion of topic-relevant information in the discussion at
hand (Paul & Elder, 2006). Similarly, logic refers to the
production of justifiable inferences in line with the
information presented in an essay by a writer and it is an
important indicator of CT (Paul & Elder, 2006). This kind of
partial improvement in students’ L2 writing performance
is also supported by the study of Chason et al. (2017) who
reported that CT-oriented instruction contributed to the
improvement of bridge sentences and inference
sentences in paragraphs written by EFL learners from
different L1 backgrounds.

The second research question was set to investigate if
CT-oriented feedback made a difference in the
participants’ perceptions of their own CT competence in
L2 writing. There were two sub-scales in the
questionnaire. The first sub-scale was about the
participants’ perceptions of the difficulty of benefiting
from CT in the planning phase. The EG participants’ post-
study answers indicated an upgrade in their performance
for the elements of identifying purpose and identifying
major questions. To see if this kind of difference resulted
from the CT instruction given to the EG, the CG
participants’ perceptions of their performance were
checked and the results of both groups were seen to be
quite similar across the items. It suggested that the EG
participants’ improved perceptions were not attributable
to the effect of the CT instruction given in this study. The
similarity between the two groups can be ascribed to the
content of L2 writing instruction given in the preparatory
program the students were enrolled in.

The second part of the questionnaire was for finding
out if the EG participants’ perceptions of their CT
performance in L2 writing changed after the study. The EG
participants’ perceptions of clarity, accuracy, depth, and
fairness moved from the negative end of the scale
towards the positive end of the scale. This indicates that
they viewed themselves as more skilled in those aspects.
The fact that the EG participants held more positive
perceptions of CT traits in their essays at the end of the
study may be due to one-to-one teacher-feedback
sessions, which was found to be an important factor in
increasing the students’ L2 writing self-efficacy in the
study of Ruegg (2018). Yet, when the EG participants’
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post-study perceptions of CT performance were
compared with that of the CG, the CG participants
displayed more positive perceptions of clarity, precision,
depth, breadth, significance, and fairness. This may be
explained by hypothesizing that the EG students were
cautious about claiming a good performance for these
skills. It is most probable that they reached this awareness
during the one-to-one feedback sessions where the
researchers used CT prompts as the reference point for
the feedback. This assumption is also supported by the EG
participants’ views of CT integration in L2 writing. All the
answers given by the EG participants were directly related
to CT and they were using a metalanguage for discussing
CT, which the CG lacked. The process of engaging in
explicit talk about language learning is cited to be an
important factor contributing to the language learning
process (Schleppegrell, 2013).

In the light of findings, there are two main conclusions
to be drawn from this study. First, this study showed that
one-to-one feedback sessions with implicit approach were
not enough in yielding increased CT competencies in EFL
students’ argumentative essays. Future studies may be
conducted with explicit CT training and feedback
procedures. This was designed as a single-draft study
considering the context. New studies may be carried in
multi-drafting phases, which may allow for more
internalisation of CT in an L2.

Despite the lack of improvement in applying CT in their
argumentative essays, the EG participants displayed a
better understanding of CT features in L2 writing as
evident from their interview responses. This implies that
one-to-one feedback sessions in this study contributed to
their awareness of CT traits in L2 writing even though they
clearly needed more guided support to internalize and
display these features in their L2 essays. Further research
may also address the factors such as writing anxiety,
writing self-efficacy or writing strategy use and their
relationship with CT to shed light on the complex nature
of CT in L2 writing with more participants in the
experimental groups, which had a quite limited size in this
study. The final conclusion to make is that a prerequisite
for CT is a positive attitude towards it (Mason, 2007) and
all participants in this study expressed their positive
attitudes towards CT.

The findings of this study is subject to a limitation
mainly due to small number of participants. Because the
researchers were full time instructors in the program
where the data was collected, they had to plan a study in
line with their teaching load. The researchers had to limit
the number of the participants so that they could manage
face-to-face feedback sessions, each of which took 20
minutes and made up to 120 minutes of extra load on
their program. Furthermore, only a small number of the
participants agreed to participate when they were
informed that they had to complete extra tasks and be
present for face-to-face feedback sessions throughout a
six-week period on a regular basis. Future studies may
experiment with more participants if they can integrate CT
into the syllabus of a learner group enrolled in the same

class.
Genisletilmis Ozet

Giris

Egitime elestirel dislinmenin (ED) entegre edilmesi
genel olarak Ogrenicilerin ‘iyi disinme’ becerisi ile
donatilma ¢abasi olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Pithers &
Soden, 2000) clinkii ED, o6grenicilerin nasil daha iyi
disinebileceklerine dair bir Ustbilise erismeleri yoniinde
bilissel degisiklik gerektiren bir olgudur (Bonnett, 1995).
ED 6grenicilere arglimanlarini savunmak igin 6z-sese sahip
olma becerisini kazandirmakla ilgili oldugundan ikinci
dilde yazma becerisinde oldukga 6nemlidir (Barnawi,
2011). ED ve ikinci dilde yazma ayri kavramlar olarak
gorinse de gercgekten birbirine bagimh ve bir kisinin
akademik kapasitesini gostermek icin oldukca degerli
araglar olarak gorilmektedir (Condon & Kelly-Riley, 2004;
Paul, 2005). Condon ve Kelly-Riley (2004) ‘yazmanin ED
icin bir arag olarak hareket ettigini’ (s. 66) belirtmis ve
ED’nin, dil 6grenicilerinin kompozisyonlarini diizenleme
becerisini artirdigindan (Moghaddam & Malekzadeh,
2011), hedef bir yazma etkinliginde alternatif argimanlari
daha iyi fark etmelerini sagladigindan (Sham, 2016), ana
argimanlarini  somut Orneklere dayandirmaya sevk
ettiginden (Paul, 2005) ve sunduklari argiimanlarda
tutarlilik aramayi 6grettiginden (Turuk Kuek, 2010) ED’nin
ikinci dilde yazma becerisinin gelismesinde onemli bir
destekleyici olarak gérildigiinii savunmustur.

Dogu kiltirlerinin ED yeteneginin daha az oldugu
iddiasi  (Atkinson, 1997) ve Dogu kiltiurlerinden
Ogrenicilerin Bati kiltiirlerinde yetisen 6grenicilere gore
ED becerilerinde fikren daha disiik olduklari (Moosavi,
2020) gibi  basmakalip iddialar g6z  oOniinde
bulunduruldugunda Tirkiye gibi Dogu kiltirlerinde
ED’nin arastiriimasi daha da ilgi cekmektedir. YDI'de
yazma becerisinin ED becerileri ile birlikte gelistirilmesi az
arastirilmis bir alan olarak kabul edilebilir (Afshar v.d.,
2017). Bu c¢ahsma bu eksiklikten esinlenerek, ED’nin
yazmada geribildirim verme sirecine dahil edilerek
gelistirilip gelistirilemeyecegini arastirmayi
amagclamaktadir.

ic ice gecmis olan ikinci dilde yazma ve ED Tiirkiye’'de
farkh bakis acilari ile arastirilmistir. Clachar (2000) bir grup
YDi 6greten oOgretim goérevlilerinin ikinci dilde yazma
Ogretimine ED’yi dahil etme hakkindaki inanislarini
incelemistir. Arastirmaci bazi 6gretim gorevlilerinin
Ogrenicilerinin  yazmalarinda  elestirel  bir  tutum
gostermeleri dislincesini pek onaylamadiklari ve bunu
Tirkce soyleme uygun bulmadiklari  sonuglarina
ulasmistir.

Bayram (2015) web macerasi-destekli (webquest) ED
dgretiminin Tirk YDi 6gretmen adaylarinin ED’ye olan
tutumlarini ve ED’nin yazma {riinlerinde kullanimina
etkisini arastirmak icin 6 haftalik bir arastirma
yurdtmustar. Sonuglar deney grubunun ED
farkindaliklarinda, ED’ye olumlu tutum dizeylerinde ve
tartisma tipi kompozisyonlarinda ED’nin uygulanmasinda
gelisim oldugunu goéstermistir. Aygin ve Yavuz (2020)
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tarafindan ylritilmis baska bir calisma art zamanl
cevrim ici ED &gretiminin B2 diizeyinde YDi &grenenlere
etkisini aragtirmistir. Arastirmacilar deney grubunun
sebep-sonug kompozisyonlarinda daha iyi ED performansi
gosterirken tartisma ve karsilastirma tipi
kompozisyonlarinda farklilik olmadigini rapor etmislerdir.

ED'yi  gelistirmek igin gesitli  yontemler
kullanilabilir.  Bunlardan bazilari  Sokratik diyalog,
Ogrenicilere  rol-model olma, verilen bir konuya
Ogrenicilerin  yaklagimindaki  zithklari  gdstermedir

(Bonnett, 1995). Yanning’e (2015) gore ED’yi 6gretmenin
standart bir yontemi yoktur. Bu calismanin amaci alan
yazina bilissel ¢iraklik, inflizyon yaklasimi ve yogun maruz
birakma gibi belli bash yontemlerin birkaginin birlikte
kullanimini deneysel olarak arastirarak  katkida
bulunmaktir. Bu galismada asagidaki arastirma sorularina
yanit bulmak amaglanmigtir:
1) ED-odakli geri déniit YDI 6grenicilerinin ikinci dil
yazmada ED puanlarini artiriyor mu?
2) ED-odakli geri déniit YDI dgrenicilerinin ikinci dil
yazilarindaki bireysel ED performanslarina dair
algilarini artiriyor mu?

Yontem

Guvenilir sonuglara ulasabilmek i¢in Yanning’in (2015)
metodolojisinden esinlenerek veri toplama araglarinin
Ugcgenlemesi yapilmistir. Bu calismanin veri toplama
sirecinde 4 arag¢ kullanilmistir: (1) bir anket; (2) yazma
etkinlikleri; (3) ED ile ilgili geribildirim vermek icin 9
maddeli bir liste; (4) deney grubu ile yari yapilandiriimis
gorismeler.

Sonug

Arastirmanin bulgulari deney grubunun
kompozisyonlarinda ED’nin entegrasyonu ile ilgili 6nemli
bir degisiklige isaret etmemistir. Fakat, arastirma, deney
grubunun ED performanslarinda bazi  gelismeler
gostermistir. Deney grubu katilimcilari, ED’nin 6nemli
bilesenlerinden olan ilgililik ve mantik icin olgllen
ortalama puanlarini diizenli olarak artirmiglardir. Ayrica,
tartisma kompozisyonlarinda ED’nin uygulanmasina dair
bir gelisme olmamasina ragmen, deney grubu katilimcilari
goriismelerde verdikleri yanitlarla ED 6zelliklerini daha iyi
anladiklarini géstermislerdir.

Oneri

Sonraki arastirmalarda yazmada ED’nin karmasik
yapisini daha iyi anlayabilmek icin agik ED Ogretimi
sireglerine bireysel geribildirim verme seanslari dahil
edilebilir ve yazma kaygisi, yazma 6z-yeterliligi ve yazma
stratejileri kullaniminin ED ile olan iliskileri arastirilabilir.

Arastirmanin Etik Taahhiit Metni

Yapilan bu ¢alismada bilimsel, etik ve alinti kurallarina
uyuldugu; toplanan veriler Gzerinde herhangi bir tahrifatin
yapilmadigi, karsilasilacak tim etik ihlallerde “Cumhuriyet
Uluslararasi Egitim Dergisi ve Editérinin” hicbir
sorumlulugunun olmadigl, tim sorumlulugun Sorumlu
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Yazara ait oldugu ve bu calismanin herhangi baska bir
akademik  yayin  ortamina  degerlendirme igin
gonderilmemis oldugu sorumlu yazar tarafindan taahhit
edilmistir.
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1- How often do you hear about the term CT in writing?
2- After having studied with the researcher on these writing tasks, how can you describe ‘critical thinking in

writing’?

3- Isit possible to think critically while writing essays?

4- Do you feel competent in critical thinking while writing?

5- Please explain if there is any difference in how you write an essay before this study and now after this study?

6- Do you need further guidance in critical thinking in writing?

7- Do you think critical thinking is applicable to any other language skill?

8- Will you keep improving your critical thinking? How?
Turkish version of Semi-structured Interview Questions

1- Yaziyazarken ED kullanimi hakkinda ne siklikta bir seyler duydunuz?

2- Bu calismada yer alip yazma 6devlerini tamamlamis olarak, yazmada ED’yi nasil tanimlarsiniz?

3- Yazi yazarken elestirel distinebilmek mimkin mudur?

4- Yazi yazarken ED’yi uygulamakta kendinizi yetkin hissediyor musunuz?

5- Latfen bu galismaya katilmadan 6nceki yazi yazma seklinizle bu ¢alismayi tamamladiktan sonraki yazi
yazma tarzinizda bir degisiklik oldu ise belirtiniz.

6- Yaziyazarken ED’yi uygulamaya yonelik daha fazla yonlendirmeye ihtiyaciniz var mi?

7- Sizce ED diger dil becerilerinde de uygulanabilir mi?

8- Elestirel diislinme becerinizi gelistirmeye devam edecek misiniz? Evet ise, nasil?
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