Revision	
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Introduction
· In order to focus the bulk of introduction on the goal of study, and make the paper shorter, the majority of cited statements are deleted.

	Literature Review
· Superfluous information is deleted. 
· New information relevant to the goal of study is added. For example, Studies on CT and gender. Also, newly-added empirical studies conducted on reading comprehension, CT, and debate show that how these variables are related to each other and inform the current study.
· EFL is defined at page2.
· Detail about the content of CCTST is deleted. This detail is stated in the Instrument section.
· An attempt has been made to cite the “available” empirical studies that test the relationship among reading comprehension, CT, and debate.  

	Methods
· “Groups of Participants” is clarified as control and experimental groups (see Design section).
· In order to make clearer what RTCRCT is, more information is included (see Instruments section).
· It is mentioned that the debate class and control group were conducted in English (see Procedure section).
· The researcher had direct contact with the “control and experimental” groups (see Procedure section).
· It is explained that the questions asked in the control group and what was discussed in the debate class were not designed to prompt those questions that were included in the post-tests (see Procedure section). 
· More information about the convenience sampling method is stated at Participants section.
· More information about the “control group” is included at Procedure section.
· The topics were chosen by the “control and experimental” groups, and the subject matters between the two groups were consistent (see Procedure section).
· Subjects in the experimental group always had the same role during the debate (see Procedure section).
· The role of “debriefers” was explained in detail (see Procedure section).
· “Materials”: At first, Brain Storm strategy was conducted. As a result, three topics focused on love, lie, and technology were selected. Thus, the reading texts mentioned at the “Materials” section were selected in terms of these topics. Further, due to the students’ experience of private English classes, the reading texts were selected from a familiar textbook (i.e., (Richards, 2007)). Also, three reading texts covered love, lie, and technology were taken from Wikipedia. These texts were distributed to the students participated in the control and experimental groups. Students who represented the experimental group were expected to discuss these topics, and the students who represented the control group were required to give a lecture in terms of the mentioned topics at the “Materials” section. It is worth noting that how materials are named does NOT change through the manuscript. 
· The difference between CCTST and questionnaire was clearly discussed (see Instrument section). To avoid confusion, the questionnaire is named as Questionnaire A through the manuscript.
· Thus, CCTST is NOT the same thing as the other questionnaire (Questionnaire A). 
· Regarding the type of revisions made on the items of Questionnaire A, please see the Instruments section.
· Power analysis is reported (see Participants section).

	Results
· To make clearer the rationale for the number of subjects, the process of selection is explained step by step. Also, table2 shows that the groups were the same at the beginning of study.
· Due to keep the manuscript shorter, most of the tables are combined together. In addition, redundant tables are deleted.
· The difference score between pre- and post-test data is entered into the ANOVA.
· Tables are NOT pasted from SPSS output.
· There is a correlation with responses on the close-ended Questionnaire A items (NOT CCTST) and the responses on the open-ended questions (see Discussion section).
· The CCTST result for pre-and post-tests is reported (see table5 & 6).
· Factor analysis is reported on the Questionnaire A (NOT CCTST) items. This factor analysis is deleted from the main body of manuscript and relegated to the Supplemental Materials. 
· The normality of distribution in RTCRCT and CCTST post-test scores is checked by means of one-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. The distribution of post-reading scores and post-CCTST scores were Normal. In addition, the homogeneity of variance was checked by means of Levene’s test. In order to avoid confusion and make the paper shorter, this result is not reported.
· Through inferential statistics, it is shown that the control and experimental groups were almost the same at the beginning and different at the end (see Results section). 
· In order to make the paper shorter and avoid confusion, an attempt has been made to delete some tables and show the result in “in line text”. 

	Conclusion and Presentation
· An increase in CT was directly compared between the control and experimental groups. Also, it is clear what the gains were from pre to post test (see table5).
· Assessing the writing ability is beyond the scope of this paper. Thus, it is not reported.
· An informal tone throughout the paper is deleted (e.g. as a matter of fact). 

	Substance and Summary
· The related information about CT in the control condition is explained in Procedure section. 
· More theoretical strength connecting the improvements made in reading comprehension to similar empirical studies in the literature is included (see Result section).


***Due to the broad scope of the present study, the table of CCTST and the information about Reading Comprehension Placement Test (RCPT) were not included “mistakenly”. After revision, the table of CCTST was included at the Result section, and the information about RCPT was included at the Instrument section.
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