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Critical thinking is one of the non-subject related learning goals which students are expected
to develop in British education. Undergraduate students are offered to study language through
the Institution-Wide Language Programme (IWLP) in the UK and most language teachers use
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT). Paying attention to these two facts, this study
investigates if CLT helps develop students’ critical thinking. Using Hofstede et al.’s educational
culture as a framework, the underlying pedagogies for both CLT and critical thinking were
identified and the similarities and differences are compared. It was concluded that CLT helps to
develop students’ critical thinking as it shares with critical thinking pedagogies and elements of
an educational culture. However, the pedagogy of independence was not shared. It is suggested
that language teachers should give students the opportunity to think for themselves during
class in order to encourage students’ independence using CLT.
Keywords: Communicative Language Teaching, critical thinking, educational culture, higher
education, Hofstede’s cultural taxonomy

Introduction
Critical thinking is considered essential at the doctoral level in British universities. However, critical thinking
for undergraduate students may be considered as “desirable but not essential” among modern language
teaching staff (Marin & Pava, 2017) and it is not usually included in language assessment criteria. However,
there are language teachers who advocate developing students’ critical thinking in language teaching. Some
students are equipped with critical thinking and trained to think critically in their previous education, while
others are not. The gap in the capacity for critical thinking between the two may be great. On the other hand,
in language education, the majority of language teachers have been teaching language using Communicative
Language Teaching (CLT). Combining critical thinking and CLT, the research question of this paper was formed
whether CLT may be able to contribute to the development of students’ critical thinking in any way. The purpose
of this study is to investigate any similarities or differences between critical thinking and CLT from cultural
perspectives.
The definition of critical thinking and CLT will be discussed in the next section, followed by the theoretical
framework, before comparing the similarities and differences of the underlying pedagogies of critical thinking
and CLT.
Critical thinking
Critical thinking is primarily derived from Anglo-European paradigms (Tan, 2017) and has become a practice
developed and promoted by Western English-speaking countries from the 1970s (Vandermensbrugghe, 2004).
Its definition has been changing over time. A generation ago, teachers expressed the belief that the development
of thinking capability was a by-product of subject-matter teaching and that all we had to do was follow the
prescribed curriculum and thinking would flourish spontaneously (Raths et al., 1966). Even at the present time,
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its definition has broad parameters and lacks consensus over its meaning. Marin & Pava (2017) investigated
university English language teachers’ view on critical thinking in the Colombian context. The findings showed
that critical thinking is mainly considered as problem solving, which comprises higher order thinking skills.
Moore (2013) also conducted interviews with university humanities academics on critical thinking in an
Australian context. The findings showed that critical thinking is: 1) judgement; 2) a skeptical and provisional
view of knowledge; 3) originality; 4) a careful and sensitive reading of text; 5) rationality; and 6) an ethical and
activist stance. In this paper, critical thinking in higher education is operationally defined as: 1) originality/
creativity (Moore, 2013; Bailin et al., 1999); 2) careful and sensitive reading of text and think of beyond the text
(Moore, 2013); 3) problem solving (Marin & Pava, 2017); and 4) skills which you can train to obtain (Wasserman,
1987).
CLT
CLT also originates in Anglo Saxon countries (Song, 2019) and is the most recent and frequently employed
language teaching approach. The definition of CLT also lacks consensus in its meaning. This is because CLT
has been practised for over four decades, during which various developments have taken place. The history of
CLT consists of classic and current versions (Richards, 2006, p. 6). The classic, “CLT started in the late 1970s in
Europe and gained momentum in the early 1980s. Since then it has taken hold and acquired the status of a new
dogma” (Hu, 2002, p. 94). CLT has “the CLT attitude” (Bax, 2003, p. 280), giving the implicit message to language
teachers that “a country without CLT is somehow backward… CLT is not only “modern” but in fact the only way
to learn a language properly” (Bax, 2003, p. 279): “The Communicative Approach is the way to do it, no matter
where you are… CLT will work anywhere – the methodology is king” (Bax, 2003, p. 281). Bax criticises that CLT
“assumes and insist that CLT is the whole and complete solution to language learning” and “assumes that no
other method could be any good” (Bax, 2003, p. 280).
From its inception, the focus of CLT has been on communicative competence to “produce or understand
utterances which are not so grammatical” (Campbell and Wales, 1970, p. 247). A question of whether
communicative approach refers exclusively to communicative knowledge or includes grammatical competence
was raised. This led CLT to evolve into three perspectives or theories: theory of basic communication skills;
sociolinguistic perspective; and integrative theory. The theories of basic communication skills mainly focus
on “oral communication to get along in or cope with” (Canale and Swain, 1980, p. 9) and “do not emphasise
grammatical accuracy” (Canale and Swain, 1980, p. 9).
Current CLT is the latest development of classic CLT in communicative, grammatical and sociolinguistics
competences. Howatt’s (1984) “strong” and “weak” forms of CLT are a further development of communicative
competence, which distinguishes the aim of CLT is “learning to use English” or “using English to learn it” (Ellis,
2012, p. 196). Byram’s (1997) model of Intercultural Communicative Competence (ICC) is a further elaboration
of sociolinguistic competence in CLT into the five “savoirs” associated with ICC. There is also a development in
grammatical competence related to accuracy and error correction, with “the ultimate goal of learning is to be
able to use the new language both accurately and fluently” (Richards, 2006, pp. 22–23).
In this paper, CLT is operationally defined as: 1) a student-centred class (Hu, 2002; Dörnyei, 2009); 2) use of
communicative activities such as problem solving, role play, information gap and games (Hu, 2002); and 3)
“avoid(s) linguistic correction entirely” (Brumfit & Johnson, 1979, p. 173).
It may sound challenging to compare CLT and critical thinking as one relates to language teaching approach
and another relates to thinking and reasoning. However, a comparison of the origin of critical thinking and CLT
shows that they both originate from Western, Anglophone concepts. This point is significant as it may imply
the reason for similarities. In addition, they seem to relate to culture. Bailin et al. (1999) claim that “critical
thinking is cultural artefact” (Bailin et al., 1999, p. 292) and Peter (2008) also argues that thinking and reasoning
are not homogenous phenomena and different cultural forms of reasoning and argumentation exist. In previous
studies, Winch (2013) investigated CLT using the underlying culture. Therefore, investigating the underlying
pedagogies of critical thinking is also anticipated to go through a similar procedure. Thus, it is possible to find
a link between CLT and critical thinking using underlying pedagogies.
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Theoretical Framework
Geert Hofstede is one of the leading academics on culture (Kirkman et al., 2006; Merkin et al., 2014). Despite
some criticism (e.g., Baskerville, 2003; McSweeney, 2002; Spector, Cooper, & Sparks, 2001; Taras & Steel, 2009),
“Hofstede’s model has been used most often” (Merkin et al., 2014, p. 3). This study utilises Hofstede’s framework
as a basis of data collection and analysis. Hofstede et al.’s (2010) cultural taxonomy, which consists of five
dimensions across two opposing poles, was chosen as the framework for this article. Their categorisation of a
particular nationality may be too stereotypical and simplified as the reality is much more complex. Given that
today’s society consists of people with different heritages and preferences due to globalisation, it is difficult to
generalise the cultural preferences of a particular nationality or heritage. However, we cannot dismiss that there
is also some truth about Hofstede et al.’s labelling nationalities by culture. Furthermore, having two opposite
poles of the spectrum is considered easier to compare and understand educational culture and underlying
pedagogies of CLT and critical thinking.
Before introducing the dimensions of culture used in this study, the specific understanding of culture used in
this study should be explained. Culture is based on layers such as family, school and corporation. Educational
culture, which is the focus of this study, refers to a culture of school or teaching and learning. Educational
culture is predominantly created by teachers and students within the classroom. It includes values, beliefs,
appropriate behaviour, underlying pedagogies and assumptions on the relationship between the teacher and
students and how this guides students to specific behaviour within the classroom.
Hofstede et al. (2010) divide cultures in five dimensions: large vs. small power distance; individualism vs.
collectivism; masculinity vs. femininity; strong vs. weak uncertainty avoidance; and long-term vs. short-term.
Among these, three dimensions, that is, individualism–collectivism, power distance and uncertainty avoidance
are relevant for the focus in this study.
Individualist vs. Collectivist and its Underlying Pedagogy
Individualist and collectivist are defined as “the interests of the individual prevail over the interests of the group”
(Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 91) and “the interest of the group prevails over the interest of individual” (Hofstede et
al., 2010, p. 90), respectively. Generally speaking, Anglophone countries have an individualist society whereas
Asian countries have a collectivist society (Dimmock, 2000).
Independence vs. dependence/interdependence. There are two influential key words and philosophers
which influence teaching and learning between the West and Confucian countries. In the West, “independence”
represents the philosophy of Socrates in the fifth century BC. The goal of the Socratic education is “to lead
him (youth) to the truth by means of questioning” (Hinkel, 1999, p. 19). Questioning involves a one-to-one
interaction and instruction. Socrates plays a role as “a midwife who helps to give birth to a truth” (Hinkel, 1999,
p. 19). In the West where the Socratic pedagogical tradition is preferred, independence is considered important.
Thus, overdependence, i.e. utterly dependent they cannot complete a task without help at virtually every step, is
considered as inappropriate behaviour in an Anglophone educational culture, but dependence/interdependence
may be appropriate in the Confuciun culture where values originated with Confucius in the sixth century BC.
Unlike Socrates, “Confucius is asked questions by his students and responds with wisdom” (Hinkel, 1999, p. 19).
This fosters a dependent relationship between the teacher and students. Tan (2017) claims that collectivist
culture discourages independence and prefers dependence and interdependence. Dependence in teaching and
learning values passive students and students’ lack of criticality.
One-to-one interaction vs. one-to-whole group interaction. Examples of one-to-one interaction in teaching
and learning include pair work, dialogue and tutoring. Pair work and dialogue are interaction between students
whereas dialogue and tutoring are interaction between student and a teacher. The strength of interaction
between students is that each pair can do their activities at their own pace and level compared whole class
instruction. One-to-one interaction also stimulates students’ active cognition by keeping students engaged
through tailored learning.
Collectivist societies prefers to teach students in a whole class instruction or in groups. The teacher looks at a
class as one group and interacts in a collectivist culture. Students educated in this culture are not familiar and
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comfortable with student-to-student interaction in class. Often turn-taking is combined with the whole class
instruction as it gives equal opportunity to the students in the group.
PD and its underlying pedagogy
Power Distance (PD) is defined as “the extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and organisations
within a country expect and accept that power is distributed unequally” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 61). To make
this definition easier to understand and specific, the “powerful members” of institutions in a university language
instruction context would be language teachers and “less powerful members” would be students. In this context,
PD is defined as the extent to which students expect and accept that power is distributed unequally in favor of
teachers. It is claimed that “many Asian societies are high PD cultures, while many Western societies have low
PD values” (Dimmock, 2000, p. 47). Generally speaking, Western societies do not expect or accept that power is
distributed unequally as much as Asian societies do.
Teacher centred vs. student-centred class. A teacher-centred class is a pedagogy consistent with a large
power distance educational culture. Teacher centre class used in this study is defined as, “The teacher initiating
all communication. Students in a class speak up only when invited to” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 69). Teachercentred orientation includes conceptions that teaching is about imparting information and transmitting
knowledge (Pithers & Soden, 2000). The strength of a teacher-centred class may be that it provides all students
with the same educational opportunities for all. A potential weakness of a teacher-centred class is that learning
requirements from individual students may be difficult to meet. On the other hand, a student-centred class is
pedagogy of small power distance educational culture and usually refers a class where students are expected to
take the initiative. Student-centred orientation includes beliefs that teaching is about imparting understandings,
promoting conceptual change and intellectual development (Pithers & Soden, 2000). The strength of a studentcentred class is to make students more proactive in learning. A potential weakness of a student-centred class is
that they may not meet the needs of students who prefer passive learning approaches. Some might learn better
by teachers presenting all the necessary important learning points rather than active learning.
UA and its underlying pedagogy
Uncertainty avoidance is defined as, “the extent to which the members of a culture feel threatened by ambiguous
or unknown situations” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 191).
Creativity vs. control. Creativity and control seem to correlate with each other. As control is lessened in
teaching, learners” creativity increases. Preference for one correct answer, error elimination and routinisation
are pedagogical instruments for a strong uncertainty avoidance culture. The fields of study of mathematics and
sciences usually adopt the one correct answer system as a common practice world-wide. It might be possible to
say that students and teachers studying mathematics are likely to share a strong uncertainty avoidance culture
compared to students and teachers from other departments, such as music and art. On the other hand, creativity
and open-ended questions form a pedagogy for a weak uncertainty avoidance culture. An emphasis on creativity
in teaching and learning means freedom from control or routine.
In an educational context, if students do not feel comfortable about unknown situations, they prefer a strong
uncertainty culture. The Strong Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI) scores nations that try to avoid ambiguous
situations wherever possible, whereas weak UAI scoring nations are not concerned about any unknown
situations. According to Hofstede et al.’s UAI index by countries, Anglophone countries appear to be labelled
as weak uncertainty avoidance countries whereas Asian countries are labelled as strong uncertainty avoidance
countries. However, as Hofstede et al.’s model has been criticised as “essentialism” (Godwin-Jones, 2013), it
should be emphasised that there are various types of people with different perspectives and beliefs regardless
of wherever they live. For example, some people may have already succumbed to strong uncertainty avoidance
educational culture and others may have already learned to be dependent on the thinking of others and may
falter when asked to function on their own initiative.
These three dimensions and their underlying pedagogies became the framework of the comparison between
CLT and critical thinking. This study was stimulated to answer the research question, “Does CLT help develop
students’ critical thinking”.
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Materials and Methods
Materials
The data regarding the educational culture (specifically individualist-collectivist, power distance and uncertainty
avoidance) and underlying pedagogies of CLT and critical thinking (CT) were collected from a total of 50 journal
articles (JA) and books (B) from the field of Linguistics, English Language, Education, Psychology, Social Studies,
Business Studies and Management (See Appendix 1). The dates for these studies range between 1972 and 2019.
This study does not involve human participants.
Methods
Underlying pedagogies were chosen to be the mediums to identify educational culture of CLT and critical
thinking. Educational culture and underlying pedagogies, especially, in critical thinking and CLT, are currently
under-researched areas. Many studies related using Hofstede’s cultural taxonomy have been conducted in
International Business studies and Management (Kirkman et al, 2002). By cross-relating the literature data and
educational culture and its underlying pedagogies on three dimensions, it is possible to identify the underlying
pedagogies and educational culture of critical thinking and CLT, related to the research questions. The definition
of critical thinking and CLT discussed in the first part of this article is used throughout this article.
Procedure
The procedure involved a two-tier indirect investigation. The first stage used the journal articles and books
mentioned above, with the aim of identifying the characteristics or underlying pedagogies in CLT and critical
thinking. Identifying underlying pedagogies enable us to determine the educational culture of critical thinking
and CLT. It is an indirect method as identification of educational culture is via underlying pedagogies. Statements
which match with each underlying pedagogy (e.g. student-centred or teacher-centred, independence and oneto-one interaction, creativity or correct answers) related to critical thinking and CLT were scrutinised in 50
journals and books. These results will be summarised according to each dimension (individualist-collectivist,
power distance and uncertainty avoidance). In the second stage, the similarities and differences of the underlying
pedagogies and educational culture between CLT and critical thinking are compared and analysed, which will be
presented with a table in the Results and Discussion.

Results and Discussion
This section discusses the findings of underlying pedagogies of CLT and critical thinking, which also reveal their
educational culture.
CLT
Winch (2013) investigated the underlying pedagogies and educational CLT by comparing traditional teaching
and CLT. This section is based on Winch’s (2013) findings. CLT adopts the following dimensions of educational
culture: small power distance, weak uncertainty avoidance, and individualism. These are justified and supported
with evidence of CLT”s underlying pedagogies (e.g. student-centred or teacher-centred, independence and oneto-one interaction, creativity or correct answers).
Firstly, CLT resembles a small power distance culture claimed as “student-centred CLT (Dörnyei, 2009, p. 41)
“is firmly opposed to teacher dominance in the classroom” (Hu, 2002, p. 95). Thus, student-centred orientation
is an underlying pedagogy of a small power distance educational culture. In most language class, teacher tells
students to practise talking with their partner, which is demonstrated student-centred class. Secondly, CLT is
a characteristic of Hofstede’s weak uncertainty avoidance culture because it values creativity. Some of CLT”s
favourite tasks include problem solving and role playing (Hu, 2002), which give students opportunities to do
creative role play or creative ideas in dealing with a problem solving task.
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In addition, CLT’s characteristics include a tolerance for errors, which implies the weak uncertainty avoidance
culture: for example, “learners are not being constantly corrected. Errors are regarded with greater tolerance”
(Littlewood, 1981, p. 94). CLT “avoid(s) and linguistic correction entirely” (Brumfit & Johnson, 1979, p. 173). This
is consistent in speaking and grammar skills: in speaking, “errors are tolerated and seen as a natural outcome of
the development of communication skills” (Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 127), in grammar, it “does not emphasise
grammatical accuracy” (Canale and Swain, 1980, p. 9).
Thirdly, CLT focuses on an individual student, thereby making it a culture of individualism. In language classes,
students usually work on these activities in pairs in CLT. This gives students a one-to-one interaction. For
example, one of the CLT’s favorite activities, information gaps, is ideal to do in pairs.
Critical Thinking
Weak UA: fallacy of correct answer, tolerance for uncertainty and creativity. According to Hofstede et al.
(2010), the underlying pedagogy of a weak uncertainty avoidance culture in school is: “students are comfortable
with open-ended learning and concerned with good discussion”, “teachers may say “I don’t know”” (Hofstede et
al., 2010, p. 208). On the other hand, the underlying pedagogy of a strong uncertainty avoidance culture at school
includes: “students are comfortable in structured learning and concerned with right answers” and “teachers
are supposed to have all the answers” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 208). “Correct” and “open-ended” answers are
associated with “control” and “freedom”, respectively. Control is an educational cultural value of strong UA.
Examples of controlled pedagogies include one-correct answer type questions (multiple choice and True/False
questions), routinisation, rehearsed activities, rote learning, recitation, and strong discipline. Surprisingly,
“control” pedagogy existed in American schools before 1860 to develop intelligent mass citizenship (Oaks,
1985). On the other hand, underlying pedagogy of weak UA is “freedom”. “Freedom” pedagogy is demonstrated
by open-ended learning, open-ended questions and creativity. From the above discussion, a one correct answer
system represents an underlying pedagogy of strong uncertainty avoidance culture and creativity represents an
underlying pedagogy of weak uncertainty avoidance culture.
Three weak UA pedagogies are discussed related to critical thinking: 1) “fallacy of right answers”; 2) “tolerance of
ambiguity and uncertainty”; and 3) “creativity”. As for point 1, the “fallacy of right answer” (weak UA) is included
in one of eight fallacies in teaching critical thinking (Sternberg, 1987), which supports the link between fallacy
of right answer and critical thinking. Pithers & Soden (2000) assert that students are unable to enhance critical
thinking if they are unable to “tolerate ambiguity and uncertainty”. Thus, the link between “tolerate ambiguity
and uncertainty” (weak UA) and critical thinking is addressed in point 2. Similarly, the link between creativity
(Weak UA) and critical thinking is addressed in point 3 as follows: “critical thinking often requires imagining
possible consequences, generating original approaches and identifying alternative perspectives. Thus creativity
plays an important role in thinking critically” (Bailin et al., 1999, p. 288). From these three examples, critical
thinking is associated with a weak UA.
Small PD: student-centred orientation. The underlying pedagogy of power distances is either a teachercentred or a student-centred class (Winch, 2015). The underlying pedagogy of a large PD is a teacher-centred
class, which considers that “teachers are gurus who transfer personal wisdom”, “students treat teachers with
respect” and “teachers are expected to take all initiatives in class” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 72). On the other
hand, the underlying pedagogy of a small power PD is a student-centred class which considers that “teachers
are experts who transfer impersonal truth”, “students treat teachers as equals” and “teachers expect initiatives
from students in class” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 72).
The role of a teacher and students in a student-centred and a teacher-centred classroom is different. In a studentcentred class, “teaching is about facilitating understandings, promoting conceptual change and intellectual
development” (Pithers & Soden, 2000, p. 247). The role of the teacher in the Socrates education is described as
“midwife”. The teacher’s “midwife” role nowadays is referred to as the “facilitator”, as Sternberg (1987) states
that “we must let students teach themselves to a large extent. We need to serve not strictly as teachers, but as
facilitators” (p. 459).
On the other hand, the role of the teacher in the Confucian educational system is described as a “transmitter”.
Confucius education is summarised as follows:
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Confucius is asked questions by his students and responds with wisdom. Rather than a midwife
who helps give birth to a truth that lies within, he is a messenger who transmits the wisdom of
the ancient (Hinkel, 1999, p. 19).
In a teacher-centred class, teacher”s role in learning is considered important which emphasises the “transmission”
model, i.e. “teaching is about imparting information or transmitting structured knowledge” (Pithers & Soden,
2000, p. 247). It is unlikely to develop students’ critical thinking in the translation model as “more completely
they accept the passive role imposed on them, the more they tend simply to accept to the world as it is” (Freire,
1972, p. 47). “Students” automatic thinking closure is likely to occur when the teacher doesn’t give the student
a chance to think; when the teacher does the thinking by showing or telling the pupil what to do; when the
teacher cuts off the student’s response” (Wassermann, 1987, p. 464).
On the other hand, a student-centred class is the pedagogy of small PD and related to critical thinking. According
to Pithers & Soden (2000), “The student-centred orientation is more consistent with approaches for developing
student thinking” (Pithers & Soden, 2000, p. 247). This supports the link between student-centred orientation
and critical thinking. To create student-centred class, a teacher should play of the role of a facilitator: “we need
to serve not strictly as teachers, but as facilitators” (Sternberg, 1987, p. 459).
Individualist educational culture: dialogue and independence. Where sensitivity to the individual is
considered of paramount importance in a society, one-to-one instruction, interaction and independence are
an ideal individualist culture pedagogy. Dialogue and tutoring are examples of one-to-one interaction. Mason
(2008) implies the link between dialogue and critical thinking as follows: dialogue with others, who are different,
with different worldviews and cultural backgrounds, is essential feature of critical thinking.
Critical thinking is discussed using two pedagogies: dialogue and independence. Dialogue provides one-to-one
interaction/instruction and represents the underlying pedagogy of individualist educational culture. The link
between critical thinking and dialogue is demonstrated by Bailin et al. (1999) who state: “critical thinking very
often takes place in the context of persons thinking things through together by means of discussion and dialogue”
(p. 289). Dialogue gives students opportunities to encounter other views, which may present challenges to the
students’ own perspectives. The strength of interaction between a student and a teacher is when the teacher
uses a critical questioning approach with a student, which is characterised through the verbalisation of thought
process using Vygotskian notion of language as a tool for thought (Ryan & Louie, 2007). This challenge also
leads to acceptance of multiple perspectives, comparing similarities and differences. Critical thinking confirms
students’ dogmatism, i.e., convincing that their belief is correct. An example of students’ lack of criticality
relates to independence. If students are encouraged to depend on a teacher who transmits knowledge, students
do not think for themselves and blindly believe teachers and textbooks that they never make mistakes.
The link between critical thinking and independence is demonstrated as follows: “students must learn to teach
themselves” (Pithers & Soden, 2000, p. 243); “students must ultimately teach themselves, for they must be
responsible for finding out what methods of problem finding and problem-solving work for them” (Sternberg,
1987, p. 459). Independence is the preferred value in individualist cultures. However, students’ critical thinking
may not be valued in the collectivist societies due to collectivist educational culture.
Table 1
Comparison of CLT and Critical Thinking
CLT

Critical thinking

Power distance (PD)

Small PD
(Student-centred)

Small PD
(Student-centred)

Uncertainty Avoidance (UA)

Weak UA
(Creativity)

Weak UA
(Creativity, fallacy of correct answer, tolerance for uncertainty)

Individualist vs Collectivist

Individualist
(One-to-one interaction, pair work)

Individualist
(One-to-one interaction, dialogue)
(Independence)

To summarise the educational culture and underlying pedagogy of critical thinking, it adopts a Small PD, Weak
UA, and Individualism. With regards to the PD dimensions, critical thinking adopts a Small PD as it has two
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underlying pedagogies of Small PD: student-centred class and teacher’s role as a facilitator. With regards to UA
dimensions, critical thinking adopts weak UA as it has three underlying pedagogies of tolerance for ambiguity,
the fallacy of the right answer and creativity. With regards to the individualism vs. collectivism dimension,
critical thinking adheres to individualism as it has an underlying pedagogy of dialogue and independence.
As for the similarities of educational culture and underlying pedagogies, individualism, weak uncertainty
avoidance and small power distance were shared in all dimensions between CLT and critical thinking. If there are
more similarities than differences, more strongly we can say that CLT helps develop students’ critical thinking.
All underlying pedagogies in the three dimensions were shared between CLT and critical thinking with an
exception of a pedagogy of individualist dimension. In individualist culture dimension, one-to-one interaction
(pair work) and one-to-one instruction (dialogue) were shared between CLT and critical thinking, both of which
belong to individualist culture. In the UA dimension, “creativity” was shared between CLT and critical thinking,
which belongs to weak UA dimension. Furthermore, “tolerance for error” in CLT and “tolerance for ambiguity”
in critical thinking were considered similar pedagogy and they were shared between CLT and critical thinking.
In the PD dimension, student-centred orientation was shared in both CLT and critical thinking, which belong
to small PD. The only pedagogy which was not shared between CLT and critical thinking was “independence” in
critical thinking, which belongs to individualist culture. Only critical thinking has independence, but CLT did
not share it.

Conclusion
The research question of this paper was whether CLT helps to develop students’ critical thinking. It is possible
to conclude that CLT helps to develop students’ competence in critical thinking, considering the similarities and
differences between critical thinking and CLT from the above discussion.
However, independence was not clearly shared between CLT and critical thinking. Teachers who support the
role of “midwife” give students opportunities to think, to overcome uncertainty, to use creativity and to think
on their own. This process is also called problem solving. On the other hand, teachers who support the role of
“transmitter” give students the answers straight away and may hinder students’ independence by not giving
students opportunities to think. Students who are spoon-fed in learning are not given the opportunity to think
for themselves. Students’ independence is not encouraged in teaching and learning where the transmission
model is preferred. However, respect should be given to different educational cultures which have different
approaches to learning and each culture has developed specific systems for disciplining thinking skills and
teaching approaches.
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