Introduction

According to Anderson’s (1990) cognitive theory, learners can accept general concepts before they are better able to understand details. Anderson further states that if  a learner can understand basic concepts easily, it may result in greater learning. Spada &  Lightbown (1993) claim that “thinking skills operate effectively when students voice their analysis and take part in the learning process occurring in the classroom.”  However, some papers disagree that learners in the classroom should not be given a rule first and apply for rules second. This is a traditional teaching method. Chaudron (1988) found that teachers who give lessons to students achieve higher scores than those who are in traditional classes. We can say that this is a benefit of involving students in the learning process. 


Both the deductive and inductive approaches have helped students learn how to practice thinking skills. Deductive learning is an approach to language teaching. The teachers tell the rules and give specific information to their students. Students are taught the rules when they use the language. In contrast, inductive learning does not teach rules first. They learn the rules from their experiences of using language (Richards et al, 1985). Peck (1988) found that the models of inductive and deductive learning provide this chance to learners. These modes can help to form a cooperative environment among learners. According to Celce-Murcia et al (1997), a communicative classroom offers a better atmosphere for second language learning than classrooms which teachers use more formal instruction. It is very important to understand that both deductive and inductive approaches can accept feedback in the form of their production through meaningful discourse. Students can use language to communicate their ideas in the classroom rather than listening to their teachers. Learning deductively and inductively facilitates communicative approaches. It encourages students to communicate fluently. 

Shaffer (1989) found that many studies compare and contrast inductive and deductive approaches. As we know, several studies concern inductive approaches, such as students consciously focusing on the structure being learned. By the way, the inductive approach is the same as Audio-Lingual Method of the sixties. It is defined as habit formation for learners. Carroll (1964) stated that students can understand abstract concepts in a cognitive network through teachers giving the learners explicit rules in a deductive learning framework. The inductive approach ignores the conscious study of grammar and meaningful conversation. It is an alternative to both traditional approaches. Students focusing on grammatical structure use it in a context that allows students to consciously perceive the underlying patterns involved.

Definitions 

Different studies mention research comparing inductive and deductive approaches.  First, an inductive approach is defined as when the students’ attention is focused on the structure being learned. Students are required to formulate answersfor themselves and then verbalize the underlying pattern. Second, a deductive approach is defined as students being given an explanation, regardless of the timing relative to the practice part of the lesson.  
Deductive reasoning works from the general to the specific. We can also call it a “top-down” approach. We will begin by thinking up a theory of interest and then placing it into more specific hypotheses, which can be tested and observations collected to prove or disprove the hypotheses. We therefore can confirm our original theory 
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Inductive reasoning works in a different way. It leads from specific observations to broader generalizations and theories. We can say it is a “bottom up” approach. In inductive reasoning, we start with specific observations and then patterns. We can explore a tentative hypothesis, and finally end up developing some general conclusions or theories. 
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Inductive reasoning is very natural. It is more open-ended and exploratory. Deductive reasoning is not natural. It refers to testing or confirming hypotheses. When teachers provide inductive or deductive approaches to their students, they can apply these thinking skills to their curriculum 

Inductive Instruction and Deductive Instruction


 
Hermann (1969) defined inductive instruction as a form of teaching which proceeds from the particular to the general. Teachers offer appropriate questions and examples to model an idea or principle before a rule is stated. This is called inductive teaching. The students see the principle or rule before stating particular examples. We teach grammar inductively. We tell students the idea of a part of speech before we define it. Students do not learn from a book or the teacher. 


Hermann (1969), Cronbach & Snow (1977) defined deductive instruction as the form of teaching which proceeds is from the general to the particular. We teach deductively when we state a general principle and then lead to a particular application. Teachers may teach principles and rules and students then apply the rule. In teaching grammar, the teacher may explain the words and then illustrate the meaning. This is teaching deductively. Students receive ideas from definitions, and their methods come from principles. These are all deductive procedures.  
Deductive Approach 
vs Consciousness-raising

The grammar-translation approach and consciousness-raising are very dissimilar practices in the field of SLA. These two approaches are founded on conflicting assumptions.  Stern (1983) found that grammar-translation has various uses, because teaching contexts can differ. He also said that, “each optimized for its specific context and that the extent to which any particular type of the approach is based on the theoretical assumptions and/or practices of consciousness-raising as presented above, is not an issue that can be answered prescriptively. The solution does not take the form of a fixed point on some grammar-translation –communicative language teaching continuum.”

Aspects of the LSA can help facilitate consciousness-raising. Hopkins and Nettle (1994) discussed “judicious feedback”. They say that it can help students to understand how particular structures will be used in the future. As to the use of the grammar-translation approach, teachers provide the traditional provision of feedback, which is part of the question-response-feedback cycle. It is more creative and flexible in many ways.  The balances between presentational (explicit) and discovery (implicit) approaches provide two kinds of feedback to facilitate consciousness-raising within a grammar-translation approach.

Consciousness-raising has led to many innovations in ELT. One of these ideas is “PPP”. “Presentation, practice, and production” is a sequence that organizes activities in the classroom (Ellis, 1993). In PPP, teachers use new linguistic forms to educate students through a focused presentation, which provides contextualization of the new form and a deductive explanation. Teachers can also elicit how it worked and control production activities (e.g. repletion drills).  Second, a teacher gives practice activities which allow students to gain confidence with the second language. Finally, in the production stage, “freer practice” activities allow learners to show their output more easily. This is the whole idea of PPP. Learners can change from zero knowledge to productive knowledge in a single lesson. 


There are different of ways in which C-R could be achieved. Wilis and Willis (1996) listed seven categories of consciousness-raising activities:

(1) Identify and consolidate patterns or usages

(2) Classifying items according to their semantic or structural characteristics
(3) Hypothesis building based on some language data and then perhaps checked against more data
(4) Cross-language exploration
(5) Reconstruction and deconstruction
(6) Recall
(7) Reference training
Communicative Language Teaching Within Inductive Learning
According to Celce-Murcia (1997), a communicative classroom provides a better environment for second language learning than formal instruction. It is an opportunity for students in the classroom to use language to communicate ideas and not just listen to their teachers.

Learning deductively and inductively is among the communicative approaches that encourage students to communicate fluently. For example, teachers who are using the inductive method take more time to perceive that a grammatical point it is not useful for their purpose. Corder (1973) in his investigation claimed more than thirty years ago that it most useful to use a combination of inductive and deductive approaches. 

Richard (2001) found that CLT is the concept of grammatical competence. Grammatical competence concerns knowledge which can be used to produce sentences in a language.  It refers to knowledge of the building blocks of sentences (e.g. parts of speech, tenses, phrases, clauses, and sentence patterns) and how sentences are formed. Many grammar practice books focus on grammatical competence, which expresses a rule of grammar on one page and also provides exercises which allow students to practice using the rule on the other page.  Communicative competence includes the following aspects of language knowledge:

(1) Knowing how to use language for  a range of different purposes and functions

(2) Knowing how to vary our use of language according to the setting and the participants (e.g. Knowing when to use formal and informal speech or when to use language appropriately for written as opposed to spoken communication )

(3) Knowing how to produce and understand different types of texts (e.g. narratives, reports, interviews, conversations)

(4) Knowing how to maintain communication, despite having limitations in one’s language knowledge (e.g. through using different kinds of communication strategies).

The principle of a communicative methodology is useful for teachers and English material writers have found ways to develop classroom activities.  The CLT materials are still very popular tools in language teaching today.  I will now briefly discuss the main activity types in CLT. 

Accuracy versus Fluency Activities
 
We try to get students to say things correctly (e.g. correct grammar, correct word form). Activities which focus on fluency attempt to get students to communicate successfully, even if they make some mistakes. 
1. Remember to focus on subject- verb agreement. Much clarity can be gained by reviewing your sentences and seeing if they conform to the Subject-Verb –Object model. Most of your grammatical mistakes have arisen from ignoring this basic rule.

2. Structurally, you have a very clear and logical flow to your ideas. Your ending is quite sudden, however. It is almost as if your piece is only half finished. I would encourage you to complete your piece and include an actual conclusion for the benefit of your readers.
3. I gather from the overall character of your piece that this is a professional work, perhaps a thesis. Nevertheless, even theses should concern itself with clarity. It is in this regard that I would encourage you to keep the technical language to a minimum. Obviously, you must use some technical words, but make sure you define them at the outset and keep your assertions as clear and simple as possible.
