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Abstract

This article demonstrates how discussions in the field of second language
acquisition have been driven by differences over the theoretical foundations
of distinct approaches to the study of second language acquisition. Although
Long and Swain's theories, which were founded on the assumption that the

individual's mind was the site of acquisition, altered Krashen's model to
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account for understandable input, they also inspired other academics to reject
Krashen's theory and develop new theories based on it. According to more
socially conscious researchers who view language learning as fundamentally
a social endeavour, the meaning is first formed by the partners before being
internalised by the learner.

This was developed to set apart models depending on the handling technique
used to perform the correction and the fundamental focus of the classroom,
whether on communication or the formal accuracy of key information. The
methods utilised to incorporate language teachers in the activity study on
students' language in their independent classrooms are also a big problem. As
teachers become more aware of the traits of the learner language created by
the students, they may improve their instructional engagement to maximise
the development of interlanguage.

Introduction

This piece of work explains the relationship between input and output in
second language acquisition by reviewing the most relevant studies and
theories. In this work, effort is devoted to precisely examining how every kind
of linguistic environment enhances learner comprehension and, consequently,
acquisition. Various theoretical suggestions are analysed so as to be able to
explore the link between various sources of input and the development of
language. It focuses on the main three probable sources of comprehensive
input identified by Krashen (1982) for the acquisition of a second language,
which can be referred to as modified input by Long (1996), communicatively
modified input by Swain & Deters (2007), and modified output by Gass &
Selinker (2008).

Because the study of second languages started as an interdisciplinary field, it
is difficult to point out its establishment. However, there is some background
literature that is seen as influential to the development of the contemporary
study of second language acquisition, which is Selinker's (1972) "inter-
language" articles, where they reveal the accounts of behaviourists of second
language acquisition and claim that learners apply the inherent internal
linguistic systems.

Since the early 1980s, Krashen’s theories on second language acquisition
have become a dominant model. These theories were based on the perspective
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of the "input hypothesis,” in which language acquisition is launched
autonomously by "the comprehensive input”. It is referred to as the language
input that the learners are able to understand or comprehend. Krashen’s model
was influential in the field of second language acquisition and inspired other
scholars such as Long (1996) and Swain (1995), as well as having a great
impact on second language teaching. However, he disregarded some
significant processes in the second language and has not incorporated them
(Ellis, 2008). His studies in the 1980s were distinguished by the emphasis on
fastening these shortcomings.

Long (1996) criticised and modified Krashion's pattern through the analysis
of non-native speaker NNS interactions in the second language. The second-
language classroom has drawn attention to the importance of the modification
and meaning of interaction in the L2 establishment. He has maintained that
modifying interactions through the concession of connotation offers
comprehensive input to the learner's spontaneous language processing
procedures. Hence, his model suggests that the development of the
interlanguage process of the learner is influenced by the systems generated in
the interaction and the necessity for logical input to the learner as a first phase,
and then the test for learners to organise their output grammatically.

The idea that negotiating meanings offers adequate and essential analysis for
second language acquisition and competence (Long, 1996) might thus be
deduced as the basis for the psycholinguistic authenticity of a second
language class's group activity. According to Freeman, Diane, and Long
(1991), researchers need to keep an eye out for the ways that students provide
thorough input and understandable output, and they need to acknowledge that
negotiated interactions are extremely important sources of data.

In their research, one needs first comprehend the classification and
description of fix tactics, i.e., the negotiating attempts that are observed by
students during message understanding and explanation, in order to recognise
this conversation process. It is still necessary to show how negotiations that
develop for interactions affect the last stage of second language acquisition,
even though empirical studies on second language interaction have produced
a wealth of statistical results relating to the relationship between negotiating
strategies, communicative tasks, and grammatical formation (Ellis, 2005).
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Discussion and analysis

The principal explanation of the second language input and output in
established interactions is the communication model of the message. In this
model, the objective of the conversational associates during a communicative
opportunity is the profitable sending and receiving of the symbols of language
(Cook, 2006). Such studies of second language interaction reflect this
hypothetical orientation by explaining the negotiation system from the
perspective of the medium metaphor of communication, such as in message
transmission and response. It has been argued that the framework analysis of
second language interaction in the communication model of message spoils
the importance of the principal mechanisms of second language establishment
and diminishes the social background to a chance for unclear input. This led
them to regard the social framework as invaluable and insufficient (Canale &
Swain, 1980).

When the second language is in the classroom, learners, particularly those
who are exposed to formal contact with language, have a rare chance to study
the relationship between the input and the output in the development of the
second language. While the input present in "natural” exposure or informal
contact with a second language is difficult and varied to express completely,
the classroom can be an example of exposure that can be sampled, recorded,
and assessed with a high level of sufficiency. As a result of this analysis, it
may be possible to relate input, which is the text book, the teacher’s language,
and the language that other students use in the classroom (Doughty &
Williams, 1998).

The ability to apply this comparison to the issues of how learners map out the
information and what capability of their establishing interlanguage may be
represented by the element of the input makes it an essential theory. In
practise, it is equally crucial to analyse classroom language as a component
of second language learning. Assessing various input qualities that are
important in L2 teaching as a field for second learning acquisition requires
taking into account what the learners can do with the information. The
capacity of the communication message model to capture linguistic
interactions is constrained since it is based on a metaphorical communication
channel.
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The ability to apply this comparison to the issues of how learners map out the
information and what capability of their establishing interlanguage may be
represented by the element of the input makes it an essential theory. In
practise, it is equally crucial to analyse classroom language as a component
of second language learning. Assessing various input qualities that are
important in L2 teaching as a field for second learning acquisition requires
taking into account what the learners can do with the information. The
capacity of the communication message model to capture linguistic
interactions is constrained since it is based on a metaphorical communication
channel.

The roots of second language learning development from a social perspective
are very complicated, and the current approach to the subject recognises this
fact. Understanding second language production involves examination of the
utterance-building method as it unfolds in actual time. The unquestioningly
firm information from the interaction studies darkens the cognitive processes
that are applied to the social objective during an experimental procedure
(Doughty & Williams, 1998).

This activity theory addresses the concerns of personal development, activity,
and social setting. In its attempt to grasp the nature of activity, a basic
principle of the theory of activity is the argument that human objective
activity is founded on motives; for example, conventional and social
definitions of attitudes about a specific activity establishment. It claims that
to describe the individual’s activity, one needs to find out the interrelationship
and the motive with the choice of purpose-directed activity and their
operational harmony. The motivation of the individual determines which
activities will be emphasised and chosen and how they will be functionalized
in a specific setting (Ellis, 1998).

In addition, the construction of the functions of a motivated activity is
believed to be flexible to the material circumstances and physical conditions.
This is fundamental to the theory, but it may reveal a number of conclusions
indirectly from the second learning analysis and complicate it (Ellis, 2005).
The theory of activity also implies that differences in motive during
communicative action mean unreliability in the functional construction of the
actions. The motive structures the communicative situation by concentrating
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on one piece of linguistic activity at the expense of the other. For example,
the motive is to be able to verify gender or culturally specific interaction
models or focus on particular levels of language to negotiate semantic or
phonological characteristics. According to Long’s hypothesis, there has been
a deep conviction that input should be comprehended by the learner when it
is used to help the process of acquisition. This is consistent with the widely
held belief that input that the learner understands is the most important source
of information for second language acquisition (Long, 1996).

The situation is that the motive of the participant determines and guides the
specific action, be it in the classroom, laboratory, or on the street. The
individual motive, as opposed to the researcher's, determines the way in
which activities will be interpreted as well as their functional importance.
Therefore, the unreality of action, for example, the inter-relationship of goals,
motives, and operations, should be explored while investigating second
language interaction (Cook, 2008).

In his work, procedures and subjects are certain elements of language
development that are discussed with respect to certain characteristics of
classroom language. The learners of the second language whose development
is analysed are French-speaking learners aged between 11 and 17 years,
getting 20 to 60 minutes of ESL guidelines in public schools in Quebec
(Schumann, 1978). The input information contains comprehensive recordings
of eleven ESL classes taught by six teachers, sampled for a duration of two
months.

Oral language samples from roughly 100 pupils were included in the output
of the language production data. A two-year period was used to collect the
linguistic samples (Krashen, 1982). When each student had to describe each
card-drawn image in a play at the time, the output information gathering
process was applied to the transcripts of interactions and recorded
conversations with every student. One student had to sum up the picture that
the other student was describing in front of the class for each of the four
identical photographs that the instructor provided, one of which was
comparable to the picture that the student had described (Krashen, 1982).
This study intends to analyse both the long-term and short-term links between
the input and the output during the whole duration of the ESL guidelines from
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grade six to eleven, including both cross-sectional and longitudinal
components. In this study, students applied certain language functions and
forms, which are the output, and certain elements of input, such as the
intensity of practise and the frequency of occurrence. The features of this
input attempt to describe the differences that may occur within L2 groups,
which was a result of the hypothesis that research members who conducted
the study had one way or another influenced the forms applied by the students,
though the assessment of the transcripts did not agree with this.
Accordingly, the vital element affecting language acquisition seems to be the
input that the learner outputs. Krashen’s model was very devoted to input
being positioned as a significant key to second language acquisition by
restating that comprehensible input is everything that is needed for language
acquisition analysis. In his works, he claimed that the length of time spent in
a foreign country had a significant impact on a person's level of language
acquisition. Some indicated that the evidence for the input originates from the
works on reading; huge volumes that are free, voluntary reading have an
important positive impact on the grammar, vocabulary, and writing of the
learner. Input is also regarded as the system by which individuals acquire
languages in accordance with the universal grammar model (DeKeyser,
1998).

However, others have opposed more contemporary studies, such as Long
(1996), who argued that in spite of the fact that input is of critical significance,
Krashion’s affirmation that only input is important in the acquisition of the
second language was not sufficient and testable. For instance, learners
admitted to French-language immersion schedules in Canada could still
deliver non-native sorts of grammar as they were speaking, despite having
had a couple of years of meaning-oriented lessons, and their skills for
listening were native-level statistically (Schumann, 1978). For other scholars,
such as Swain and Deters (2007), intake appears to play a significant role and,
in particular, is capable of providing learners with feedback, allowing them
to focus on the form of what they are saying, and assisting them to self-
regulate their language knowledge, becoming a part of their pat knowledge
or experience.
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Other studies have also pointed out the importance of interaction in the second
language as being critical for second language acquisition. From the
perspective of Long’s interaction hypothesis (1996), the circumstances for
acquisition are particularly effective when interacting in the second language
when a certain setting in communication that involves interactions between
NNS and NS happens and learners have to negotiate for the meaning. Speech
modifications originating from interactions such as these assist in making
input highly understandable, offer feedback to the learner, and press the
learners to modify their speeches. The significance of output implied in the
hypothetical foundation was originally brought to light by Swain (1985, 1995,
and 2000) in her hypothesis of comprehensible output, where she claims that,
though comprehensive input and the distinction of interactional negotiations
are critical, the role of exchange interactions in the acquisition of a second
language may be dependent on comprehensive output.Gass & Selinker (2008)
have influenced previous studies when they adopted the 110 model, which is
based on four phases in analysing second language acquisition: input, intake,
interaction, and output. For them, corrective feedback helps learners. This can
be explained as the pure input introduced to the L2 learner by the native
speaker, who afterwards provides a modified input after negation of meaning.
This comprehensible input becomes gradually intake if the learner continues
noticing the form and structure of the target language, and then with this new
input (intake), the learner would be able to interact with the native speaker for
testing or confirmation of the new knowledge, which results in modification
of the intake forming interaction input. Meaning that there the learner has
built new knowledge (interaction) input plus the previous knowledge (intake)
input, which results in the interlanguage phase that can be restructured to have
at the end and also throughout the process, what is called the output of
acquired language for the learner

Conclusion

This piece of work demonstrates that the debate in the field of SLA has
focused primarily on differences in the foundations of each approach to the
study of L2 acquisition. While Krashen's model was adapted for
comprehensible input, other scholars criticised his theory and invented new
theories based on it after it was modified by Long and Swain. Their theories
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were grounded on the assumption that the individual's mind was the place of
acquisition, while more socially oriented researchers view language learning
as essentially a social enterprise in which the meaning is first constructed by
the partners before being internalised by the student.

This has been drawn to differentiate between models depending on the
handling method used to make the correction and the general concentration
of the classroom, whether on communication or the formal accuracy of
consequential content. Also, there is an important concern with the processes
that involve language educators in activity studies on learner language in their
independent classrooms. As educators become conscious of the features of
learner language generated by the learners, they are able to purify their
pedagogical involvement to maximise the development of interlanguage
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