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(1) The Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis
- Krashen only draws on one set of references from Roger Brown in the early 1970s and compares it with several other authors’ distinction of implicit and explicit learning. However, he simply informs the reader that evidence will be provided later
- Krashen takes the position that grammar study has no place in language learning (Krashen 1993s, 1993b). Greg (1984), MacLaughlin (1987) and Lightbown & Pienemann (1993) explain that there are numerous examples of how grammar study can be of substantial benefit  to students learning via communicative methods.
- Gregg (1984) insists that Krashen’s contention that learning can never become acquisition is quickly refuted by the experience of anyone who has internalised some of the grammar they have memorised. However, although it is not explicitly stated, Krashen’s emphasis seems to be that classroom learning does not lead to fluent, native-like speech. Gregg’s account that his memorisation of a verb conjugation chart was “error-free” after a couple of days seems to go against this spirit. 
- McLaughlin (1987) begins his critique by pointing by pointing out that Krashen never adequately defines acquisition, learning, conscious, and subconscious and that without such clarification, it is very difficult to independently determine whether subjects are learning or acquiring language. Furthermore, any attempt to recreate an environment suitable for acquisition is bound to be problematic.
(2) The Natural Order Hypothesis
- Gregg reminds us that the basic idea of a simple linear order of acquisition is extremely unlikely
- McLaughlin points out the methodical problems with Dulay and Burt’s 1974 study and cites a study by Hakuta and Cancino (1977), cited in McLaughlin (1987, p.32) which found that the complexity of a morpheme depended on the learner’s native language.
- The contradictions for planning curriculum are immediately evident. Having just discredited grammar study in the Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis, Krashen suddenly proposes that second language learners should the natural order of acquisition for grammatical morphemes. The teachers is first instructed to create a natural environment for the learner but then, in trying to create a curriculum, they are instructed to base it on the learner but then, in trying to create a curriculum, they are instructed to base it on grammar. Thus, attempting to put these conflicting theories into practice is very problematic. 


- McLaughlin (1987) points out that correct usage, even for grammatical morphemes, is not monolithic. Correct usage is relevant the situational context, i.e. what is correct in one situation might be complexly inappropriate in a different situation. In this sense, the term acquisition  becomes very unclear. 
- even if some weak form of natural order exists for any learners who are speakers of a given language, learning in a given environment, it is not clear that the order is the same for comprehension and production. If these two orders differ, it is not clear how they would interact.  
(3) The Monitor Hypothesis
- Greg (1984, p84) points out by restricting monitor use to learned grammar and only in production, Krashen in effect makes the Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis contradictory. Gregg also points out that the restricting learning to the role of and the role of editing production completely ignores comprehension. 
- McLaughlin (1987) gives a thorough dissection of the hypothesis showing that Krashen has never demonstration the operation of the Monitor in his own or any other research.
(4) The Affective Filter Hypothesis
- Krashen seems to feel that the affective filter is associated with the emotional upheaval and hypersensitivity of puberty, but Greg (1984) notes that this would indicate that the filter would slowly disappear in adulthood, which Krashen does not allow for.
- McLaughlin (1987) points out that adolescents often acquire languages faster than younger, monitor-free children
(5)  The Input Hypothesis
- Greg (1984) spends substantial time on this particular hypothesis, because, while it seems to be the core of the model, it is simply an uncontroversial observation with no process described and no proof provided.
- He also cites several studies that shed some doubt on the connection between caretaker speech in first language acquisition and simplified input in second language acquisition. Mclaughlin (1987) also gives careful and thorough consideration to this part of Krashen’s model. He addresses each of the points that Krashen presents, arguing that it is not sufficient to simply say that certain phenomenon can be viewed from the perspective of the Input Hypothesis. The concept of a learner’s level is extremely difficult to define, just as the idea of I +1.

- McLaughlin (1987) points out that Krashen simply ignores other internal factors such as motivation and the importance of producing language for interaction. He also points out that Krashen never gives us any convincing idea as to how it works.
- Ellis (1992) points out that even of his 1985 work he had still not provided a single study that demonstrated the Input Hypothesis. Over extended periods of time, students do learn to understand more and even how to speak, but it often seems to take much longer than Krashen implies, indicating that there are perhaps more factors involved.    
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