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TESOL Quarterly 
Vol. 10, No. 2 
June 1976 

Formal and Informal Linguistic Environments in 

Language Acquisition and Language Learning 

Stephen D. Krashen 

While some studies indicate that adults can efficiently utilize informal 
linguistic environments for second language acquisition, other studies 
suggest that the classroom is of greater benefit. This conflict is resolved 
in three ways. Evidence is presented to support the hypothesis that in- 
formal and formal environments contribute to different aspects of second 
language competence, the former affecting acquired competence and the 
latter affecting learned competence. Second, a distinction must be made 
between informal environments in which active language use occurs regu- 
larly and those in which language use is irregular. Finally, data is pre- 
sented that suggests that the classroom can be used simultaneously as a 
formal and informal linguistic environment, a result that is consistent 
with reports of success with language teaching systems that emphasize 
active language use. 

The question of the optimal linguistic environment for the adult second 
language student has been approached empirically in the last few years in 
a number of studies.1 It is a question of obvious importance to the teacher 
and language student and has also become a matter of concern to the psy- 
cholinguist interested in the nature of primary linguistic data, or linguistic 
input necessary for language acquisition to occur. 

In these studies, two sorts of linguistic environments are contrasted; 
artificial, or formal environments, found for the most part in the classroom, 
and natural, or informal environments. Krashen and Seliger (1975) have 
noted that all language teaching systems utilized for the adult use activities 
in which linguistic rules are presented one at a time and in which some sort 
of feedback (error correction and/or error detection) is present. Other fea- 
tures of formal instruction (e.g. deductive presentation of rules) are not 
common to all teaching methods and, while their presence may sometimes 
be catalytic, are not necessary for learning to take place. Krashen and 

Mr. Krashen is currently Visiting Associate Professor of Linguistics at the Uni- 
versity of Southern California. He is interested in neurolinguistics and adult second 
language learning and has published in Language, Brain and Language, Language 
Learning, Modern Language Journal, Linguistics, The Journal of the Acoustical Society 
of America and the TESOL Quarterly. 

The author wishes to thank Tina Bennett for comments on this paper and Herbert 
Seliger for helpful discussion of many of the issues discussed here. 

This paper is limited to the question of second language syntax. For recent data 
relating to the question of linguistic environment and acquisition of phonological com- 
petence in adult second language, see Suter (1975). 
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TESOL QUARTERLY 

Seliger also note that these features (rule isolation and feedback) do not 
seem to be present in informal environments.2 

Several studies, which will be considered in some detail below, suggest 
that adults can not only increase their second language proficiency in in- 
formal environments, but may do as well or better than learners who have 
spent a comparable amount of time in formal situations. Other studies pre- 
sent evidence that seems to indicate that "exposure" has little or no effect 
on increasing adult second language proficiency. In the literature review 
that follows, it will be argued that these studies are not definitive. Even 
taken as a group, they do not settle the issue of whether adults are able to 
acquire language in informal situations with any real efficiency. Following 
the survey, new data and a new model of second language competence will 
be presented, and it will be argued that formal and informal environments 
make contributions to different aspects of second language competence. 

We are thus considering two hypotheses: 
1. The informal environment can be efficiently utilized by the adult second 

language learner. 
2. Formal study, or its essential characteristics, is significantly more efficient 

than informal exposure in increasing second language proficiency in adults. 

Review of Literature 

Upshur (1968) compared three groups of ten adult ESL students enrolled 
in a special summer session for law students at the University of Michigan. 
The first group, who scored highest on the entrance test (Michigan Exam- 
ination in Structure), attended seminars and classes during the seven week 

period that were conducted in English, but had no extra ESL classes. The 
second group, who scored lower on the entrance test, also attended law 
classes and had one hour daily of ESL in addition. The third group scored 
lowest on the pre-test and had two hours of ESL daily in addition to law 
classes. At the end of the summer, an alternate form of the pre-test was 

given. While all three groups showed some improvement in performance, 
Upshur's statistical analysis revealed "no significant effects on language 
learning attributable to amount of language instruction," and concluded that 

"foreign language courses may at this time be less effective means for pro- 
ducing language learning than the use of language in other activities." This 
is a strong version of hypothesis I. 

Upshur's conclusion appears to be consistent with his data. Krashen and 

Seliger (1975) suggest, however, that motivated second language students 

2 For a discussion of feedback in child language acquisition, see Brown, Cazden, 
and Bellugi (1969), and Brown and Hanlon (1970), who argue that adult corrections 
of child speech do not occur in reaction to syntactic deviance, and that well-formed 
child utterances are not more effective in communication than deviant utterances. 
Evidence does exist that adults do simplify their speech to children acquiring both first 
and second languages (Snow 1972; Gough and Hatch 1975). Such accommodation does 
not appear to be necessary for language acquisition to occur in information settings 
but may be helpful. 

158 

This content downloaded from 195.34.78.242 on Sat, 21 Jun 2014 14:36:27 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


LANGUAGE ACQUISITION AND LANGUAGE LEARNING 

are able to provide themselves with the essential ingredients of formal in- 
struction without going to class. Rule isolation can be done by recourse to 
a text or by asking informants about grammar, while feedback is available 
when helpful friends correct the learner. Without extensive probing of the 
private lives of those involved in the study, however, this alternative ex- 
planation is untestable. Nevertheless, it may be true. 

Mason (1971) is also interpretable in these two ways. In this study, 
certain foreign students at the University of Hawaii were allowed to follow 
regular academic programs without extra ESL, despite the fact that their 
English placement scores indicated that they should be enrolled in English 
for foreign student classes. Post-tests given at the end of the semester 
showed no significant difference in increase in English proficiency between 
those excused from ESL and controls who took the required ESL classes. 
This data is again consistent with hypothesis I, but other explanations are 
available, including the "self-study" hypothesis described above, which is 
consistent with hypothesis II. 

Carroll (1971) studied the second language proficiency of American col- 
lege seniors majoring in foreign languages (French, German, Russian, Span- 
ish). About 25 per cent of the total population of senior language majors 
that year (N = 2,784), were given form A of the MLA Foreign Language 
Proficiency test in their language. Carroll's major finding was that, on the 
average, foreign language majors performed rather poorly: The median score 
on the MLA corresponded to a Foreign Service Institute rating of 2 plus 
(out of 5) (between "limited working proficiency" and "minimum profes- 
sional proficiency"). Of more interest here is the relation found between 
attainment3 and measures of time spent in different linguistic environments. 
A strong relationship was found between time spent abroad (in the country 
where the target language was spoken) and test performance, with those 
who reported a year's study abroad doing best, followed by those who re- 
ported a summer abroad or a tour. Both of these groups outperformed those 
who had never been in the country where the target language was spoken. 

A significant relationship was also found between test performance and 
the extent to which the target language was used in the students' home. 
(Native speakers of the language majored in were excluded from the study.) 
Those reporting frequent parental use of the target language had higher 
scores than students who reported occasional use, and this latter group out- 
performed those whose parents did not or could not speak the target 
language at home. These two findings (time abroad and parental use) are 
consistent with hypothesis I but could fit hypothesis II: Use of the lan- 
guage at home may have increased motivation to study, and time spent 
abroad may have meant more formal study and/or more chances for self- 
study, as well as increased motivation to learn formally. 

'The listening sub-test alone was used in this and subsequent analyses, as inter- 
correlations among sub-tests was high. 
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Hypothesis II also receives independent support from Carroll's study. 
It was found that those who started foreign language study early (grade 
school) achieved better scores. Those who studied the target language in 
high school did better than those who started in college (German majors were 
an exception to this). This relationship was independent of that found be- 
tween proficiency and time spent in informal environments. Carroll notes 
that "the simplest explanation of this finding is that the attainment of skill 
in a foreign language is a function of the amount of time spent in its study." 
(p. 136). The following series of studies also argue for hypothesis II. 

Krashen and Seliger (in press) and Krashen, Seliger, and Hartnett 
(1974) claim that when the effects of "exposure" and formal instruction 
are compared, it is reliably the case that more instruction means higher 
proficiency, while more exposure does not necessarily mean more proficiency 
in ESL. Both studies compared instruction and exposure by matching pairs 
of foreign students for one of these variables and seeing whether the student 
who excelled on the other was more proficient in English. 

The measure of the amount of formal instruction was simply the stu- 
dents' report of the number of years he or she had studied English in a 
school situation. No questions were asked concerning factors such as the 
methodology used, the presence or absence of a language laboratory, how 
often the class met, the amount of time the student devoted to his studies, 
or grades received. In Krashen and Seliger (in press), exposure was de- 
fined as the product of the number of years the student reported having 
spent in an English speaking country and how much English the student 
said he spoke every day (on a scale of one to ten). In Krashen et al. (1974) 
students were asked to indicate years spent in an English speaking country 
and also to indicate how much English they spoke each day (on a scale of 
one to four). Subjects with the same number of years spent in the country 
where English was spoken and the same report of speaking were considered 
to have the same exposure score. 

Student samples differed somewhat. In Krashen and Seliger, subjects 
were registered in an intensive, 20 hour per week institute designed to pre- 
pare foreign students for study in American colleges. In Krashen et al., 
subjects were enrolled in a part-time extension program; these students 
were, on the average, older, and many were permanent residents or citizens 
of the United States. The measure of proficiency used in the first study was 
teacher ranking (which correlated significantly with local placement tests), 
and in the second study the Michigan Examination in Structure was used. 

In the first study, six out of 14 pairs of students matched for years of 
formal study of English were consistent with the hypothesis that more ex- 
posure meant more proficiency; that is, in only six cases did the student 
with more exposure show a higher ranking than his partner with less. Sim- 
ilarly, in the second study, more exposure was associated with a higher 
score in only 10 out of 21 cases, which is consistent with the hypothesis 
that exposure has no consistent effect on second language proficiency. When 
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students were matched for exposure scores, however, it appeared to be the 
case that more instruction did indeed mean more proficiency. In the first 
study, this was true of seven out of nine cases, and in the second it was 
true of eight out of eleven cases, which in both studies was statistically 
significant. 

Krashen, Jones, Zelinski, and Usprich (in press) arrived at similar re- 
sults. Placement test scores for 116 students of English as a second lan- 
guage in an extension program were correlated with students' reports of 
years of formal study and years spent in an English speaking country. The 
results (table one) confirm the conclusions of the studies described above: 
years of formal instruction reported is a better predictor of English pro- 
ficiency than is time spent in an English speaking environment. While ex- 
posure, here simply the report of years spent in an informal environment 
with no estimation of how much the S used the target language, was shown 
to have a significant effect, it accounted for relatively little of the variation 
in test scores. 

Discussion of Literature Survey 
The last three studies described above (Krashen and Seliger, in press; 

Krashen, Seliger, and Hartnett 1974; Krashen, Jones, Zelinski, and Usprich, 
in press) provide explicit support for hypothesis II. These three studies, 
however, share a feature that prevents them from being convincing counter- 
examples to hypothesis I. "Years spent in an English-speaking country" 
need not be equivalent to time spent in a meaningful informal linguistic 
environment. There is an important difference between the measures used 
in the Upshur, Mason, and Carroll studies and in the measure used in the 
Krashen et al. series. In the former group of studies, we can be fairly cer- 
tain that the second language student was involved in real and sustained 
second language use situations. Upshur and Mason's subjects were university 
students who were taking courses taught in English. In addition, they 

TABLE 1 
English Proficiency and Years in an English-Speaking Country 

and Years of Formal English Study* 

Correlation with years in an 
Test English speaking country 

r p 
Michigan (Exam. in Structure) .18 p <.05 
Composition .22 p < .025 
Cloze .24 p <.01 

Correlation with reported years of 
Test formal ESL study 

r P 
Michigan (Exam. in Structure) .50 p < .001 
Composition .34 p < .005 
Cloze .47 p < .001 

* From Krashen, Jones, Zelinski, and Usprich (in press). 
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were also probably taking part in the social life of their respective schools. 
Carroll's "year abroad" students were also highly likely to have been en- 
gaged in real communicative use of the language, as their primary purpose 
for going abroad, in most cases, was to have additional opportunities to con- 
verse with native speakers of the language they were studying. In the 
Krashen et al. series, we have much less knowledge of just how much or 
what percentage of time was spent in real and sustained language use. In 
the first two of the three Krashen et al. studies, the exposure measure in- 
cluded a self-rating of how much English the subject spoke each day, but 
as Krashen and Seliger (in press) point out, this estimate may not have 
been true of the entire time the S spent in the second language environ- 
ment: Some may have spent a fair amount of time in the United States 
before attempting to use English regularly. In the third study of this series, 
only "years in an English speaking country" was considered. A significant 
number of subjects who did not use the language regularly may have 
affected the results for the sample. Thus, the Upshur, Mason, and Carroll 

subjects appear to have been involved in an intensive, daily, and often de- 
manding second language environment. The Krashen et al. subjects may 
have varied much more with respect to the amount of real communicative 
use they made of their second language. 

While the characteristics of utilized primary linguistic data (termed "in- 
take" in recent years) have not been determined in detail, mere "heard 

language" is probably insufficient input for the operation of a language 
acquisition device at any age. The difference between "heard language" 
and "intake" is emphasized in Friedlander, Jacobs, Davis, and Wetstone 

(1972), who examined the linguistic environment of a child who at 22 
months was judged to be nearly as fluent in Spanish as she was in English. 
The child heard Spanish primarily from her father. This input, according 
to Friedlander et al., made up only 4 per cent of the child's total "heard 

language" but was 25 per cent of the language directed at the child. This 
confirms the hypothesis that the relevant primary linguistic data is that 
which the acquirer is actively involved with: The total linguistic environ- 
ment is less important. 

The results of the studies reviewed here can all be considered as con- 
sistent with hypothesis I. The Upshur, Mason, and Carroll studies are 
direct evidence, while the Krashen et al. series may be interpreted as showing 
that acquisition from the informal environment requires regular and in- 
tensive language use. Hypothesis II, however, also receives no counter- 
evidence from any of the studies. The correlations between years of formal 

study and proficiency found by Krashen et al. are reliable and are consistent 
with Carroll's interpretation of his data. The "self-study" reinterpretation 
of Upshur's and Mason's results, as well as Carroll's "year abroad" and 
"home use" data, remains a plausible, but difficult to test, explanation. 

In the following section, it is proposed that modifications of hypotheses 
I and II are correct: Formal and informal environments contribute to 
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second language competence in different ways, or rather, to different aspects 
of second language competence. To support this hypothesis, a new model of 
second language competence will be described, and an attempt will be made 
to give a clearer picture of second language testing. Finally, some new 
cross-sectional data will be considered. These data eliminate certain alter- 
native explanations presented in the literature survey and confirm several hy- 
potheses presented above. 

The Monitor Model for Adult Second Language 
Language acquisition in children proceeds by a process which is called 

acquisition (henceforth a technical term). If the child is allowed the neces- 
sary input during some critical period, complete competence in the target 
language (first or second) appears to be inevitable (Lenneberg 1967; 
Krashen 1975a) Explicit tutelage is unnecessary (Cazden 1965; Fathman 
1975) and acquisition proceeds along fairly predictable stages, governed by 
strategies common to all acquirers approaching all languages (Slobin 1973; 
Ervin-Tripp 1973; Krashen, Madden, and Bailey 1975). 

Most adult second language teaching methods assume that adults do 
not acquire, but depend wholly on conscious learning (also a technical term 
from here on). There is, however, some suggestive evidence (other than that 
presented in the literature survey in this paper) that adults are able to ac- 
quire language to at least some extent. An example of this evidence is 
Braine's study (Braine 1971). In his study, subjects attended to and re- 
peated sentences in an artificial, meaningless language. After such exposure, 
it was found that many subjects were able to discriminate "grammatical" 
from "anomalous" sentences with a high degree of accuracy. It is of great 
interest that many of the subjects who could perform this task were unable 
to state the grammatical principles involved. Rather, they reported that 
they relied on whether a given sentence "sounded right." It is plausible that 
in these cases language acquisition was occurring not language learning, 
stimulated, perhaps, by the fact that the linguistic environment was basically 
that of attending to primary linguistic data and not the rule isolation and 
feedback that characterizes formal language learning.4 

I have argued elsewhere (Krashen 1975b; Krashen and Pon, in press; 
Krashen, Sferlazza, Feldman, and Fathman, forthcoming) that adult learners 
"supplement" their (usually) imperfectly acquired competence by means of 
consciously learned linguistic knowledge in a definite way: Conscious lin- 
guistic knowledge acts only as a "monitor," altering the output of the ac- 
quired system when time and conditions permit. This "intrusion" generally 
takes place at some stage prior to the actual utterance. Second language 
performers with highly developed monitors are thus able to out-perform their 
acquired competence when conditions allow this conscious knowledge to in- 
trude (e.g. when sufficient processing time is available or when not dis- 
tracted). 

'Other arguments supporting the hypothesis that adults are able to acquire are 
presented in Krashen (1975b). 
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A full justification of the monitor model will not be attempted here. An 
important argument that supports the monitor model is, however, relevant 
to the question of the relation of formal and informal environments to sec- 
ond language proficiency, and will be briefly summarized. It appears to be 
the case that certain tests of English as a second language yield "natural" 
difficulty orders for adult learners, that is, on these tests adults and children 
learning English as a second language agree with respect to which structures 
are easy and which are hard. Bailey, Madden and Krashen (1974), using 
adult students of ESL, successfully extended Dulay and Burt's (1973) finding 
of a similar difficulty order for eight grammatical morphemes in English. In 
both studies, groups of subjects had the same difficulty order regardless of 
first language (see also Dulay and Burt 1974), and the order found for 
children and adults was very similar. Fathman's (1975) finding that children 
with different first languages show similar difficulty orders for 20 sub-tests 
of the SLOPE test of oral English proficiency was also extended to adults 
(Krashen, Sferlazza, Feldman, and Fathman, forthcoming). Again, no differ- 
ence was found between different first language groups, and the difficulty 
order found for adults was not significantly different from that found for 
children. The testing instruments used in both these studies (The Bilingual 
Syntax Measure and the SLOPE test) apparently tap only the acquired 
system in adults, as sufficient processing time was not available for monitor 
use. This explains the similarity seen across acquirers of different ages, as 
similar principles govern acquisition in all cases. When extra processing time 
is available, however, the consciously learned grammar is utilized as a monitor, 
and we see less agreement between learners of different ages and linguistic 
backgrounds. Larsen-Freeman's important study (Larsen-Freeman 1975) 
showed this, as did our pilot (Krashen, Sferlazza, Feldman, and Fathman, 
forthcoming). 

Acquisition and learning may provide a fundamental distinction in tests 
designed for adult second language students. Tests that require rapid re- 
sponses (usually but not necessarily oral), in which self-correction is either 
not allowed or possible, tap primarily acquired knowledge, while "slower" 
tests (usually but not necessarily written) allow the intrusion of conscious 
knowledge of the target language and thus tap both acquired and learned 
competence. (Note that it is difficult to measure learned or conscious knowl- 
edge directly. One would have to subtract "slow" test results from results 
on tests that allowed monitoring.) This distinction may be more basic than 
the "discrete-point-integrative" division that is often made. Note that a 
common argument for the validity of integrative tests is their high degree of 
concurrent validity, namely, their correlation with discrete-point tests. What 
this shows is that both kinds of tests are measuring the same thing. In- 
tegrative tests, like the cloze (see Oller 1973) are for many reasons a valuable 
addition to our supply of measures, but, when they allow a fair amount of 
processing time (like the doze and composition) they involve the same 
aspects of second language competence as discrete point tests do. 
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Contributions of Formal and Informal Environments 
It is not simply the case that informal environments provide the necessary 

input for acquisition while the classroom aids in increasing learned compe- 
tence. The re-interpretation of the Krashen et al. series as well as the 
Friedlander et al. data described above suggests, first of all, that informal 
environments must be intensive and involve the learner directly in order to 
be effective. One might then distinguish "exposure-type" informal environ- 
ments and "intake-type" environments. Only the latter provide true input 
to the language acquisition device. Second, it seems plausible that the class- 
room can accomplish both learning and acquisition simultaneously. While 
classwork is directly aimed at increasing conscious linguistic knowledge of 
the target language, to the extent that the target language is used realistically, 
to that extent will acquisition occur. In other words, the classroom may serve 
as an "intake" informal environment as well as a formal linguistic environ- 
ment. 

Since acquired knowledge contributes to performance on all second 
language proficiency tests (see discussion above), even those (the majority) 
that allow monitoring, it is therefore no surprise that studies show increased 
achievement with contextualized drills (Jarvis and Hatfield 1971; Oiler and 
Obrecht 1969). Similarly, reports of great success with new language teach- 
ing systems that provide a great deal of active involvement of the student 
(e.g. Gattegno's Silent Way, Asher's Total Physical Response Method, New- 
mark's Minimal Language Teaching System, and Winitz and Reed's Method; 
see Diller, 1975, for discussion) also confirm the hypothesis that acquisition 
and learning can proceed simultaneously. 

Both of these points are illustrated and confirmed by new data on pro- 
ficiency and linguistic environment using the SLOPE test with adult learners 
of English. The subject pool was the same as used in Krashen, Sferlazza, 
Feldman, and Fathman, described above: Sixty-six subjects were tested, with 
thirteen first language groups being represented. Some had studied English 
intensively while others had encountered English only in informal environ- 
ments. Table two shows the relationship between overall SLOPE scores and 
measures of exposure. Despite our findings that the SLOPE, as administered, 
is primarily an acquisition measure (because it yielded a "natural" difficulty 
order and allowed no monitoring time), no relationship was found between 
the measure of exposure and SLOPE scores. 

TABLE 2 
SLOPE Performance and Measures of Exposure and Formal Instruction 

Years in English Years of formal 
speaking country English study 

r p r p 
SLOPE scores .014 ns .42 p < .001 

Partial correlations were used, as years in English speaking country and years of 
formal study were correlated, r = -.24, p .01. Ordinary correlations were computed, 
however, and were quite similar to those reported above; for SLOPE and exposure, 
r = .003, and for SLOPE and formal study, r = .40.) 
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These results confirm the suspicions voiced above about using "exposure- 
type" measures of informal linguistic environments, and underline the claim 
that active involvement is necessary for acquisition to take place. Thus, if 
the SLOPE is a test of acquired competence only, it must be concluded that 
the question asked in the Krashen et al. series is a measure of time spent in 
"exposure-type" environments only, and this apparent counter-evidence to 
hypothesis I disappears entirely. No studies in the literature survey, how- 
ever, are counter-evidence to the hypothesis that an "intake-type" informal 
environment may be quite efficient in increasing adult second language pro- 
ficiency. 

The significant correlation in table two between years of formal instruc- 
tion and SLOPE scores supports the hypothesis that the classroom can be 
of value, and in fact generally is of value, in language acquisition as well as 
in language learning. 

While all studies described here are consistent with a revised version of 
hypothesis II, that in general formal instruction increases second language 
proficiency, none of the studies gives evidence to indicate that "learning" 
does indeed take place in formal situations in addition to acquisition. Note 
that "learning" occurs in the Upshur and Mason studies only under the 
"self-study" hypothesis, while in the Krashen et al. series the evidence for 
learning is the positive correlation between years of formal study and pro- 
ficiency. The SLOPE data indicated, however, that the classroom second 
language experience may also influenced the acquired competence, and we 
thus have no direct evidence that learning takes place at all. The hypothesis 
that the classroom contributes to acquisition only is sufficient to predict all 
the data covered above, as all proficiency tests, according to the monitor 
model, involve some acquired competence. 

There is, however, evidence that learning exists and does, in most cases, 
increase proficiency. Our pilot data (reported in Krashen, Sferlazza, Feld- 
man, and Fathman, forthcoming) indicate that increasing response time, 
which supposedly allows consciously learned knowledge to intrude and alter 
responses, causes an increase in overall scores in the SLOPE test. An in- 
teresting case of an advanced ESL performer (Krashen and Pon, forth- 
coming) also supports the hypothesis that learning exists and may increase 
performed accuracy by supplementaing the acquired output. Our subject 
performed nearly perfectly in situations where monitoring was possible but 
made "errors" in casual speech. She could, however, correct nearly all these 
errors and could also describe the grammatical rules she broke. This suggests 
that consciously learned competence was involved in those situations in 
which she made less errors. 

Conclusion 
For the child, only acquisition is possible. Thus, "intake" informal en- 

vironments are sufficient. The class can at best provide only additional in- 
take, and it appears to be the case that when children have access to rich 
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TABLE 3 
Linguistic Environments Relevant to Second Language Proficiency in Adults 

In the Classroom 
Outside the Classroom 

"intake" 
informal formal 
(language "intake" "exposure" (self- 

use) formal informal informal study) 

Acquisition * * 
Learning * 

intake environments, extra classes in second languages are not necessary 
(Fathman 1975; Hale and Budar 1970). 

The Upshur, Mason, and Carroll studies are consistent with the hy- 
pothesis that intake informal environments can be quite beneficial for adult 
second language acquisition, and the distinction between intake and exposure 
type informal environments disallows the Krashen et al. series as counter- 
evidence to hypothesis I. The ineffectiveness of exposure type environments 
is confirmed by the lack of relationship between reports of time spent in the 
country where the target language was spoken and the results of an 
"acquisition" proficiency test. No studies provide counterevidence to a 
modified version of hypothesis II: Formal environments are also beneficial. 
The need to decide between the original formulations of hypotheses I and 
II is obviated by an independently justified model of adult second language 
competence in which intake informal environments and formal instruction 
make different sorts of contributions to second language competence. 

Table three summarizes the implications of the literature survey and 
SLOPE data in terms of the monitor model. Both formal and informal 
linguistic environments contribute to second language proficiency but do so 
in different ways: An intensive intake informal environment can provide 
both the adult and child with the necessary input for the operation of the 
language acquisition device. The classroom can contribute in two ways: As a 
formal linguistic environment, providing rule isolation and feedback for the 
development of the monitor, and, to the extent language use is emphasized, 
simultaneously as a source of primary linguistic data for language acquisition. 
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