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Two Frameworks for Vocabulary Learning and Teaching in Second Language:
Involvement Load Hypothesis and Technique Feature Analysis

Yuki MINAMI*

ABSTRACT

In the field of vocabulary learning and teaching, depth of processing is important for vocabulary acquisition in

second language. It is said that the deeper the process is, the more vocabulary you can learn. Now, there are

two frameworks which indicate the depth of processing. One is Involvement Load Hypothesis and another one

is Technique Feature Analysis. These two are similar frameworks, so the author has reviewed the studies on

Involvement Load Hypothesis and Technique Feature Analysis focusing on reading and writing tasks. The

author found that there is likelihood that Technique Feature Analysis might be better than Involvement Load

Hypothesis. In this article, the author introduces the studies on these two frameworks, listing the problems of

these two frameworks(e.g. Time on Task, the number of the studies), and illustrating the future direction of

the studies using Involvement Load Hypothesis and Technique Feature Analysis.
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HLAE ESEE
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Motivation
(1) Is there a clear vocabulary 1 1
learning goal?
(2) Does the activity motivate 1 0
learning?
(3) Do the learners select the 1 0
words?
Noticing
(4) Does the activity focus 1 1
attention on the target words?
(5) Does the activity raise 1 1
awareness of new vocabulary
learning?
(6) Does the activity involve 0 0
negotiation?
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Retrieval

(7) Does the activity involve 1 0
retrieval of the word?

(8) Is it productive retrieval? 0 0

(9) Is it recall? 1 0

(10) Are there multiple retrievals 1 0
of each word?

(11) Is there spacing between 1 0
retrievals?

Generation

(12) Does the activity involve 0 1
generative use?

(13) Is it productive? 0 1

(14) Is there a marked change that 0 1
involves the use of other words?

Retention

(15) Does the activity ensure 1 1
successful linking of form and
meaning?

(16) Does the activity involve 0 0
instantiation?

(17) Does the activity involve 0 0
imaging?

(18) Does the activity avoid 1 1
interference?
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