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AN AGENDA FOR THE RESEARCH OF ESP
VOCABULARY ACQUISITION

Searching for the best approaches in teaching and learning English
for Specific Purposes (ESP), particularly ESP vocabulary, and exam-
ining the most efficient methods, strategies and activities to promote
effective vocabulary acquisition has been a noteworthy line of research
in the field of Second Language Acquisition (SLA), but not as much in
the field of ESP vocabulary acquisition, especially in the field of Busi-
ness English for Economists. Increased interest in communicative and
interactive approaches to ESP language learning has led to creating
this article as a form of (pre)modified input for a research planned to
be carried out at the Faculty of Economics, University of Kragujevac
during the winter semester of the academic year 2014. Despite the fact
that this article will be descriptive in its nature, it represents the re-
search agenda for the future planned investigation that will provide
empirical evidence of influence of (pre)modified input and (pre)mod-
ified output on ESP vocabulary acquisition focusing on Task Based
Learning (TBL) and experiential teaching and learning methods for
ESP tertiary students.

Keywords: ESP vocabulary, acquisition, input, output, simulation

Introduction

In the course of my experience as a language teacher of Business English
for Economists, I have noticed that (pre)modified input creates only passive
knowledge which does not affect students’ inter-language but only constitutes
language knowledge plateau stage that has to be “pushed out” in order to be
retained in students’ memory. (Pre)modified input is an inevitable first step in
the process of language/vocabulary acquisition but not the only one. In order
to maximize ESP language/vocabulary knowledge retention it is necessary to
apply TBL methods in combination with experiential learning activities with
the principal focus on profession-related activities not only on language for
professional purposes. ESP tertiary students are practically always highly mo-
tivated to everything that is closely related to their future professional activ-
ities. My suggestion is/will be that by rethinking TBL approach to language/
vocabulary acquisition as well as experiential activities and methods of lan-
guage for specific purposes, that is ,Business English, within the framework of
(pre) modified input and (pre) modified output theories with the specific em-
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phasis on ESP vocabulary acquisition, we/ teachers of ESP might get a deep-
er insight into the possibilities of improving existing approaches to teaching
methods and techniques in the field of ESP.

Task-based learning approach

Task-based language learning (TBL) refers to the process of language ac-
quisition in which learners concentrate on meaning rather than form. Task-
based language learning, based on constructivist theory of learning and
communicative language teaching methodology, evolved to some limitations
of the traditional PPP approach which only creates the illusion of learning
because for any lasting learning to occur learners need much more commu-
nicative experience. Contrary to PPP approach, represented by the procedure
of presentation, practice and performance, TBL is a developmental process
promoting communication and social interaction and “push” learners to learn
the target language more effectively because they are naturally exposed to
meaningful task-based activities. As Brown suggests:

“Task-based learning is not a new method. Rather, it simple puts task at the
center of one’s methodological focus. It views the learning process as a set of
communicative tasks that are directly linked to the curricular goals they serve,
and the purposes of which extend beyond the practice of language for its own
sake. Research on task-based learning attempts to identify types of tasks that
enhance learning (for example, open-ended, structured, teacher-fronted, small
group, pair work) and to define task-specific learner factors (roles, proficiency
levels, styles), teacher roles, and other variables that contribute to a successful
achievement of goals”(Brown 2000: 83)

In the framework of TBL we should pay close attention to the notion of
communicative task. According to Willis the term task indicates those “ac-
tivities where the target language is used by the learner for a communicative
purpose (goal) in order to achieve an outcome.”(Willis 1996:28) Thus, teach-
ing through tasks creates favorable learning conditions for students who study
ESP at tertiary level. TBL involves students in performing tasks relevant to
their future professions, increases their motivation and does not emphasize
linguistic items in the primary stages. Furthermore, in order to achieve the
objectives of TBL task in an English for Specific Purposes (ESP) context a task
should reflect what learners need to do in real-life situations at the future work
place. Also, tasks must be based on authentic materials obtained from written
or oral texts which have not been adapted to simplify their level of difficulty.
Willis has also pointed out that teachers should prepare communicative activ-
ities with “suitable degree of intellectual and linguistic challenge and promote
learners’ language development as efficiently as possible” (Willis 1996: 23)

When designing a task-based activity, its stages must be taken into con-
sideration since they are the ones that lead students to be able to do the main
task of the activity. Ellis (2003) proposes three stages or phases in the process
of language learning activities: pre-task, during task and post-task. The first
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phase, pre-task phase, includes various activities that teacher and students can
undertake before beginning the task. This phase has two basic functions, ac-
cording to Ellis (2003).First one is to introduce and create an interest in do-
ing a task on the chosen topic and the second one is to activate topic-related
words, phrases and target sentences that will be useful in carrying out the task
and in the real world communication. In the next phase, during task phase,
students can work in pairs or groups and they use whatever linguistic resourc-
es they possess or obtain in the previous phase to achieve the goal/goals of
the task. The final phase, post-task phase involves procedures for following-up
on the task performance, that is, output analysis and teacher’s corrections or
students’ self-repair.

Willis (1996) outlines another model for TBL which refers to three stages:
the pre-task, the task cycle and language focus stage. In the pre-task stage, the
topic is introduced and defined and essential vocabulary is highlighted by the
teacher. The task cycle provides students with an opportunity to do the task in
pairs or small groups while the teacher monitors from a distance encouraging
all attempts in communication without correcting any mistakes. Students pre-
pare to report (orally or in writing) how they achieved the goal of the task and
what they discovered. Students’ reports are public so the teacher should act as
facilitator commenting only the content of reports. Finally, in the language
focus or post-task stage students analyze specific language features and only
after their attempt to infer the knowledge of the unknown language features
by themselves, the teacher starts to conduct practice of new words, phrases
and patterns occurring in the data.

It should be emphasized that having finished a secondary school, stu-
dents, who are non-native speakers of English, are expected to have mastered
either the highest C2 or slightly lower C1 level. In the course of my teaching
experience I noticed that, on average, school leavers usually reached either Bl
or B2 level. However, at tertiary level, the objectives of ESP course are to en-
sure the mastering of the usage of professional language in spite of the lack
in proficiency in General English. On the other hand, a curriculum of ESP
courses is usually designed according to the learners’ needs and in accordance
with the institutional requirements. Applying TBL in combination with ex-
periential learning and teaching can assist in providing universities with an
opportunity to offer a better “product” that students will appreciate as a pay-
off for their learning investment. Because of the fact that very often students’
previous secondary education did not sufficiently prepare them to practically
utilize their language capabilities to succeed in their tertiary ESP environ-
ments, it is necessary to organize ESP educational programs which combine
and integrate learning and its future academic or professional application, re-
gardless of whether this integration is real or simulated. Therefore, mastering
ESP encompasses necessity for students to acquire a number of grammatical/
vocabulary items which can be provided by applying of TBL and experiential
teaching methods.
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The Output Hypothesis

This article as a form of (pre)modified agenda for the future empirically
proved research theoretically investigates what effects different oral interac-
tions may have on the comprehension, receptive acquisition and productive
acquisition of ESP vocabulary items. It also focuses on the effect of productive
use of lexical items (elicited by feedback from students, teacher) on the re-
ceptive and productive acquisition and retention of words, along the lines of
Swain’s Output Hypothesisand Van den Branden’s study of negotiation.

Swain (1985), in her seminal article, emphasizes that comprehensible in-
put is not sufficient for successful SLA and that opportunities for non-native
speakers (NNSs) to produce Comprehensible Output (CO) are necessary. She
basis her conclusions on findings from studies she conducted in immersion
contexts in Canada. Swain(1985) found that although immersion students
were provided with a rich source of comprehensible input over a period of
8 years, their inter-language (IL) performance was still off-target. The same
author (1985) argues that IL performance of these students was still off-target
because they lacked opportunities for output in two ways. “First, the students
are simply not given (...) adequate opportunities, to use the target language
in the classroom context. Second, “they are not being “pushed” in their out-
put.”(Swain1985: 249) She (1985) goes on to say that “there appears to be little
social or cognitive pressure to produce language that reflects more appropri-
ately or precisely their intended meaning: there is no push to be more com-
prehensible than they already are.” (Swain 1985: 249) Thus, the author points
out that learners must be given the opportunity to produce target language
instead of only being given comprehensible input in order to be accurate and
fluent in the target language. Therefore, she doubts that interactions and com-
prehensible input are sufficient for SLA:

“Conversational exchanges (...) are not themselves the source of acquisition
derived from comprehensible input. Rather they are the source of acquisition
derived from comprehensible output: output that extends the linguistic reper-
toire of the learner as he or she attempts to create precisely and appropriately the
meaning desired.” (Swain 1985: 252)

Swain (1985) proposes the hypothesis, which she terms the “comprehen-
sible output hypothesis” (Swain 1985: 249) for SLA. The basic premise of the
CO hypothesis postulates that producing the L2, especially when learners ex-
perience difficulties in communicating their intended message successfully,
“pushes” learners to make their output more precise and appropriate and that
this process contributes to SLA. She (1985) also points out that output “may
be the trigger to pay attention to the means of expression needed in order to
successfully convey his or her own intended meaning”. (Swain 1985: 249) Al-
though she admits the necessity of comprehensible input in SLA, she empha-
sizes the role of CO because it aids SLA in many ways:

“Its role is, at maximum, to provide opportunities or contextualized, meaning-
ful use, to test out hypotheses about the target language, and to move the learner
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from a purely semantic analysis of the language to a syntactic analysis of it.”
(Swain 1985: 252)

Swain (1995) outlines three functions of output in second language learn-
ing: the noticing/triggering function, the hypothesis-testing function and the
meta-linguistic (reflective) function. While attempting to produce the target
language, learners may notice linguistic problems. “This awareness triggers
cognitive processes that have been implicated in second language learn-
ing-ones in which learners generate linguistic knowledge that is new for them,
or that consolidate their current existing knowledge.”(Swain 2005: 474)

Similar to the Swain’s explanation of noticing/triggering function of out-
put is Izumi’s research (2002) of input in the frame of depth of processing
that highlights the fact that the quantity of attention is less important than
the quality of it. [zumi (2002) suggests that within this framework “input en-
hancement may have caused mere recirculation or rehearsal at the same, rel-
atively shallow processing level, which led to the learners to experience only
a short-term retention of the attended form. On the other hand, the greater
learning evidenced by the output subjects suggests that output triggered deep-
er and more elaborate processing of the form, which led them to establish a
more durable memory trace”(Izumi 2002: 570) According to Izumi’s research

“Output processing (...) pushed(...) learners further in their cognitive pro-
cessing and prompted them to perceive or conceive the unitized structure. This
occurs by virtue of the grammatical encoding operations performed during
production. As a consequence, the output task served effectively both as the
stimulator of integrative processing and as the glue to connect individual form,
elements, which (...) were only vaguely related to one another during the com-
prehension process.” (Izumi 2002: 571)

While explaining the hypothesis testing function Swain (2005) insists on
the necessity for learners to test their hypotheses in order to change their out-
put followed by feedback. She gives an example of Pica et. al. (1989) findings
“that over one third of learner’s utterances were modified either semantically
or morphosyntactically in response to the feedback moves of clarification and
confirmation requests.” (Swain 2005: 476) Another example, that Swain in her
article provides is Loewen (2002) finding that in communicatively oriented
second language classroom settings, almost three quarters of learners’ utter-
ances were modified in response to teachers’ incidental feedback. All these
findings support the assumption that “the processes in which learners engage
to modify their output in response to feedback are part of the second language
learning process.” (Swain 2005: 476) In addition, Swain (2005) states that out-
put is not only modified in response to various feedback but that production of
modified output facilitates L2 learning.

Swain (2005) states that speaking is an exterior source of physical and
mental regulation for an individual because through speaking/output oth-
ers regulate an individual’s physical and cognitive behavior. Thus, over time,
the individual internalizes the regulatory actions of others. This means that
learners who participate in dialogues with others operating on linguistic data,
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internalize the linguistic data to the extent that it becomes part of their own
mental activity. In dialogues with each other, or with a teacher, they are en-
gaged in linguistic problem solving and knowledge building. Swain and Lap-
kin (1998) have called this joint problem-solving dialogue “collaborative dia-
logue”. Swain (2005) have experimented with tasks that encourage students
to engage in collaborative dialogues and found “that tasks where students are
asked to write something together tend to elicit collaborative dialogue as the
students discuss how best to represent their intended meaning. Furthermore,
they have shown through the use of post test items based on the students’ col-
laborative dialogues that the collaborative dialogues were a source of language
learning.” (Swain 2005:478)

Swain (2005) also notes that three functions of output in SLA represent a
cognitive activity, that is, the cognitive activity of identifying knowledge gaps,
the cognitive activity of generating and testing hypotheses and the cognitive ac-
tivity of solving problems. The dialogue, which she terms “collaborative” can
sometimes be the source of these activities “(...)because it creates a context that
enables learners to identify knowledge gaps in their IL performance, to ver-
balize and explicitly test their hypotheses about the TL, and to solve linguis-
tic problems jointly by negotiating about TL forms (...)” (Swain 1997: 118-119)

Negotiation and vocabulary acquisition

This detailed theoretical/descriptive analysis of Swain’s OutputHypoth-
esis creates the framework for one form of modification and information re-
structuring that takes place when learners in the input or in the process of
“pushed” output experience difficulty in understanding messages. Namely,
acquiring productive knowledge of a word is a more complex task than ac-
quiring a receptive or passive knowledge of it (e.g., Laufer, 1998; Nation, 1990).
Laufer (1998) observed in his quantitative, longitudinal study on L2 vocabu-
lary acquisition that learners’ passive vocabulary developed to a higher extent
than did their active use of new words. This so-called plateau stage was attrib-
uted to the lack of exercises and tasks that elicit the new vocabulary taught,
preventing learners from incorporating this vocabulary into free production.
Negotiation may benefit productive acquisition of new words, provided that
the students have the opportunity to use items they have begun to acquire
and to receive feedback from other speakers. Thus, this is one more confirma-
tion of Swain’s notion of “pushed” output, that is, “what goes on between the
original output and its reprocessed form (...) is a part of the process of second
language learning.” (Swain 1997: 119)

Kris Van den Branden (1997) notes in his study of Effects of Negotiation
on Language Learner’s Output that there is a clear distinction between nego-
tiation of meaning and negotiation of form. Negotiation of meaning is to re-
store and/or maintain mutual understanding and “routines of negotiation of
meaning are side-sequences to the main flow of conversation, during which
the interlocutors make joint efforts to deal with problems of message compre-
hensibility.” (Branden 1997: 591-592) On the other hand, form negotiations are
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not primarily meaning-focused, and the task of interlocutor/teacher is to try to
“push” the other towards producing formally more correct and/or appropriate
utterances. According to Van den Branden, these both forms of negotiation
encourage learners to self-repair or to acknowledge the solution for the prob-
lem that may appear in their inter-language. They differ from other types of
negative feedback, such as overt corrections and recasts because they encour-
age learners to actively participate in the process of their output modifications.
“Pushing” language learners to modify their output through negotiation of
meaning and form promotes language acquisition in a number of ways. Wells
(1985) has emphasized motivational aspect of negotiations. First, interlocutor/
teacher shows interest in learner’s output which may encourage the learners
to question the language they produce and reconstruct the inter-language
hypotheses that underlie their output. In discourse contexts “ where learners
need to produce output that their current Il system cannot handle, they may
be expected to pay close attention to the interactional help offered : a learner
in search of the right word or structure is a learner who is open to noticing
such things in the input(...)” (Branden 1997: 596) When learners receive the
feedback from an interlocutor/teacher, they incorporate it and use it to modify
their output in the conversation or during subsequent conversations.

One of negative aspects of negotiation in the language classroom, as Van
den Branden (1997) points out, is minimal output opportunity for less con-
fident and less proficient learners who receive a limited number of speaking
turns. Also, in a lot of situations when a student does not succeed to provide
a correct answer within a few seconds, or gives an incorrect or incomprehen-
sible answer, teachers instead of being learning facilitators become discourse
context dictators. They do not “push” students to produce comprehensible or
accurate output but more likely switch to another student, or simply provide
the correct answer. In order to move on with the lesson, to save the students’
face, many teachers view negotiating process on learners’ output as time-con-
suming, embarrassing (for the student), inappropriate and instead of pushing
learners to self-modify their output they often provide a rich interpretation of
what the learner tried to say. Shehadeh (2002)in his research found “that the
NNSs who participated in his study produced an average of 1 MO instance
per minute in response to other-initiation and 2.5 in response to self-initia-
tion. In other words, instances of MO resulting from self-initiation were two-
and-a-half times more frequent than those resulting from other-initiation.”
(Shehadeh 2002: 623) The implication of this research is that learners need to
be given both time and opportunity to achieve self-initiated, self-completed
repair of their inter-language. Some studies (e.g., McHoul, 1978, 1990) observe
that learners are not given sufficient time or opportunity to self-repair-self/
correct. For instance, McHoul (1990) indicates that teachers’ initiated cor-
rections “either (a) immediately a trouble-source is over, with usually no gap
occurring or (b) immediately the repairable {i. e., the trouble- source itself is
spoken/heard” (McHoul 1990: 375). He also point out that “the latter cases of
other-initiations either (i) overlap the trouble-source turn or (ii) interrupt it.
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In instances of (i), teacher and student can both be heard to be speaking, albeit
briefly, at the same time. In instances of (ii), the student immediately yields
the floor to the teacher” (McHoul 1990: 375). “Musumeci (1996) has vividly
illustrated teachers’ strong ability and preparedness to derive meaning from
whatever the student try to say, sometimes even before the latter have uttered
one single word.”(Branden 1997: 599) For more “pushing” output to appear in
the classroom, Van den Branden concludes that it is vitally for both teachers
and students to interpret negotiation as a “tool” for constructing modified in-
ter-language in the global process of language acquisition.

Continuous simulation

Rod Ellis (2005) in his article Instructed language learning and Task-
Based Teaching notes some task-based researches which aim to identify “psy-
cholinguistically motivated” tasks which are relevant to second language pro-
cessing and learning. “Researchers have investigated a variety of task variables
and have been able to show that tasks that are two-way as opposed to one-way
(Pica & Doughty, 1985), that have split rather than shared input (Newton,1991),
and where the outcome of a task is closed rather than open (Crookes & Ru-
lon, 1985) and divergent rather than convergent (Duft, 1986) result in higher
levels of meaning negotiation. “(Ellis 2005: 722) Thus, this agenda for the fu-
ture planned research on ESP vocabulary acquisition will focus on continuous
simulation as one of the tasks that includes Ellis research proposals and that
provide “focus-on-form” not only “focus-on-forms” (Long, 1991), directed at
specific linguistic items (words) induced proactively into a task performance
by means of negotiation of meaning. Traditional simulations, according to
Tornpolsky (2012), as learning activities/tasks, are similar to role plays in the
way that students also play roles while they are engaged in extra-linguistic
activities in which communication is held in the target language. However, the
main focus in simulations is function of the activity, professional activity, not
only modeling a real-life situation as it is the case with role plays. Furthermore,
the main focus in role plays is the conflict of interest whether in simulations
it is the conflict of opinions because all participants in simulations strive to
attain the same goal and only contradiction is how to achieve the goal. These
traditional simulations are not completely adequate for the future research
on vocabulary acquisition and retention in Business English context because
they are disconnected episodes in the learning/teaching process. “Continuous
simulation is a specific organization of a Business English (...)course when
learning develops as continuous modeling and enacting of business activities
and communication in class. The enactment is done in the framework of al-
most life-sized functioning of an imaginary company.” (Tornpolsky 2012: 40)
Every stage in the continuum of simulations is followed by produced output,
whether it is (pre)modified through negotiation or through overt corrections
and recasts, that is, learners are in every stage exposed to modification of their
inter-language that may be used in the following stage/simulation. Therefore,
continuous simulation provides ideal framework for the following research to
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empirically investigate how : a) learners exposed to non-negotiated , (pre)mod-
ified input, that is, exposure to meaning of the target words with production of
output modified through overt corrections and recasts, b)learners exposed to
interactionally modified input through negotiation with a teacher as facilitator
and with production of output modified through overt corrections and recasts
,and c) learners exposed to interactionally modified input through negotiation
with each other with production of interactionally modified output through
negotiation with a teacher as facilitator, benefit ESP vocabulary acquisition.

Each phase, each simulation in the process of continuous simulation as a
task-based activity, according to Willis (1996) and Ellis (2003), should include
three stages:

The pre-task stage (Willis, 1996)/ “pre-task” phase (Ellis, 2003): in this
phase a teacher should obtain the proper material and decide what profes-
sional situation will be simulated, and whether the students’ level of language
proficiency is sufficient for such a simulation. Furthermore, a teacher should
describe the situation that will be simulated and set the goals if they need to
be set. This phase also include students’ initial preparation, that is, reading,
or listening, or watching a video before starting simulation in order to obtain
some information required for the simulation. For the purpose of the future
research after learners’ initial preparation, teacher decide whether the new
vocabulary will be analyzed through interactionally modified input through
negotiation of meaning with him/her as facilitator or students’ will negotiate
with each other, or through(pre)modified input treatment, that is, exposure to
meaning of the target words.

The task cycle (Willis, 1996)/ during task (Ellis, 2003)/ simulation itself:
in this stage students work in groups, in the course of the following research
groups will be formed of four students, using whatever linguistic resources
they possess or obtain in the previous phase to achieve the goal of the task.
Teacher monitors from a distance facilitating communication if necessary but
without correcting any mistakes.

The final phase/ language focus stage (Willis, 1996)/post task (Ellis, 2003)/
debriefing: commenting on the results of finished simulation phase and lin-
guistic output analyses through overt corrections, recasts provided by a teach-
er or negotiation of meaning with a teacher as facilitator and possibility for
students to self-repair their inter-language preparing for the next simulation.

Planned research questions and hypotheses

The future study will investigate the effects of different approaches to the
same task-based activity/simulation/continuous simulation on the compre-
hension, receptive acquisition and productive acquisition of new ESP vocab-
ulary. It will also examine the effect of productive use of lexical items on the
receptive and productive acquisition and retention of words in the framework
of Swain’s (1997, 2005) output hypothesis. The research questions and hypoth-
eses will be the following:

Does negotiated interaction benefit ESP vocabulary comprehension?
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Hypothesis 1: Learners exposed to input(new ESP vocabulary) during
negotiation interaction with production of output will attain higher levels of
input comprehension than learners exposed to non-negotiated, (pre)modified
input with production of output.

What is the relative effect of type of interaction on ESP receptive vocab-
ulary acquisition? If there is an effect, how does it influence retention of ac-
quired ESP vocabulary?

Hypothesis 2a: Learners exposed to interactionally modified input
through negotiation with production of output modified through overt cor-
rections and recasts will attain higher level of ESP receptive vocabulary ac-
quisition than learners exposed to non-negotiated, (pre)modified input with
production of output modified through overt corrections and recasts.

Hypothesis 2b: Learners exposed to interactionally modified input
through negotiation with each other and with production of output interac-
tionally modified with a teacher/facilitator will attain higher levels of ESP re-
ceptive vocabulary acquisition than learners exposed to interactionally mod-
ified input through negotiation with a teacher/facilitator and with production
of output modified through overt corrections and recasts.

What is the relative effect of type of interaction on ESP productive vo-
cabulary acquisition? If there is an effect, how does it influence retention of
acquired vocabulary?

Hypothesis 3a: Learners exposed to interactionally modified input
through negotiation whether with each other or with a teacher/facilitator with
production of output will attain higher levels of ESP productive vocabulary
acquisition than learners exposed to non-negotiated, (pre)modified input with
production of output.

Hypothesis 3b: Learners exposed to interactionally modified input
through negotiation with each other with produced output modified through
negotiation with a teacher/facilitator will attain higher levels of ESP produc-
tive vocabulary acquisition than learners exposed to interactionally modified
input through negotiation with a teacher/facilitator with produced output
modified through overt corrections and recasts.

Method
Participants

A total of 60 second-year volunteer students will participate in the
research. They will be randomly assigned to one of three experimental groups:
1) non-negotiated, (pre)modified input with produced output modified
through recasts and overt corrections, 2) interactionally modified input
through negotiation with a teacher/facilitator with produced output modified
through recasts and overt corrections, 3) interactionally modified input
through negotiation with each other with produced output modified through
negotiation with teacher/facilitator.
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Procedure

Pre-task phase/stage

The continuous simulation will be designed as a series of logically inter-
connected episodes/assignments for students that outline the development
and functioning of the imaginary company. Imaginary continuum of “busi-
ness activities” will be ensured by exposing students to permanently simulate
“business activities” and business communication in the course of six exercise
sessions, one per week. During each session, each group will be exposed to
reading, or listening, or watching a video as the preparation for each simu-
lation in the process of six continuous simulations. Tasks will be carried out
on these sessions that will last up to two hours each and in which participants
will be engaged in the same activities that will vary depending on the group
students belong.

The first group will be exposed to non-negotiated/(pre)modified in-
put, that is, to meaning of the target words/new ESP vocabulary (up to 30
minutes),after reading, or listening, or watching a video.

The second group will be exposed to interactionally modified input
through negotiation with a teacher/ facilitator in the process of inferring the
meaning of new ESP vocabulary from the given context(up to 30 minutes),
after reading, or listening, or watching a video.

The third group will be exposed to interactioanally modified input
through negotiation with each other in the process of inferring the meaning of
new ESP vocabulary from the given context ( up to 30 minutes), after reading,
or listening, or watching a video.

Task cycle/during task/simulation

After exposure to input, all the students will be “pushed” in the simula-
tion with a teacher monitoring them from a distance and facilitating commu-
nication if necessary but without correcting any mistakes. The simulation may
last up to one hour.

Language focus stage/post task/ debriefing

In this final stage, which may last up to half an hour, students will be
given the opportunity to comment on the results of finished simulation and
analyze linguistic problems primarily meaning of new ESP vocabulary with a
teacher:

First and second group: by exposure to feedback in the form of overt cor-
rections and recasts;

Third group: by exposure to negotiation with a teacher;

According to Swain and Lapkin (1998) the function of the task cycle/
during task/produced output in vocabulary acquisition is to play a role of a
triggering process and to serve as a tool for meta-linguistic talk, for notic-
ing and focusing learners’ attention on subsequent input, for hypothesis test-
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ing. The verbalization in produced output helps students to solve linguistic
problems through reflection on them, or meta-linguistic talk. For example, in
Swain’s (1997) study, production enabled learners to notice problems in their
inter-language system, prompting them to reflect consciously on the language
they were producing and to negotiate collaboratively about target language
forms and structures until a satisfactory resolution was reached.

Testing instruments

I) Three post-treatment tests will be administered to measure the imme-
diate and delayed effects of the treatment. The first test will be carried out
immediately after the task cycle of three simulations, the second after anoth-
er cycle of other three simulations. The third test will be administered three
weeks after finishing the planned process of six continuous simulations.

In order to be measured receptive and productive acquisition of ESP vo-
cabulary, the Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (VKS), developed by Paribakht
and Wesche (1997), will be adapted for both the immediate post-tests and the
delayed post-test. This scale will be used because it primarily examines learn-
ers’ word knowledge by measuring their familiarity of vocabulary meaning.
As shown in Table 1, Paribakht and Wesche (1997) proposes five point scale
which combines self-report and performance items to elicit self-perceived and
produced knowledge of specific words in written form.

TABLE 1
Self-Report Categories for the Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (VKS) (Adapted from
Paribakht & Wesche, 1997)

Category Description
I I don’t remember having seen this word before.
11 I have seen this word before, but I don’t know what it means.

I have seen this word before, and I think it means

III . . ) S .
(Write explanation or a synonym, which is a word that has a similar

meaning.)

I know this word. It [RF1] means
v (Write explanation or a synonym, which is a word that has a s1m11ar
meaning.)

I can use this word in a sentence: (write a sentence that includes the
word).

\Y4 e.g.,:

(If you do this section, please also do Section IV.)

As presented in Figure 1, according to Paribakht and Wesche (1997),
self-reported word knowledge of categories I and II will receive scores of 1
and 2, and students’ demonstration of vocabulary knowledge (e.g., at least the
definition of vocabulary) will be rewarded higher scores. Incorrect responses
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in self-report categories III, IV and V will be given a score of 2. A score of 3
will be given if an appropriate synonym or translation will be provided for
self-repair categories III or IV. A score 4 will indicate that the learners use the
word in a sentence demonstrating their knowledge of its meaning in context
but with inaccurate grammar. A score of 5 will indicate correct use of the tar-
get word in a sentence both semantically and grammatically.

FIGURE 1

Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (VKS) Scoring Categories (Adapted from Paribakht &
Wesche, 1997)

Self-Report Possible
P Meaning of Scores
Categories Scores
| 4-[ 1 IThe word is not familiar at all.
.
e 2 IThc word is familiar but its meaning is not known.
3 Ii\ correct synonym or translation is given.
4 IThc word is used with semantic appropriateness in a sentence.
5 The word 1s used with semantic appropriateness and grammatical
Aaccuracy m a sentence.

II) Another test instrument will be to trace language learning process and
measure acquisition by tailoring items on post-tests. Swain and Lapkin (1998)
suggest that the best way for language acquisition analysis is to combine an
analysis of students’ collaborative dialogue with follow-up post-test interviews
with a teacher “in other to derive a more fine-grained understanding of the
mental process” (Swain and Lapkin 1998: 333) activated in these dialogues.
This test treatment will be administered with a teacher, individually, following
the same time schedule as post-tests planned to be carried out in written form.

Conclusion instead of a discussion

Instead of a discussion that empirically supports or not the proposed
hypotheses and contributes or not more evidence in favor of pushed output
and its effects on ESP vocabulary receptive and productive acquisition, pre-
viously proposed agenda for the future research, in the course of the article,
will be concluded in the form of “pushed” output as a “tool” for triggering
process and meta-linguistic talk. It cannot be concluded in the form of hy-
potheses testing because the previously described agenda has been only hy-
pothesized. Artificial nature of this descriptively created agenda leads to many
questions that in future may be provided with empirically confirmed answers.
Does negotiation may benefit of ESP vocabulary acquisition? Which process-
es account for the conversion of intake into production, or how should we
investigate whether the modifications students make to their output can be
a source of competence of ESP vocabulary items? How the solutions reached
during collaborative dialogues are retained in the students’ inter-language?

a(auoeH
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Further, how do we construct tasks as well as tests and post-tests that force
students to use a particular aspect of language so that we, the researchers, can
confirm that it has been acquired? Whether “pushing” learners beyond their
performance level can lead to the internalization of new linguistic knowledge,
or the consolidation of existing one?

“Nevertheless, any attempt to isolate and examine the proportion of compre-
hensible but incorrect/less accurate output versus correct/more accurate but less
comprehensible output and the proportion of output that is less target-like is a
worthy task for future research in which a more detailed, longitudinal analy-
sis of NNSs MO is carried out and which may reveal whether learning has oc-
curred and in what way the specific type of modification (comprehensible, cor-
rect/accurate, target-like) affects language development.” (Shehadeh 2002: 619)

This hypothesized agenda can be also considered as an empirical baseline
for broader and larger future researches. It can be replicated by research
undertaking a larger sample size and examining different ESP linguistic
structures. In its broader and larger form it can also show whether the
frequency of modifications (because of the type of task, that is, continuous
simulation) require frequency of output, affects the rate of acquisition and
impacts of ESP language development. Furthermore, it may obtain information
whether those tasks that provide significantly more opportunities for output
modification are more likely to obtain ESP language acquisition than other
tasks that provide fewer opportunities, or whether it is the type rather than
number of modifications that really matters.
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Maja P. Jlyxosuh

ITnan ncTpaxnBama 0 yCBajamwy BoKalynapa jesmka CTpyke
Pesume

Koju je Haj6omyM MPUCTYI Y TIOAyYaBalhy M yUeHy €HITIECKOT je3Ka CTPyKe, HOCeOHO
BOKaby/apa Be3aHOT 3a €HITIECKM je3NK CTPYKe, U Koje Cy HajepuKacHIje MeTofie, CTpaTeruje
U aKTMBHOCTH Koje y Hajsehoj Mepy JoIpIHOCe yCBajamby OBe BPCTe BOKabyIapa IpefcTaB/ba
0071aCT KOja ce M3ydaBa y IJTABHOMY OKBHUPY yCBajamba BOKabyaapa eHINIECKOT je3MKa Kao
CTPAHOI/[PYTOT, a/li He 1 y TOMMKOj MepM y OKBUPY 00/1acTu ycBajarma BoKabymapa jesnka
CTPYKe, TI0CeOHO He y 06/TacTH II0C/IOBHOT €HITIECKOT je3MKa 3a CTy/leHTe eKOHOMCKUX BaKyII-
tera. Ce Behe MHTepecoBame 3a KOMYHMKATUBHE I MHTEPAKTUBHE IPUCTYIIE IOy YaBatby U
ydemby jesrKa CTpyKe yTHULIA/IO je Ha CTBapare 0BOT pajja Kao hopMe MO (UKOBAHOT NHITyTa
3a 6yyhe ucrpaxmpame Koje je IJTAHMPAHO 1A Ce CIIPOBeJie TOKOM 3MMCKOT CeMeCTpPa aKajieM-
cke 2014. ronuHe Ha EkoHOMCKOM dakynTeTy YHuBepsureta y Kparyjesuy. Paj npencrasipa
IeCKpUIITUBHU IIaH 3a O6yxyhe ncTpakusame Koje he mpyXuTu eMnmpujcke gokase o yTu-
IjajuMa MOAMGMKOBAHOT MHITYTa 11 ayTIIyTa Ha yCBajaibe BOKabyapa jesnKa CTpyKe, HOCe6HO
ce dokycupajyhn Ha MeTozle TOfyUaBama 1 yuerma 3aCHOBaHE HA 3a/jalliMa M UCKYCTBY 3a
YHUBEP3UTETCKE CTy/ieHTe Koju noxabajy HacTaBy u3 jesauka cTpyke.

KipyuHe peun: Bokabyap jesnka CTpyke, yCBajame, MHIYT, Ay TIIyT, CUMYJIaluja

Ipummen y mapiiay 2014.
IIpuxesahen y aiipuny 2014.



