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Abstract

Over出e　last　decade　and　hal「some　ESP　practitioners　haΨe　made　a　concerted　eff（）rt　to　carve　out　a’

distinc電ive　nich¢fbr　ESP　in　thc　area　ofdomain－specificΨocabulary．　This　papeτargucs　implicitly

that，　while　demain－spociFic　words　alld　domail1－specific　1¢xicaI　behavior　have　so皿e　significance

for　ESP　materia［s　d¢sign，　ESP　practitioners　miglユ1　reap　better　returns　on［heir　study　Iime　ifthey

Iako　into　account　the　significan1　new　deΨdopmenls　in　EFL　vocabulary　theory，　research　and

publication　which　are　taking　place　ln　English　La口gロag¢Teaching（ELT）as　a　whole．　Rather

more　explicitly，　lhe　pap巴r　welcomes　the　fact　that　these　nβw　developlnents　a11　point　jn　the

direcIion　of　a　much　greater　and　morc　syslematic　role　fbr　vGcabu！aIy　in　thc　sylltib凹sとnd　in重hc

classroom，　but　poinIs　ouuhal　in　many　ESP　contexts　th¢re　are　lime　and　o童her　conslraints　which

threa豊¢n　to　vitiate　any　attempt　Io　adopt　such　an　enhanccd　fbcus　on　vocabulary．　Th6　author　then

shows　how　on¢appropria【e　solロ1ion　which　has　been　developed　in　an　ESP　context　at　the

Internat｛。nal　University・f∫apan（IUJ）－the・1。cal　dicti。naIy－can　help　t・relax電he　c。nstraints

wi出o風departing　frem巳he　g¢neraI　principles　5ロggested　by　th¢latest　theory　and　research．

1．　Introduction

　　　　　There　has　always　been　a　feeling　within　the　branch　of　ELT　which　deals　with　English　fbr

Specific　Purpose＄（ESP）that　vocabulary　teaching　and　learning　should　play　an　important　role

in　both　course　design　and　actual　classroom　practice（Robinson，1990：27－30）．　The　main’

reason　fbr　this　feeling　has　been　the　observation，　true　or　not，　that　it　should　be　easier　in　ESP

contexts　than　in　more　general　ELT　contexts　to　specify　learners’vocabuIary　needs　and　to

design　lexical　programs　to　meet　these　needs（op．　cit．）．　Little　in　the　way　of　clear　and　coherent

generalizations　about　vocabulary　for　ESP，　however，　emerged　unti1．Hu【chinson　and　Waters

（1987：165－6）challenged山e　conventional　wisdom　that由e　vocabulary　specific　to　the　content

domain　should　occupy　a　large　share　of　any　ESP　vocabulaiy　program．　This　criticism，

together　with　their　other　criticisms　of　ESP　clairns　to　special　status，　literally　rocked　the　ESP

world（e．g．　Swales，1985：174－6）．　One　rnajor　reason　ESP　had　emerged　as　a　distinc亡branch　of

the　ELT　profession　was　precisely　because　the　mainstream　focus　in　the　1960’s　and　197αs　on

usage　rather　than　use（Widdowson，1978：1－21）had　lefc　teachers　working　in　academic　and

professional　context5　no　other　option　but　to　separate　from由e　mainstream　and　Iook　inwards

at　their　con　tent　areas（Robinson，1990：22）．　In　relation　to　vocabulary　teaching　and　learning，

Hutchinson　and　Waters’　cry　for　a　return　to　the　mainstream　fold　was　a　little　premature　for　in

1987the　movement　to　develop　a　new　and　more　serious　approach　to　the　role　of　vocabulary　in

ELT　was　just　beginning　to　plck　up　steam．王n　thc　tcn　ycars　that　have　elapsed　since　that　time，



however，　the　outlines　of　an　approach　to　ESP　vocabulary　which　can　benefit　from　recent

mainstream　theoiy　and　research　s亡art　to　be　visible．

　　　　　This　paper　will　present　and　illusIra亡e　the　view　that　our　ESP　learners，1ike　all　English　L2

1earners，　should　be　helped　in　a　systematic　and　inIensive　way　to　get　direct　access　to　the

preductive　vocabulary　they　need．　Underlying　this　view　are　relatively　recent　develepments　in

Ianguage　acquisition　research　and　syIIabus　design　theory　which　have　taken　vocabulary　from

the　f士inges　of　secondヱanguage　pedagogy　to　its　very　center．　Within　tbis　broad　context，　the

paper　will　also　briefly　discuss　Hutchinson　and　Waters｝denial　that　ESP　learners　have　any

significant　domain－specificΨocabulary　needs．　The　practical　implications　of　these　positions

fbr　ESP　practitioners　who　are　trying　to　enhance　their　learners’vocabulary　acquisition　will

then　be　considered・　Among　these　practical　implications，　the　one　that　the　paper　identifies　as

crjtical　is　the　implied　stipulation　of　the　new　syllabus　approaches　that　vocabulary　learning　be

al工ocated　large　amounts　of　classroom　time，　a　stipulation　which　is　usually　hard　to　satisfy　in

ESP　contexts．　The　paper　will　then　bring　theory　and　practice　together　in　one　place　by

showing　how　the　creation　of　a‘‘local　dictionarゾ’for　ESP　learners　enrolled　in　an　MBA

program　at　IUJ　has　offered　one　way　of　resolving　the　competing・claims　of　current　vocabulary

teaching　t｝leory　and　of　Iocal　prograrn　constraints．　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　・　　　　・

2・　Vocabulary　moves　center　stage

　　　　　A　long　time　has　passed　since　articles　in　acad弓mic　journals　about　the　role　of　vecabulary

in　ELT　could　plaus童bly　claim　titles　such　as　Mcara’s（1980）Vocabulary　acquisition’a

ne81eeted　aSpect　of　lan8uage　leamin8．　In　the　period　since　the　late　1970’s　an　impressive

effbrt　has　been　made　at　all　levels　of　the　ELT　profession　to　make　up　for　the　neglect．　It　is

possible　to　distinguish　three　powerfu1　forces　which　I三e　behind　this　effort．

　　　　　First　of　al1，　in　the　1970s　the　s巳arch　fbr　altcrnatives　to　purely　structuraユ　aPProaches

which　stressed　the　mastery　of　gram’ 高≠狽奄モ＄ｳstructure　and　the　minimization　of　vocabulary

learning　load　led　to　proposals　that　vocabロlary　be　given　an　increased　role（Wilkins，1972：

111；Richards，1976）．　The　failure　of　the　alternative　apProaches，　particularly　of　the　notional－

f直nctional　approach　pioneered　by　Wilkins，　to　actually　implement　this　proposa1（e．9．　Wilkins，

1976：21）only　served　to　slow　down　and　not　to　stop　the　momentum　which　was　gathering・At

the　same　time，　new　research　insights　became　availabIe　which　helped　explain　why　structural

apProaches，　whether　overt　or　covert，　were工ikely　to　disapPoint．　Corder（1967）and　Selinker

（1972）showed　how　the　phenomenon　of　interlanguage　contradicted　the　assumptien　Ihat　the

presentation　of　a　pedagogical　grammar　and　i亡s　abtual　acquisition　could　proceed　in　tandem．

At　a　later　date　Rutherford（1987）pointed　out　that　the　very　notion　of　a　pedagogical　English

grammar　was　itself　suspect　because　it　was　not　possible　ffor　such　a　grammar　to　provide　an

adeq1」ate　description　of　the　language．
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　　　　　The　second　fbrce　was　generated　by　language　acquisition　research　which　led　to　the

proposal　of　theories【hat，　regardless　of　whatever　fqrms　language　storage　in　memory　takes－

and　the　best　bypαheses　are監hat　it　takes　redundarlt　fbrms－，Ianguage　is　actuallyハetrieved　as

pre－fabricated　speech．　Whether　the　theories　focused　on　strictly　memorized“chunks”of　lexis

such　as　two－and　three・－part　verbs（Nattinger，1988：75），　on工exicai　patterns　wh量ch　are

regarded　as‘‘semi－fixed”（Kl－ashen＆Scarcella，1978）or　on　units　of　discourse（Peters，1983）

h・・dly　m・1吐・・ed　beca・・e　th・y・111・d　i・v・・yi・g　d・g・ee・t・the　c・nc1・・i。・th・t・yntacti。

analysis　follews　rather　than　precedes　a　lot　of，　if　no［most，1inguistic　output．

　　　　　The　third　force，　which　is　partly　related　to　the　second，　was　theエealization　that　the

lexis／grammar　distinction，　while　terminologically　convenient，　is　not　a　real　one．　As　Richards

first・P。i・t・d・・t（1976）and…thers　have　expl・i・ed・t　g・eat・・length（・．9．　Sin・1ai・，1991，

81－98），it　is　more　accurate　to　talk　in　terms　of　a　continutun　between　lexis　and　syntax．　Willis

（1990：21－2）has　argued，　fbr　example，　that　it　is　more　appropriate　to　deal　with　would　as　a

Iexical　it・m　than　as　a・e・empl・・。f　thr“・・nditi。nai”and　th・t・th・・n。un・1au・e　i・t・。duced　by

“th・t”i・b・tt・・und・・sI。。d・・t・・a・ul・。f“・ep。・t・d・p・・ch”b・t・・amean・f・・d・vel。ping・

Iexica19・。・p。f・。un・and　ve・b・whi・h・h・・e　in　c。mm・n　th・・e・p・essi・n・f　th。ught，　id，、、

and　argument．

3．　The　lexical　syllabus　and置exical　methodology

　　　　　Th・h・g・i・c・ea・e　i・・ttenti。・whi・h・。cab・1・・y　was　recei・i・g　q・i・kly・e・ult。d　in、田1，

f°・a王exica1・pP・・ach　t・lang・・g・エ・肛・i・g。nce　lexical　d・・c・ipti。…fth・Erigli・h　lang・・g。

became　avai1・bl・i・・a・f・・m　whi・h　w・・d・t・il・d，　accuraIe　and・1・ar．　Th・p・emise　b・hind　th。、e

calls　has　been　unambiguous：

Ad・・c・ipti…f・lang・・ag・whi・h・t・k・・th・w。・d・s・it・starti・g　P・i・t・ffe，s　m。，e

powerful　generalizations　and　is　more　accessible　to　Iearners　than　a　structuraI

descript亜on．

（Wi11is，1990：27）

Th・C・11in・COBUILD　p・・ject（Sincl・i・，1991），　with　it・…｛・・mp・t・・ized　dat、　bank、。f

analyzabl・t・xt・。rp・…h・・1・d　th・w・y　i・persuadi・g　syエ1・b・・d・・igne，s　th、t　th，、e

descriptions　are　now　available　and　that　aヱexical　approach　is　both　credible　and　feasible

（Lewis，　1993；Sinclair＆Renouf，　1988；Willis，1990〕．

　　　　It　i・the　vi・w・f中i・auth。・th・t　．th・1・・icai・y11・b・・d。・・i・deed　p・。・ide　s。m，，e、、。n

f°「ex・it・m・nt・lt・ffers・th・h。P・th・t　the　age－。1d　g・p・b・tween　i・・tru・ti。n　and　acq。isiti。n

and　between　languag・d・・c・ipti。n・・d王・ng・・ge　u・e・・n　b・・ig・ificant！y・arr。w，d．　Ag、i。、t

this°ptimi・m，　h・weve・・m・・t　b・・et　th・・。b・・i・g・ea置ity　th・t・II・lassr・・m、pP，。ach。、　t。

v°cab”lary　devel。pment　whi・h　accept・the　current・i・w　th’・t　lexis　i・a・imp。・tant　1・ng，ag，
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system　in　its　own　right　demand　that　a　lot　of　classroom　time　be　devoted　to　vocabulary

instruction．　This　is　as　true　of　methodological　apProache§which　favor　context－bound

treatments　of　vocabulary（McCarthy，1984；Nattinger，1988）as　it　is　of　those　which　favor

much　more　explici惚eatments（Lewis，1993；Sinclair＆Renouf，1988；Willis，1990）．

　　　　Tbe　demands　on　classroom　time　stem、　from　our　understanding　of　the　complexity　of

productive　English　vocabuIary　acquisition　and　from　the　insights　offered　by　contemporary

vocabulary　learning　theery．　English　vocabulary　learning　for　productive　uses　involΨes　a　high

degree　of　complexity　because　of　the　multiple　dimensions　of　words　learners　have　to　recognize

and　deal　with（Richards，1976）and　because　of　the　fact　that　the　most　frequently　occurring

words　also　include　some　of　Ihe　most　semantically　and　syntactically　rich　melnbers　of　the

English　lexicon，　such　as　the　delexical　verbs　have，　take　and　give　（Sinclair＆Renouf，1988）．

Even　if　we　follow　Sinclair　and　Renoufs　advice　that　enly　the　most　cornmon　meanings　and　the

most　typical　patterns　fbr　words　should　be　included　in　a　general　purpose　English　course，　the

amount　of　infbrmation　the　leamer　has　Io　process　remains　very　large．　Regarding　learning－

theory，　it　has　been　realized　fbr　some　time　that　learners　cannot　be　expected　simply　to

memorize　vocabulary　because　effective　vocabulary　rnenユory　storage　and　retrieval　only　takes

place　when　learners　engage　with　vocabulary　in　such　a　way　that　it　becomes　a　part　of　their

personaUexicon（Wallace，1982；Allen，1983；Gairns・＆Redman，1986：73－95；Hatch＆

Brown，1995：368－400）．　Simpユy　exposing　learners　to　lexis　through　word　lists　and　reading

texts　and　equipping　them　with　high　quality　lexical　resources　such　as　the　latest　learners’

dictionaries　are　strategies　which　by　themse旦ves　are　insufficient　to　generate　the　required

degree　of　engagement．　Regardless　of　the　pedagogical　approach　which　is　used，　whether　it　is

in　the　form　of　a　task－based　syllabus（Willis＆Willis，1990）er　in　the　form　of　systematic　note－

taking　strategies（Lewis，1993），　it　is　clear　that　creating　favorable　cla∬rooln　conditions　fbr

this　engagement　requires　considerable　amounts　of　classroom　time．

4．　Re夏at髭ng　the　newΨiews　ofΨocabulary　teaching　and　learning　to　ESP　contexIs

　　　　If　we　accept　the　view　of　Hutchinson　and　Waters　that，　although　ESP　practitioners　have

I・ヨd・pt．t・1。cal・ircumstance・，　ESP　m・th・d・1。gy　i・gene・・1　i・n・t“different　in　ki・d倉・m

any　other　fbrm　of　language　teaching，　in　that　it　should　be　baSed且n　the　first　instance　on

principles　of　effective　and　efficient　learning”（1987118）・it　fbllows　that　the　a「guments

deve1・P・d　i・・espect・f・・cab・1・・y・teachi・g・nd　l・ami・g　i・gene・al　ELT・・nt・・t・apPly　with

・qual　fe・卿ESP・。・t・x1・・Th・　・ttenti・・。f　th・ESP　p・actiti。…sh・uld　then　switch　t°

・。。、id・・ati。・。f　h・w　t・・pPly　gene・al　p・i・・ipl・・s・th・t　they　t・ke　acc・unt　df　th・1。cal

・i・c・m・tance・．1・gene・al，　it　i・p・・b・bly・af・・t・say　that　three　types。f・i・c・m・t・nce　will

need　t。　be　c。・・id・・ed　by　m。・t　ESP　p・actiti・ners．　Th・fi・st　i…el・tive　lack。f　d・ss・。°m

tim。，　th。、ec。。d　i、　th。　i。。bility・1・t・ack・th・1…ne・s・ve・1。・g　P・・i。d・。f　time　and　th・thi・d　is
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　the　degree　to　which　the　ESP　practitioner　can　safely　assume　tha亡local　vocabulary　needs

　allalysis　is　unneceSSary．

　　　　　　Although　time　f6r　a　truly　systematic　vocabnlary　teaching／learning　apProach　may　be

available　in　some　institutional　learning　contexts，　it　is　generally　the　case　that　in　ESP　coptexts

conditiens　do　not　allow　for　true　systemat．icity　both　because　time　is　at　a　premium　and　because

learners　who　enter　the　ESP　program　come　with　a　rela亡ively　wide　range　of　English

preficiencies．　Whereas　in　many　institutional　contexts　English　programs　enjoy　an　autonomy

which　permits　them　to　set　their　own　targets　and　to　schedu】e　the　expected　completlon　of　these

targets，　English　programs　in　ESP　coηtexts　usually　bave　to　deai　with　targets　and　schedules

which　are　short・－term　in　nature　and　are　externaUy　proposed．　At　IUJ，　fbr　example，　the　target　is

the　externaliy　set　one　of　prepar1ng　non－native　speakers　fbr　the　English　demands　of　their

graduate　level　s加dies．　The　scheduling　is　tight．　The　only　opportunity　the．English　teachers

have　to　enjoy　the　undivided　attention　of　their　graduate　students　is　during　a　pre－matriculation

In匿ensive　English　Program（IEP）which　comprises　about　200　hours　of　classroom　instruction．

Thereafter，　English三nstruction　con1lnues　at　a　much　lower　Ievel　of　intensity　fbr　only　two

terms　and　at　the　sarne　time　that　the　students’graduate　content　studies　make　insistent　demands

on　their　time．　Furthennore，　students　who　enter　the　ESP　program　come　wi由awide　range　of

English　proficienc三es　and　a　wideΨariety　of　English　instructional　backgrounds．　It　is　not

therefbre　possible　fbr　the　course　designer　to　predict　with　any　certainty　exactly　what　sort　of

lexical　knowledgc　the　students　will　bring　wiIh　them　ln　any　given　year．　While　these

constraints　are　far　from　being　so　severe　that　they　rule　out　any　systematic　approach　to

vocabulary　teaching　and　learning，出ey　do　suggest　that　it　might　be　wise　fbr　the　ESP

practitioner　to　consider　shifting　al　Ieast　some　of　the　teaching／learning　fbcus　away　from　the

collective　needs　of　the　classroorn　towards　the　needs　of　the　individual　learner．

　　　　　As　regards　iocal　vocabulary　needs　analysis，　until　Hutchinson　and　Waters　mounted　their

challenge　Io　conventional　ESP　wisdoms　it　was　usually　assumed　that工earners　in　ESP

programs　had　a　higher　degree　of　shared　future　vocabulary　needs（as　opposed　to　exis［ing

vocabulary　knowledge）than　learners　in　general　English　programs　because　the　acadernic　or

professional　domain　the　ESP　learners　intend　to　enter　is　likely　to　be　Iexically　distinguishable

from　other　domains（Robinson，1990：29－30），　ExacIly　what　sort　of　vocabulary　needs　ESP

Ieame・s　h・ve　in　c・㎜・n・h・・n。w　bec・m・th・・呵ect・f　a　s副l　but　lively　d・b・t・．

Hutchinson　and　Waters（1987）have　identified　four　types　of　vocabulary　the　ESP　instructor

needs　to　conslder：

structural：e・9・are，　this，　only，　however；

general：e．g．　table，　run，　dog，　road，　weather，　cause；

sub－technica1：e．g．　engine，　spring，　valve，　acid，　budget；

technical：e・9・auricle，　schistosome，　fissure，　electrophoresis；

（P．165）
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They　point　out　that・ln　terms　of丘equency　of　occurrence　in　texts・it　is　only　the　technical　type

which　shows　any　significant　variation　with　content　domain　and　they　further　point　out　not

only　that　stロdies　have　shown　the　technical　type　represents　a　relatively　small　percenIage　of

eccurrences　in　texts　but　also　that　such　vocabulary　ls　among　the　easiest　fbr　Iearners　to　decode

and　to　use　accurately（oP．　cit．　PP．165－6）．　Such　a皿analysis旦eads　to　the　broad　conclusion　that

ESP　as　a　whole　needs　to　give　priority　to　general　vocabulary　and　to　the　more　specific

conclusion　that　academic　ESP　shouId　also　give　priority　to　the　academic‘‘procedurar’types　of

vocabulary（Widdowson，1983：92－94）which　are　central　te　expositary　and　other“acade面c”

modes　of　idea　development．

　　　　Other　analyses　have　suggested　that，　while　Hutchinson　and　Waters　are　correct　in　arguing

that　the　frequency　of　ocα‘’・”enceげindividエlat　words　in　particular　domains　may　cxhibit

significant　variance　only　with　respect　to　technical　and，　to　a　lesser　extent，　sub－tcchnical

vocabulary，　there　may　be　significant　domain　variance　in　the　ways　words　tend　to　associa【e

with　each　other　and　in・the　particular　meanings　these　particular　associations　may　indicate．　For

example，　Roberts（1984：155）emphasizes　that　in　the　English　language　there　are　many　words¶

which　can　have　both　a　general　meaning　and　a　more　restricted　dom註in　meaning　and　that

specific　collocations　are　often　used　to　signify　this　restricted　domain　meaning．　He　gives　the

exaτnple　of‘‘assets”，　which　clearly　signifies　a　financial　m巳aning　when　it　is　collocated　with、

verbs　such　as‘‘liquidate”or“se110ut”，　but　which　otherwise　usually　has　the　much　more

general　sense　pf　strengths　and　advantages．　While　it　is　not　clear　at　this　time　to　what　extent

exactly　words　behave　differently　in　different　domains　and　how　significant　this　variance　is，　it

is　clear　that　a　fairly　large　number　of　ESP　specialists　regard　this　and　other　types　of　domain－

specific　variance　as　significant（Robinson，1990：27－30）．

　　　　　Although　new　research　findings　based　on　text　corpora　analysis　continue　to　keep　this

debate　alive，　it　does　seem　possible　to　recommend　in　outline　fbrm　a　general　apProach重o　ESP

vocabulary　needs　analysis，　particularly　in　academic　ESP　contexts．　For　academic　ESP　in

particular，　general　vocabulary　and　academic‘‘proceduraP　vocabulary　should　be　considered

prioritics　while　technical　vocabulary　lshould　clearly　not　be　considered　a　priority　fbr　academic

and　for　rnost　other　types　of　ESP．　At　the　same　time，　the　ESP　instructor　should　be　sensitive　to

the　possibility　of　domain　specific　var三ations　in　voc註bulary　behavior，　particularly　in　relation　to

sub－technical　vocabulary，　and　to　the　Iess　well　documented　hypothesis　that　the　domain’s

cognitive　structure　may　lead　to　stress　being　placed　on　certain　aspects　ofwords’meanings．

5．　The　Recal　dictio皿ary　as　a　response　to　the　ESP　program　constraintS　at　IUJ

　　　　The　time　and　other　constraints（described　above）which　apPly　in　general　to　the　English

programs　at　IUJ　apply　equally　to　IUJ’s　English　f（｝r　International　Management　Program，

whi・h　h・1P・p・epar・inc。mi・g・。n－native・p・akers・t・handl・th・E・gli・h　d・m・nd・。f　th・i・

50



English－medium　MBA　c。urses．　Finding　a　relaIively　emcient，　if　partial，　s。王uti。n　t。　thes¢

c。nstt’aints　inv・1vεd，　first・f　all，　setting。ut　clear　le註・ning　pri6rities　’at　the　strategic　and

　　［actical　levels．　At毛he　stralegic　level　three　priorities　were　established．　First，　more芝ime　and

　attention　would　be　given　te　the　learners’produαlve　vocabula】了needs　than　their　receptive

　vocabu王ary　n¢cds　for　the　simple　reason出at　evaluaIions　of　the　iearners’MBA　performance

　would　depend　more　on　their　produc塾ive　sk三ils　than　their　receptive　ones．　Second，　the

　vocabulary　would　have　to　be　selec甕ed　and　presented　in　such　a　way　that　the　iearners　would

　feel　su£ficien｛personal　engagement　with　the　vocabulary　to　make出e　effbrt　to‘‘acquire”at

least　some　of　its　salien重features，　The　third，　and　least　original，　priority　was　that　the

vocabuIary　selection　should　be　based　on　some　sorI　of　needs　analysis．　At　the　tac吐icaUevels，

　the　constraints　of　time　and　varialloe　in　proficiency　Ievels　imposed　themselves　as　key

　considerations．

　　　　　　Wlthin　thls舳購work，由e　vocabulary　program　design　problem　could　then　be　defined

as出e　need　te　e”gage亡he　s田dents　in　re王evant　vocabulary　Iearning　without　the　need　to

al工ecate　large　amounts　of　time　to、in－ciass　vocabulary　learning　activities　and　with　some　room

　tQ　acCommodate　the　d圭」餓…ring　needs　of　students　at　diffbren亡proficiency重cvels．　An　impertant

additio照l　problem　specification　was　that　the“‘simpl♂so玉斑ion　of　shift三ng　vocabulary

activl縫es　out　of　the　classroom　and　on　to　the　learhers’homework　schedu1e　could　only．be

imp五emented　to　a　lirnited　extent．　Thls　was　because由e王EP　homework｝oad　ref王ects　the　need

to　pay　attention亡o　developing　all　the　major　language　skl工王s－read呈且9，　wfit三n9，　listening　and

speak三ng－and　because　the　post－IEP　ho磁ework　schedule　is　domina｛ed　by　the　learners’very

heaΨy　MBA　ass童gnments．

　　　　　The　solution　which　was　adopted　wasぬcreate　a　vocabu亙ary　program　with　two

dimensions．　One　dimenslon　comprises　a　conventional　classroom－based　vocabulaEy　syllabus

which　by　means　of　carefU難y　sched廿led　study　ac亡ivkies　brought芝he　atten直o且of出e王eaごners

as　a　gr。up　t。　b。・・。n　v。cabulary　whi・h圭s　c。nside・ed　t。　be　a　high　le翫臨9蜘r呈ty．’This

syilabus　approach　is　generic　to　ELT　and　requires　no　spec圭al　elaberation．　The　other

dirn¢nsion・howev¢r，　represents　a　specific　response　to　the　constraints　inherent呈n芝he圭ocal

ESP　context．　This　second　dlmension　comprises　a　kind　of　iocal　d韮ctienafy　which　the　leatners

・。・1d…a・・n加divid・a1・elf－・cc・ss　res。u・ce．　Thi・玉。・ai醐。町w。u1曲・c。磁pi1・d

puハeリノacoord三ng　to　the　produc宅量ve　vecabulary　needs　of廿玉e　leamers．　The　ac｛uai　process　of

iden毛圭fンing　and　priorjtizing　these　needs　was　s三mplified　by　fsrst　cons三（iering　what　kind　of

vocabulary　the　1巳am郡s　might　fヒel　sufficiently　engaged　w三蛮癒at由ey　wou互d　actually　take　the

tlm…dt・。・ble　1。¢。・sult　th・1。・・1　dl・ti。町i・・…tlve　way．王n　vi・w。f・th・…c韮・1

1mpo「ta肥e　of　I¢訂n¢r　engag己monもit　was　deCided　te　glve　fust　priority　to　the　vocabu韮g｝ry　that

霊h・・舳・｛＄W…ゆgt。　use　i軸・i・w・i｛｛en・W。・k　b・之w…斌・ing・un・UC・eSS掘圭y・fo・。n・

・e・・。・。・副h・r・P9。・id・d　th・t　the・learn・・s　w…m。tivat・d　t。・・g・9・in　th・p・。・e・・⑪ξ

癬e・tig・ti・g…de・・t・・d至・g・nd　imp・。・三・g　Ih・v。・ab・’P・駅h・y　w…蜘g　t。…fo・
w・i｛t・n・・p・e・・i。n　th・y。。・1d　b¢・・p・・t・d｛。・。ns・1t　th・　1。cai　di・ti・na・y　activ・1y．　s・ch
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motivation　could　be　made　a　syllabus　design　objective　by　making　aエrangements　fbr　the

Iearners’writing　skills　work　to　be　organized　within　a　framework　which　emphasized　the

drafting　Process　and　instructor　feedback　on　drafIs．　A　second　condiIion　which　needed　to　be

satisfied　was　the　condition　that　the　types　of　written　expression　the　learners　practiced　during

the三r　English　classes　involved山em　in　a　range　of　loosely　MBA－related　topjcs　which　would

give　rise　to　a　fairly　wide　range　of　MBA－related　vocabulary　from　the　structural　to　the　sub－

technical　levels．　Since［he　learners　themselves　accorded　a　lot　of　face　validity　to　the　use　of

such　dom、ain－related　topics，　this　was　a　relatively．easy　condition　to　satisfy．

6・　From　error　labeting　to置oca［dictionary　compi頁ation

　　　　．　The　breation　of　a　raw　data　base　fbr　the　local　dictiona】写involved　the　photocopying　of

　　over　one　thousand　pages　of　learner－generated　written　text　which　had　been　a亘notated　in　detail

　　by　ins亡ructors．　An　initial　attempt　to　record　the　error　analysis　data　in　statistical　fbrm　was

　　abandoned　when　it　was　realized　that　lexical　error　identification　and　catcgorization　involve・a

　　high　degtee　of　suhlective　judgment　on　the　part　of　the　instructor　evaluator　about　the　degree　of

　　fit　betweeln　what　is　written　and　what　the　author　actually　intended．　In　view　of　the　practical

　　need　to　create　some　fbrm　of　local　lexical　self－access　resource　for　the　learners　as　soon　as

’　possible，　it　was　decided　to　abandon　the　attempt　to　perfbrm　a　rigorous　error　analysis　and　to

　　f（）cus　instead　on　the　iess　rigorous　activity　of　suヒ，jective　error　labeliitg．　This　activity　involved

　　two　steps．　First，　there　was　a　search　for　patterns　of　lexical　error　which　would　enable　some

　　inferences　to　be　made　about　the　nature　of　the　errors　and　their　sources．　Second，　on　the　basis

　　of　these　inferences，　the　features　of　lexical　items　which　were　identified　as　potentially

　　problematic　we爬ranked　in　terms　of　the　benefits　that．監reatments　of　them　in　the　locaI

　　dictionary　might　generate．　This　ranking　was　based　on　four　considerations，　The　first　two

　　considerations　wore　the　apParent　frequency　with　wbich　the　Iexic｛U　item　apPeared　in　the

　　written　texts　and　the　apparent　di齪iculty　of　the　item．　The　third　consideration　was　the

　　adequacy　or　inadequacy　of　the　treatment　of　the　lexical　item　in　the　reference　books由e

　　learners　had　access　to．　The　main　re　ference　book　was　the　Coitins　COBUILD　Dictionary

　　（Sinclair　et．　aL，1995），　which　was　issued　to　all　the　learners　enrol王ed　in　the　English　programs

　　at　IUJ，　though三n　most　years　a　grammar　reference　book　was　issued　as　welL　The　fourth

　　consideration　was　a　guess　about　the　amount　of　classroom　teaching　time　that　might　be　saved　if

　　the　prob工ematic　fbatures　of　the　lex三cal　iIem　were　fUlly　covered　by　the　local　dictionary．　The

　　highest　ranking　was　accorded　to　a　lexical　item　which　rated　highly　on　all　four　considerations．

　　In　cases　where　an　l｛em　rated　h三ghly　only　on　some　of　the　considerations，　the　lowest　priority

　　was　normally　given　te　the　second　consideration　of　item　difficulty．　The　first，　third　and　fourth

　　cofisiderations　were　treated　as　roughly　equal　in三mpertance、

　　　　　　　In　practice，　the　local　dictionary　whlch　emerged　from　this　evaluation　and　selection

　　process　was　partly　analytic　and　partly　descriptive　in　content　and　was　part　supplement　Io　and
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part　amplifier　of　the　learners’published　resources・The　four　error　ranking　considerations旦ed

t。th・incl・・i・n・f　tw。　m・i・typ…f1・・i・・1　i・fb・m・ti・・i・th・1。・・1　d圭・ti。nary．　Th・fi・st

type　of　infbrmation　comprised　lexical　data　which　the　iearners　appeared　to　need　but　which出e

learners’reference　books　did　not　provide　or　d三d　not　provide　in　adequate　or　clear　enough

detail．　The　second　type　of　infbrmation　coihprised　lexical　data　fbr　which　the　learners’

reference　books　provided　adequate　descriptive　coverage，　but　which　needed　to　be

f・・eg・。und・d・ith・・becau・・th・i・f・・m・ti。・肥1・t・d　t・1exi・・l　it・m・whi・h　w・・e　a　ve塀

frequent　source　of　difficulty　or　because　the　information　was　bロried量nside王ong　and　complex

entr三es　in　the　COBUILD　Dic吐bnary　or三n　other　access1b工e　published　resources．　The　fact　that

the　lexical　data　base　was　compiled　from　learners’errers　meant　that　at　least　some　of　the

infbrma亡ion　that　was　selected　for　inclusion　in　the　local　d三ctionary　was　analytic　rather　than

descriptive　in　character、　The　two　types　of　analytic　infbrmation　which　appeared　to　be　salient

were　overgeneralizations　of　syntactic　patterns　in　particular　lexical　instances　and　the

comparison　and　contrast　of　meanings　among　members　of　lexlcal　sets，　Regarding　the　issue　of

the　prominence　of　lexical　features　specific　to　the　MBA　and　related　domains，　the　error

evalu・ti・n　id・・tifi・d・・m・11　b・t・ig・ificant・numb…f・uch・fe・t・・e・whi・h・PPear・d　t・b・

problematic　for　the　learners．　Almost　all　of山e　iexical　items　which　were　associated　with　these

featu　res　were　included　in　the　local　dlctionary　because　they　sa重isfied　the　selection　criteria

d・・c・三b・d・b・ve，　with　th・・e・ult　th・t・th・lr　rep・e・en｛・ti。直i・th・di・ti。n、ry．w、、．、tr。。g，，　than

亡heir　representation　in　the　leamers’written　texts．

7・S・me　examples・f　entries・in・the・1・cal・dicti・nary

　　　　　Some　examples　of　actual　entries　in　the　local　dictionary　are　proΨided　in　order　to

il工ustrate　some　of　the　general　points　made　above　about　the　local　dictionary　selection　and

compilation　process．　Where　convenient，　the　examples　are　also　seiected　in　ordet　to　i王lustrate

the　different　aspects　of　lexical　competence　which　have　been　recognized　sincc　Jack　Richards・

（1976）article　in　TESOL　guarterty．　In　all　instances由e　examples　are　taken　frem　the玉996

version　of　the　dictionary　which　bears　the　title，　IEP　TS’IM　96　Actiye　Vocabulaどyハlotes．

　　　　（1）The　f五rst　example　relates　to　a　short　entry　which　fbcuses　on　the　overgeneraiization　of

asyntactic　pattern　in　a　particular　Iexical　instance．

analyze（v．t．）Note山at　this　verb　cannot　be　fbllowed　by‘‘that”＋CLAUSE：
‘‘

she　consu　ltant　analyzed　the　company’s　performance　thoroughlジ’

“TheeemsUltantmathattmpanywasmeffictent．”
“M丘chael　Porter　analyzes　competition　among　cbmpanies　in　terms　of　the　indust

　　　structure　in　which　they　are　situated、”

Other　examples　of　this　sort　of　syntactic　overgeneralization　which　are　coΨered　in　the工ocal

dictionafy　inchlde　consid召r，　discuss，　q〃「er，、ρθη刀々and　rega’・d．
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　　　　（2）Alarge　number　of　the　problems　learners　apPeared　to　have　w玉th　Iexis　involved

syntactic　collocations　which　are　Iexically　specific．　A　typical　example　is　leveL

leΨe1（n）The　fbcus　of　this　note　is　the　misuse　and　overuse　of　Ievel，　in　the　form　of　the

　　　noun　phrase，11igh真evel，　and　the　non－existent　a（ljective，‘‘1eveled”．　Here　are　two

　　　examples．　Each　one　is　fbllowed　by　the　correct　version（s）：

‘‘

she　factory’soperations　had　a　high　level　of　sophisticaIion．”

‘The　factory’soperations　were　h五gh翼y／　very　sophisticated．”

‘‘

ge　was　a　top　levell　senior　manager．”［a　manager　with　a　high　rank］

“He　was　a　very　competent／able　manageL”［a　manager　who　is　superior　in　terms　of
　　　ability］

Other　examples　in　the　local　dictionary　include　advanta8e，　a∬ist，　cost，ε’ηρ11α∫’舵’np’lasize，

insist，　and　the　who工e　categery　of　activity　adj　ecti　ves，　such　as　diifi7cult，　which　often　appear　in

complex　clauses　beginning　with　an　artificial　it　subject．　Dealing　with　these　syntactica王

collocational　issues　inv。1Ψes　both　the　foregrounding　of　descriptive　syntactic　informatien

which　is　present　in　good　Ieamers’dictionaries　and　the　proΨision　of　additional　analytic

iエlformation．

　　　　（3）The　third　example　relates　to庄he　semantic　comparison　and　contrast　of　the　members

of　a　lexical　set．（）pportunity　and　chance　were　considered　prime　candidates　fbr　inclusion　in

the工ocal　dictionary　not　only　because　of　their　relative　frequency　and　their　demonstrated

potential　to　cause　confusion　but　also　because　it　is　particularly　important　for　MBA　students　to

distinguish　their　meanings．

opportunity（n）The　meanings　of　cha皿ce　and　opportunity　overlap　to　a　large　extent，

　　　but　opportunity　is　favored　when　multiple　possibilities　are　the　direct　result　of

　　　systematic　action　and　chance　is　favored　in　contexts　which　emphasize
　　　“unexpectedness”，　“rand。㎜ess”or“statistical　p。ssibility”．

　　　　　　　（1）Lets　Iook　first　at　the　areas　of　overlap：

　　　　　　　‘‘The　annual　trade　conve’ntion　was　a　perfect　chanceloppertunity　for　the　company　to

　　　　　　　　　　demonstrate　its　new　products．”

1　　　“While　we　were　in　Tokyo　we　had　the　chance／opportunity　to　visit　the　Tokyo　Tower．”

　　　　　　　‘‘The　recent　manufacturing　advances　mean，that　the　compa．ny　has　a　great

　　　　　　　　　　chancelopPortunity　to　increase　its　sa置es　rapidly、”

（2）Now　lets　］ook　at　the　differences　in　the　uses　of　the　two　words：

“Women　around　the　world　are　demanding　equal　opportunities／elt2mees．”［these　are

　　　multiple　possibilities　which　result　Idirectly　f亡om　systematic　govemment　and

　　　business　action］
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‘己she　newly　agreed　trade　treaty　sllou】d　offer　plenty　of　o夢por撫n趾重es／dha！tees　for

　　　exporters　in　both　countrles，”｛these　are　multiple　possib呈lities　which　result　d1rec［ly

　　　frOm　SyS亡ematic　gOVernment　actiOn］

“王twas。nly　by　chance　that　we　discovered　tha監this　c。即any　had　deve1。ped　the　process

　　　we　needed．”［the　d三scovery　was　not　p玉anned　and　was　unexpected］

“Tbe　oha皿¢es／opPortunitieg　of　a　new　v6nture　capital　company　remaining　independent

　　　for　more　than　five　years　are　quite　low，，，〔statistical　possibiii｛y］

O由er　examples　of　lexical　sα　　analys玉s　provided　　by　　the　　local　dictionary　　are

co’idi’io’is／si’uat’on，　inLflue’lc畠／effect　and　waylinethod．

　　　　（4）Semantic　collocatio籠Iumed　out　to　be　an　area　where　the　MBA　domain　appears　to

exert　a　s〔rong　in伽ence　oll　some　key　words．　For　example，　theα＞B　UILD　i）ictionaty　entry

for　the　nbun，　stt・ategy，　provides　just　a　few　sentence三llustratlons　whlch曲ow　the　verbs互aunch，

achieve　and　b召　can　be　co圭玉ocated　with　it．　王n由eir　writte且texts，　however，　the　learners

demonstrated　that　they　were　in　need　of　a　much　wider　selection　of　verb　coliocates　fbr　this

noun，　apparently　because　in　MBA　contexts　it　is　t肥ated　transit韮ve玉y　as　an　ongoing　act三vity　as

much　as　it　is　treated　as　a　flnished　product．　The　entry　for　strategy　in　the　local　dictionary

focuses　on亡hls　transitive　relationship　with　verb　collocates，

strategy（n）Althoロ帥£his　nou11　is　si磁Ple，　P豆ease　note　the　different　verbs　that　are　used

　　　with　it．　These　verbs　are　1三sted　in　the　same　order．　they　might　be　used　f士om　the　start　of

　　　astrategy　to　its　finish．

think　about　a　strategy　or　borrowladept　a　s重rategy　　　　　　　　　　　．，

outline　the　strategy

develop　the　strategy

formulate　the　strategy，　present　it　to　o重hers　a聴d　d嚢s｛三uss茎t

rev三se　the　strategy

final勉e　the　strategy

implement　the　strategy1　Pロt　the　strategy　into　pract重。e　l　trans韮ate　t熱e　strategy幡o

　　　reality

make　adjロstments　to　the　stra重egy　　　　　　　　　・

make　radital　changes　to　the　strategy

phase　out　the　strategylabandon　the　strategy

Other　examp工es　of　a　fecus　en　domain一至nfiuenced　semantic　collecation　in重he韮ocal　dictionary

arc　baiance，　barrier，　cos’，　credi’and∫rα48曜

　　　　（5）SeInantic　c。ll。cati。血was　als。　a輌。r　issue　in　lexical・・instances　wh三磁are　not

specific　to　the　MBA　domain．　This　category　is　one　of　the　largest　in　the　local　dictionary．　The

example　below　concerns　agreement，　which　is　accorded　falrly　good　coverage　by　the

COB　UILD　Dた’ごo澗り’．　This　word　was　such　a　freqvent　source　of　error　in　the　learners’wri｛ten

texts，　however，　that　it　was　decided　to　foregroun｛圭　it　in　the　local　c玉三ctionary．
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agreement（n）Note　the　collocations　and　sentence　patterns　below：
‘‘she　two　companies　reached　an　agreement　te　forrn　a　joint　venture．”

‘‘she　two　companies　made　an　agreement　to　form　a　joint　venture3’

“The　two　companies　were　in　agreement　about　the　need　to　expand　the　joint　venture’s

　　　operations　very　quickly．”

‘‘she　agreement　to　expand　the　joint　venture’s　operations　did　not　specify　how　this

　　　should　be　done．”

Other　examples　in　the　local　dictionary　include　40功∫，顔orf，8vα’昭ffoη，’ゴ8α，’頑‘｛811c8耳nd

∫∬配θ．

　　　　（6）Words　which　have　more　than　one　important　meaning　were　often　candidates　fbr

inclusion　on　the　grounds　that　they　caused　learners　difficulties　frequently　enough　te　warrant

feregrounding．　A　good　example　is　the　verb，　commit・

commit（v、t．）Thls　ve由does　not　only　mean　do．

1）G・n・・ally，　it　mean・t。‘id。・・m・thi・b・d”・e・9・“H・・。mmitt・d　a　crim・・”and“Hg

　　　comm董tted　the　basic　misIake　of　not　researching　the　market　befbre　launching　the

　　　product．”　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　J

（2）1・ゆ・iness　c・nt・xt　it　can　mean“・ll。・・t・”・e・9・“The　c。mp・ny　decid・d　n°t　t°

　　　commit　any　resources　to　the　proposed　investment　program　until　the　new

　　　technology　had　been　proved・”　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＋

（3）Alittle　more　’№?獅?窒≠撃撃凵C　it　can　mean　to“make　a　decision　to　be　lo　al”to　a　person　or

　　　course　of　action：e．9．“Sony　CorPoratien　comm巌ed　itself　to　a’major　investment

　　　program量n　its　American　subsidiary，　Columbia　Pictures．”

0山er　examples　incEude　concem，　deat，　de’8η，zine，　develop，　es’α茄∫1正andfu’Ictio’t，

　　　　の＆（8）Tw・・mal1・cat・g。・i・・c。mp・i・e　w・・d・whi・h・ar・・pecifi・t。　th・MBA　d。mai・

b・t・ar・neglect・d　by　l・arners’　di・ti。na・i・・a・d　w・・d・whi・h・・e・u・bj・ect・t・Ll　i・t・・f・・ence・

Buy…s　market　is　a　n・un　phr・・e・whi・h・pP・ar・・in・u・h　・・v・・i・ty。f　MBA・・ntext・th・t　it

deserves　to　be　treated　as　sub－technical　rather　than　as　technical　lexis．

buyer，s　ma・k・t（n・un・phra・・｝Thi・idi。m・ti・phr・・e　mean・am・・k・t　in　whi・h・upPly

　　　i・great・・｛h・n　d・ma・d　and，　thu・，　is　fa・・rabl・t・th・buy・r・S・e・1・。・etler’s

　　　market．

κ。ow　i、　a　ve，b　whi・h　cau・c・m・ny　lea・ners　difficulti・・becau・e　it　i・st・tive・ath・・than

dynamic・

kn。w（v．t．）Th・m・i・diffi・・lty　with　this　w・・d　i・it・meani・g・1・many　languag・・th・

　　　・quivalent　w。・d　can　mean　b。th　a　c・・diti・n　and　an　acti・n・1・E・gli・h・　h°weve「・

　　　know　can　only　represent　a　condiIion　which　is　the　result　of　other　actions　such　as

　　　find　out，　inform，　Iearn，　teach．　Al8b　noIe亡hat　can　cannot　normally　be　used　with

　　　know．　Here　are　some　examples　ofits　use　and　non－use：

‘‘P　know　a　lot　about　the　steel　business　because　1　studied　it　at　universitジ’

・We　can　kfteve　［‘・learn”］alot　abou亡the　world　by　accessing　information　networks・”
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‘Th・。ugh｛cttevving［“1・arning”］　ab。ut・new・dat・p・・cessi・g　systemsエwili　be　in　a　b・tte・

　　　positlo捻to　help　my　company　modemize　iIs　operationsノ’

Conclusion

　　　　　The　discussion　o負he　Iocal　dictienary’s　compilatien　is　conducted　in　the　past　tense，　but

三ntru由the　process　of　compiling，　reviewing　and　rev三sing　the　dictionary　continues　in　the

pvesent　and　wil量continue　into由e　fUture．1重三s　unlikely出at　the　dictionary　will　ever　reach　a

　final，　definitive”form　and　it　may　indeed　be　undesirable　to　think　in　terms　of　a　finished　end

P「oduct　as　the　rev丘ew　and　revis1on　process　to　which　it　ls　subject　shoul｛！include　in　its　agenda

b…ddeve1。pmcnt・i・ELT・・cab・1・ry　th・。・y・・d　p・actice　a・w・ll・・th・mi・…h・ng・・

related　to　cntry　selec｛三〇n　and　editing．　There　may　indeed　come　a　time　when　new

deve】opmenIs　in　our　understanding　of　vocabulary　acquisition　and三n　the　production　and

publication　of　lexical　resource　materials　point　to　a　solution　wh1ch　is　quite　different丘om　this

l。cal　di・ti・na・y・。1・ti。・・Th・t・ue・19・ifica・ce・軸・1。cal　di・ti・n・・y　P・e・e・重・d　i・Ihi・

paper，　therefore，　is由c　process　which）ed　to　its　creation，　a　process　in　which　local　ESP

concerns　are　placed　in　the　broader　perspective　of　develepmenls　occurring　in　ELT　as　a　wholα

That　said，　howeveら匡h三s　local　diction　ary　may　also　have　some　material　va恥e　as　a　concrete

examp且e　of　an　approach　to　vocabulary　teaching／learning　which　is，　fbr　now　at　least，　worth

consider三ng至n　certain　teach三ng　contexts．
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