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Abstract

Although a numberof the latestdictionariesfor the SL market have beenpraisedfor their innovative
designfeatures|earnersandusersdo, andlexicographerandmetalicographershould,concerrthem-
selheswith the functionalquality (FQ) of the dictionaryproductsthey provide for the market. The FQ
of dictionariesandits scientificassessmerfbrms the topic of this paper FQ is definedin Sectionl,
andcurrentapproacheso assessingQ in the field of lexicographyarediscussedn Section2. Section
3 providesan outline anddemonstratiorof a methodologywhich makestheoretically-drren empirical
assessmemf the FQ of dictionariespossible.

1 Introduction: the problem of dictionary quality

Englishlexicographershave respondedo the mountinginternationaldemandfor English by

providing the market with a wide rangeof lexicographicworksto assistin the useandacqui-
sition of Englishasa secondor foreign language(ESL/FL). This makesthe ESL/FL lexico-

graphicmarket oneof the mostcompetitive dictionarymarketsin the world, andonein which,

as[Herbst1999]notes publishinghousesrecontinuallyunderpressureéo comeup with inno-

vative productgo keepanedgeon theircompetitorsaandprotecttheir shareof thelexicographic
market.

The existing English monolinguallearners dictionaries(MLD’ s) - to which | will limit my-
self in the restof this discussion area casein point. No lessthanfour of themcompetein
the market, viz. CIDE, COBUILD2, LDOCE3andOALDS5. All four of themareintendedas
multifunctionallexicographictools to assistaswide aspossiblea targetgroupin whateser SL
learningactvitiesthey engageThey have beenlabelledtheso-called'big four”, andpraisedoy
a numberof reviewersasthe pinocleof monolinguallearnerlexicography especiallythen,on
thegroundsof theirinnovative (re)desigrfeatures.

Although innovativenesamight be a crucial commercialconcern,dictionary users,including

teacherof English,placea higherpremiumon the functionalquality (FQ) of the dictionaries
they eventuallypurchasei.e., on the degreeto which a dictionary (within the limits of its in-

tendedfunction(s)andtamgetusers)successfullyprovidesthemwith thekind of lexical support
they need,notonly in the variouskindsof SL receptve andproductie actvities in which they

engageo acquirethenecessargommunicatie skills in atargetlanguagebut alsoin acquiring
thenecessaryocahulary to mastetthesecommunicate skills andstratagies.

That the FQ of dictionariesshouldin fact be one of the main issueswith which we concern
oursehes,is underlinedby the editorsof the comprehensie An International Encyclopaedia
of Lexicographywhenthey statethat"Lexicographyas practiceandthetheoryof lexicography
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havea commorgoal, namelyto fosterthe effectiveuseof dictionaries" [Hausmanretal 1989:
XVII].

A crucialquestiorfor learnersteacherslexicographersandmetaleicographerslike, thenis:

() How functionally effective are the available SL/FL English dictionariesin providing
learnerswith the necessaryexicographicsupportin the variousESL receptve andpro-
ductive actvitiesin which they engagen the SL classroomandin acquiringthe vocalu-
lary neededor theseactiities?

For lexicographerandmetaleicographers seconccrucialquestions:

(i) If not functionally effective, what kind of dictionaries,both with regardto dictionary
type andquadesign(i.e., with regardto content,structure style, presentatiorandinte-
grationin instructionalactwvities andmaterials etc.),would optimizefor variouskind of
usersn differentcontexts of use(theacquisitionof) the variousreceptve andproductive
(skills)/tasksandtheacquisitionof the necessaryocaklulary for theseskills in instructed
SL acquisition?

Despitethe popularity of dictionariesin the S/FL classroomand despitethe availability of
enormousamountsof teachingmaterialsbuilt aroundspecificdictionariesthereareat present
no setof unequvocalanswerdo thesequestions.

The simple answerto question(i) is: We don’t know. With regardto the FQ of dictionaries
aimedat the SL market, most of what we know is mainly basedon subjectve and/orpeda-
gogical experienceand commonsensé&euristics.Much of our knowledgeof thesematersis,
thereforeoften subjectve/experientialandanecdotaln nature,andas[Hartmann1989a/b]al-
readynoted,and [Scholfield 1999] recentlyemphasizedhasat most the statusof "informed
opinion'. Althoughtherehasbeenanincreasan researcton SL acquisition andthe useof lex-
icographicsupportin instructedSL acquisitionin particular very little of this researctpasses
therigorousrequirementsetby theoreticallydrivenempiricalresearchwWhatresearchve have
on this issuewithin the field of lexicography is seldomworked out in a detailedtheoretical
framework of SL acquisition,often suffers from major designflaws or hasa "woolly focus
onkey issues. Oftenthes€’'experiments‘aresmall-scalenon-representate, non-comparable,
non-correlationaland even non-replicable- a situationthat necessitatefor lexicography as
Hartmannand a numberof otherauthorshave agued,”a ‘quantumleap’ into the realm of
scientificrespectability([Hartmann1989a/b];[Scholfield1999] (Cf., on theseissuesalso[Bo-
gaards1998][Hartmann1999a/b],[Laufer 1993], [Luppescu/Dayl1993], [Meara 1997], and
[McCreary/Dolezall999]).

Giventhepriority the FQ of dictionariesshouldhave in thefield of lexicography| will focusin
thenext sectionof this paperon currentapproacheto the FQ of dictionaries Section3 outlines
anddemonstratea methodologywhich hasthe potentialof providing a launchingpadfor the
guantumleapwe needto take usinto thefeature.
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2 Current approaches
to the functional quality of dictionaries

2.1 The status of informed opinion

Given that currentthinking on the FQ of dictionariesis for a greatdeal basedon personal
experience] will first tacklethe statusof subjectve experienceasa sourceof our knowledge
onthecompleities of the FQ of dictionaries.

Althoughlexicographicabndpedagogicaéxperienceor "informedopinion” canguidehypoth-
esisformationin theoryconstructionrandempiricaltesting,aloneit is not enoughto elucidate
thereal problemslearnersexperiencewith the functionality of dictionaries.For one,theseas-
sumptionsmay simply be wrong, misguidedor have little empiricalsupportbeyondthe limits

of the lexicographers, teachers or even dictionary reviewer’s own subjectve experience(cf.

[Simms-Knight1992]and[Schriver 1997]).

In fact, the little evidencewe currently have from empiricalresearcHorcesoneto be rather
cautiousof "informed opinion" asthe only basisfor judgementf the FQ of any dictionary
or ary kind of lexicographicsupportprovided for instructedSL acquisition.This pointis ade-
quatelyillustratedin [Laufer1993].Theauthorfirst mentionsa numberof theseoftengenerally
heldassumptionsandthencitesexamplesof empiricalresearchn whichtheseassumptionare
refuted,e.g.,assumptionsuchasthefollowing

1. thatguessinghe meaningof unknovn wordsin contexts of use(inferencingfrom con-
text) is preferableto using a dictionaryasa stratgy in acquiringnewv words (a central
assumptionn mostcommunicatre approacheto SL teachingithe so-called'dictionary
aslastresort"assumption)

2. thatin dictionariesgood examplesof the useof target wordsprovide moreinformation
on the useof a word thana definition (an assumptiorthatlead Summergo contemplate
designinga dictionaryconsistingof examplesonly).

(Cf., also[Laufer/Hadarl997].)

In a small-scaleexperimentwith 43 first-yearuniversity studentgLaufer 1993]thenillustrates
that

1. new wordsarein factbetterunderstoodandusedcorrectlyby learnersvhenboth a defi-
nition andexamplesareprovided,asis currentlythe practicein mostMLD’ s (definitions
alonebeingsecondest,andexamplesalonetheworst), but

2. evenwhenproviding learnerswith definitionsandexamplespn averagea successateof
only 55% wasachievedin comprehensiotasks(on low frequeng words)anda dismal
44% successatein productiontasks.

(Cf., also[Laufer/Hadar1997].)
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A secondcexampleto illustratethis point, is providedby anempiricalexperimentof reportedon
in [Cummingetal 1994]in which the authorsquestionanotherof our commonlyheld beliefs,
viz., thesuperiorityof thefull-sentencedefinition over the phrasaldefinition. Thefull sentence
definitionis aninnovative featureintroducedtio modernlearners’lexicographyby COBUILD,
andhasnow becomea standardeatureof anumberof MLD’ s. Whattheseauthorsdemonstrate
in their researchs that productionand performancemeasureslo in factnot vary over the use
of the phrasaldefinitionformatandthe sentencelefinitionformat.

A third exampleis provided by the extensve researcthby Mayerandhis associatesn the use
of visual materialin texts to enhancehe learningprocessAlthoughthe useof illustrationsin
dictionarieds alsofoundedonthe(empiricallysupportedassumptiorthatillustrationsenhance
the learningof lexical information, [Mayer 1999] shaws that thereare a numberof crucial
designvariableghatimpingedirectly on the effectivesof illustrations.

Empirical researclof this kind not only highlights the unreliability of experientialevidence
asthe sole basisfor instructionalandlexicographicdesign,but also,asa numberof otherre-

searchedave argued,that— and,then,despiteall the innovative featuresghat have beenintro-

ducedinto dictionarydesign— thereis no mechanicatransferof the contentof dictionariesto

the mentallexicon of the learner Any dictionaryconsultationconstitutesa complex cognitive

processn which a numberof crucial mediatingvariablesdeterminethe successwith which

variouskinds of learnersinfer, processand acquireinformation from dictionariesof various
typesanddesignsn differentcontets of use(cf., [Bogaardsl998],[McCreary/Dolezal1999:
112-113],[McKeown 1993],[Nesi/Mearal 994],[Scholfield1982]).

2.2 Lexicographers approach tothe FQ of dictionaries

Despitethe expressedoncernof lexicographypracticeand metalexicographywith the FQ of
dictionariesneitherof themcurrentlyengagen, or in factprovide for thekind of theoretically-
drivenempiricalresearcmeededo assesshe FQ of dictionaries.Thisis clearly evidentfrom
theway in which lexicographersapproachheissueof the FQ of dictionariesandfrom current
approacheandmethodologiesn metalicographicresearch.

Userresearchandreportsby a numberof reviewers(cf., [Bogaardsl998]) have indicatedthat
learnergrapplewith threekinds of major problemswhenconsultingMLD’ s: finding therele-
vantinformation;having foundit, to comprehendt; and,finally, applyingwhatthey have learnt
from thedictionaryto thetaskor actiity athand.

Realizingthatthe FQ of a dictionaryis determinedooth by the users referenceskills and by
the designof thedictionary (i.e. its content,structure style andpresentatiorasdeterminedoy
its intendediunction),lexicographeriave approachethe FQissuein thecaseof MLD’ sfrom
two sides:

1. improving users’lexicographicreferenceskills by providing themwith dictionarywork-
books,i.e.improving theuser notthe product,and

2. by the (re)designapproachj.e. improving on the designof existing dictionariesor by
designingnew dictionarieg(e.g.,CIDE, thelatestof the big four MLD’ s)
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As indicatedin [Stark 1990], existing dictionarywork bookshave not metwith muchsuccess.
Although a small numberof researcherbave addressedhe problem,no comprehensie and
systematiagesearcthasbeenundertalento try andestablishwhy andhow theseworkbooksfail
in theirintendedfunctionandhow their effective usecanbe optimized.

With regardto the(re)desigrapproachtheotherthreeof thebig four MLD’ shave beenpraised,
but thenwith a numberof provisos,for the innovative way in which the problemsof learners
have beenapproachedy redesigningvariousaspectf the content,structure,style, etc. of
thesedictionaries( cf. [Herbst1999], [Rundell 1999], and[Scholfield 1999]). The findability
problemwithin dictionaryentries,for example,is addressedby basingthe orderingof senses
on corpusfrequeng dataandthe useof socalled"signposts'and/oradvancedorganizers.

Thecomprehensioproblem,on theotherhand,is addressetdy a numberof innovative design
featuressomeof courseolderthanothers.e.g.

|

. theuseof a controlled/limited definingvocalulary in definitions;

2. theeliminationof all kinds of dictionaresgsymbols,labels,someabbreiations, paren-
thesesetc.)andarcanesxpressionsn definitionsandincorporatingsomeof theinforma-
tion traditionally corveyedby thesemeandn thedictionarydefinitionsthemseles;

3. theuseof afull sentencalefinition formatthatimitatesthe style and structureof "folk
definitions"of native spealers(cf. especiallyCOBUILD);

4. theuseof corpus-dwvencontetual paraphraseasa definingtechniqueo helplearnergo
matchgenericabstractefinitionswith thespecificsense®f targetwordsin their contexts
of use;

5. theuseof definitionalschematdo ensurecomprehensienesandsystematicityin defin-
ing themeaningof headvordsthatbelongto the samegrammaticaknd/orsemanticlass;

6. extendedinformation on the paradigmaticsenserelationsof target words (hyporyms,
synoryms,andantoryms);

7. theextendeduseof authenticexamplesentencet illustrateatargetword’s collocational
featuresselectionarestrictionsandstylistic characteristicen additionto their meaning-
in-use;

8. the useof extensie (norverbal)illustrationsto supportdefinitionsandto clarify a wide
rangeof the semantideaturesof targetwords;

9. the useof extendedusagenotesto elucidatethe meaninganduseof tamget words, and

especiallyto disambiguatesemanticallyrelatedwords.

Thequestionthatthenarisess: Onwhatdo lexicographerdasethe perceved FQ of theinno-
vative featureghatthey have incorporatedn therevisededitionsof MLD’ s?Againtheanswer
is: We don't exactly know. Giventhe stiff competitionin the market, lexicographersarerather
tight-lippedabouttheircommerciakecretsAlthoughsomepublishinghouseday claimin sales
materialsto someform of researchunderlyingtheir dictionaries they hardly ever make public
whattheory/theoriesof lexical acquisitionthey adhereto, how the materialsweretested what
the resultsof thesetestswere, or how the designof their actvities and materials(including
the format of lexicographicsupport)were determinedby their theoreticaldispositionandthe
resultsof their experimentsNor is theinvolvementof "experiencedeachers'df necessityany
kind of solace As [Urquhart/\W\eir 1998] indicate,teachersandtestersare often "trappedin a
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particular setof practices ( p. 234),andthatthereis atendeng in the quartersof appliedlin-
guiststo "accepta theoretical constructwithoutfurther analysis,definition,or evenempirical
investigatiori (p.238).

Althoughwe have anumberof theoreticahandbook®nthemarketthatexplicatetheprinciples
of practicallexicography againonehasto questionthe theoreticalandempiricalsupportthese
principlesenjoy. Hardly any empiricalevidences providedto supporthefactthattheproposed
principles(e.g.,on the effective useof definition types,examplesand/orillustrations)indeed
improvesthe FQ of dictionaries.Furthermorewe have no researchthat taps,in situ or "on-
line" asit were, the real assumptions/principlethat guide lexicographers’designdecisions
whenthey are compiling dictionariesof varioustypesat the workbench.Atmost, one could
considerthe proposedrinciplesassourcedor hypotheseshathave to betestedempirically at
thelexicographersvork benchor in anappropriateexperimentaketting.

2.3 TheFQ of dictionariesin metalexicographic research

With regardto thefield of metaleiicographywe arein a situationwherethe four mainareasof
researchdo notin factfocuson (or evenprovide for) the assessmerdf the FQ of dictionaries
by way of theoreticallydrivenempiricalresearchThey do, however, provide for atleastsome
of the basickind of researct{empiricaldescription hypothesigormation,modelconstruction)
thatshouldunderlietheoreticallydrivenempiricaltestingof the FQ of dictionaries.

Userresearchfor example,focusse®n ataxonomicdescriptionof whatkinds of usersuse(or
preferto use)whatkinds of dictionariesfor whatinformationneedsn whatkinds of contexts
(cf. [Hartmann1999]).But no attentionis in factpaidto how effective dictionaryconsultations
in thesevariouscontects of useare.The sameproblemappliesto researchon the structureof
dictionariesastexts. The resultsare mainly taxonomicdescriptionof the elementghat make
upthecontentandstructureof dictionariesandthisis only occasionallylinkedto theirintended
functions,but no systematiaccounts givenof how effective thesestructuralcomponentgor
designelements)ndeedarein achiezing their intendedfunctions.

Dictionary criticism, on the other hand, has/shoulchave dictionary evaluationasits central
concern.Reviewersindeedprovide the researchewith valuableinformationon a numberof
variableghataffectthe FQ of adictionary variablegshatwould indeedhave to beaccountedor
in ary systematicscientificinvestigatiorof the FQ of dictionaries Theseinclude,inter alia, the
majorfunctionsof variousdictionarytypes thekindsof SL learningactwitiesin whichlearners
engageandin which they usespecifickinds of dictionarieswhatlearnersexpectof dictionar
ies,whatpreferenceshey have, the dictionaryreferenceproblemsthey experiencethe design
principlesthat (in theory)do or shouldunderliespecificdictionarytypes,how lexicographers
deviate from theseprinciplesin practice,inconsistencieshat occurbetweentheoryand prac-
tice, andthe kind of mediatingfactorsthat influencethe efficacy of specificdesignelements
of specificdictionaries(e.g,the useof specificdefinitiontypes/formatsyuseof restricteddefin-
ing vocahulary, useof examplesi,llustrationsandusagenotes).(Cf. [Herbst1999],[ Pauwels
1996],[Rundell1999],and[Scholfield1999].)

The major problem, however, is the fact that mostdictionary reviews are not in themseles
systematicaccountsof theoretically-dwen empirical researchon the FQ of the dictionaries
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underdiscussioni.e. of researctthatassessesgndercontrolledconditionshow effective these
dictionariesarein practiceasthey areused(on-line) by theirintendedargetgroup,viz. learners
of English.Reviewersaremostoftenteacherof English,occasionallyotherlexicographersor

metalicographers(thus at most expert users)that simulatesituationsof dictionary use by

learnerqcf., [Ripfel 1989:4]) andtry andpredict- onthebasisof their experientialknowledge
of learners- the kinds of problemsusersof dictionarieswill/could encounterin this sense,
reviews have the samekind of dravbacksasquestionariegimedat soliciting dataon the FQ

of dictionariesasexperienceduy their targetusers.Datathatis elicited posthoc on dictionary
consultationproblemsare not an accurateassessmentf the problemsusersexperienceon-

line, andeliciting dataon usersfrom teachergrovide a seconchandand, mostoften, a highly

subjectve accountof thefacts.

3 Theway forward

3.1 Theinterdisciplinary approach

Despitethe adwersity to empiricalresearchn somecornersof the lexicographyfraternity, the
way forward, as a numberof scholarshave agued,is to indeedtake the quantumleap into
scientificrespectabilityas[Hartmann1989a]soeloquentlyphrasedt.

Thepointl wouldliketo makeis thatwe canalreadybuild alaunchingpadfor thisquantunieap

by itemizing, evaluatingand,wherepossible integratingthe existing researchmethodologies,
theoreticadevelopmentsandresearchesultsin thevariety of disciplines(e.g.,educationaand

cognitive psychologySLA researchcomputerassistedanguagdearning,instructionaldesign,
researclon bilingualismandmetaleicographicresearcl) thatin factalsofocusonwhatis our

primeconcernyiz., to optimizetheFQ of differentformsof lexicographicsupportin thevarious

SL learningactvities aimedat the acquisitionof receptve andproductve skills of learnersn a

targetlanguageandthe acquisitionof the necessaryocalulary to supporttheseskills.

With regardto a generalmethodologicaframewvork within which currentapproaches these
fields andthe resultsof their empiricalresearcltcanbe integrated,l would like to suggesthe
cognitive-functionalframenork espousedh [Chun & Plass1997]. Their methodwould imply

thefollowing:

(i) Giveamodel-theoreti@ccountof

(a) thelinguistic andotherkind of knowledgestores cognitive processeandresulting
mentalrepresentationghat underliethe variousreceptve andproductive skills and
the procesof vocalulary acquisition

(b) the knowledge,skills and cognitive processesvolvedin finding, comprehending
andintegratingrelevantinformationfrom dictionariesinto receptve andproductve
tasksandvocalulary acquisition.

Thiswouldinclude,inter alia, amodel-theoreti@accounof

(a) thecontent structureanddevelopmentof a SL learners mentallexicon
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(b) thewaylexicalknowledgeis accessedndinteractwith thecognitverepresentations
andprocesseswolvedin thedifferentkinds of receptve andproductve tasks.

(il) Isolatethe mediatinglearney input, task and contextual variablesthat have beendeter
minedby empiricalresearctio influencethe successfuicquisitionof a skill or vocalu-
lary.

(i) Deduceahypothesis/hypothesdéom (i) and(ii) with regardto the format/desigrof the
lexicographicnputthatwould eithersupporthesereceptve andproductve tasksandthe
acquisitionof vocalulary or not.

(iv) Devise alternatve lexicographicformatsthat conformto thesedesignhypothesesnd
empirically testthem for their FQ, taking into accountthesemediatingvariablesasis
donein AlT-designs.

Traditionallytheresults(positive or negative) of (iv) areexplainedin termsof (i), andimplica-
tionsfor instructionaldesignandpracticededucedrom (i) andtheresultsof (iv).

Usingthis framewnork asguideline,how dowe proceed?

Userresearclaservisagedwithin lexicographyshouldprovide anextensvetaxonomicaccount
of the kinds of situationsin which differenttypesof learnersusewhatkind of dictionariesand
for whatpurposesSL learnersengagen a variety of learningactvities (e.g.,pre-taskvocahu-

lary exercisescommunicatre skill exercisesandfollow-up vocalulary elaborationexercises),
all of which requirespecificlevelsof lexical knowledgeandin which lexicographicsupportof

somekind (dictionaries glossesword lists, etc.)couldbe provided(cf., [S6kmen1997]).

With regardto thelinguistic andengy/clopaedidknowledgestores cognitive processeandrep-
resentationshat underliethesecontextualizeddictionarylook-ups,a numberof partial, some-
times overlapping,but also sometimesconflicting theoreticmodels,have beenproposedhat
cansupportexicographicresearchn anumberof crucialways.Spacdimitationspreventade-
tailed discussionput the following givesan overvien of someof the relevantmodel-theoretic
researclandrelevantliterature.

[Purpural997] providesan adaptedversionof Gagné,Yekovich, & Yekovich’s Model of Hu-
man Information Processindgo outline and explain the interactionbetweenthe metacognitie
and cognitive processesind stratgiesinvolved in SLA, specificallythe way that task moni-
toring variables(problem-identificationselectve attention,goal-settingtask-assessmeryire-
and post-planning self-monitoring(during performance) and post-performancassessment)
influencetheseprocessesf SL acquisitionanduse.(Cf. also[Wenden1998].)

This modelis compatiblewith theoriesof the processingf verbalandvisual informationin
short-term/vorking memoryandtheway in which variablessuchascognitive load,redundang
and split-attention(cf., [Kirby 1993]and[Yeunget al 1997]) influencethe processingpf SL
informationduringreceptve andproductve activities andthe processingf lexical information
(cf. also[Baddeler 1992]).

A numberof researcherbave proposech model-theoreti@ccountandprovidedempiricalsup-
port for variousaspectof lexical acquisitionandusein a variety of receptve andproductve
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activities. The content,structure developmentandaccesgo the SL/bilinguallexicon is exten-
sively discussedn [Aitchinson 1994], [Beheydt 1987], [Laufer/Paribakht1998],[MacDonald
1997],[Paribakht/\WWeschel997],[Schmitt 1997,1998]and[Schreuder/Wltens1993].

Gassand Selinkers’ [Gass/Selinkr 1994)interactionistmodel of the ideal conditionsfor lex-
ical acquisitionto take placestill enjoys immensepopularity (cf., also[Chapelle1998]anda
numberof authorsreporton researcton the variety of variablesthatinfluencethe acquisition
procesg(cf., [Beheydt 1987], [Chun/ Plass1997], [De Bot et al 1997], [Ellis/ Beaton1993],
[Hamilton 1997], [Klesius/Searles1990]Oxford / Scarcellal994], [Paribakht/\\eschel997],
[Robinson1995,1997],and[Waring1997]).The way thatmultimediainput fostersthe acquisi-
tion of lexical informationandthe deleteriouseffectsof learningwith multimediais treatedin
[Chun& Plassl1997],[Yaghoubetal 1995]and[Plass1998].

The passve/receptie vs. active/productve dimensionof lexical knowledgeis discussedn
[Laufer 1998], [Melka 1997] and [Laufer/Paribakht1998]. An instrumentfor measuringas-
pectsof the depthof the acquisitionof lexical knowledgeis proposedn [Wesche/Bribakht
1996].

Obviously, thereare alsoa numberof learnervariablesthat influencethe processingand ac-
quisitionof SL verbalandvisualinput (verbalability, spatialability, learningpreferencegver-

balisersvs. visualizers) contentandbackgroundknowledge),andthesearediscussedn some
lengthin [Chun/Plass1997a4nd [Weinert/Helmle 1998]. A further setof mediatingvariables
thateffectthe FQ of thelexicographicsupportthatis provided,is thevariousreceptve andpro-

ductive stratgiesthatusersemploy whenexperiencingproblemsof a lexical nature,including
theuseof lexicographicsupportof somekind (cf., [De Bot etal 1997],[D6rnyei/Kormos1998],
[Gu/Johnsorl996], [Klesius/Searled990], [McDaniel/Donnelly1996], [Sanaouil995], and
[Sternbeg 1987]).

Of the kinds of lexicographicinput that bestassistdifferentkinds of learnersin differentSL
communicatreactvities,readingandreading-dwenlexical acquisition("incidentalvocalulary
acquisition")hasbeenthetopic of numerousstudies Researclon thesetopicsclearly suggests
thatwhenit comesto differentkinds of learnersand differentkinds of actwities, onetype of
lexicographicsupportdefinitelydoesnotfit all. Althoughhigh-proficieng studentseento get
it right mostof the time, regardlessof whetherthereis somekind of lexicographicinput and
whatspecifictype,low-ability studentsaremostlyleft atlost without some oftenvery specific,
kinds of lexicographicsupport.

The knowledge,cognitive processeandrepresentationthat underlieSL readingarethe sub-
jectof numerousstudieqcf. [De Bot etal 1997],[Paribakht/\W\eschel996],[WescheParibakht
1995],[Urquhart/\\eir 1998).AlthoughMLD’ sandtranslationdictionarieshave provento sup-
port readingcomprehensionysing printed versionsof thesedictionarieshave beenshowvn to
have two major disadwantagesthey slow down the readingprocessandthe split-attentionef-
fect of consultinga dictionary interfereswith the higherlevel processe®f building mental
representationsf thetext content(cf., [Knight 1994]).

Glossing,ontheotherhand,hasprovento beratherbeneficial bothin the caseof printedtexts
andelectronicexts,andagrowing bodyof researchhasbeendevotedto thistopic (cf. [Beheydt
1987],[Chun/Plas4997],[Danan1992],[Davis 1989],[Fischer1994],[Hulstijn 993],[Hulstijn
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etal 1996], [Jacobset al 1994], [Lawson/Hogberl996], [Lomicka 1998], [McKeown 1993],
[Prince1996],[Watanabe 997],and[Yeungetal 1997]).

Glossescanrelieve studentdrom the arduoustask of finding the relevant sense®f unknowvn
wordsin printeddictionaries,and, if givenasa contectual paraphrasef an unknovn word,
of having to integratesomegenericmeaningfrom a dictionaryin the word’s context of use.
In electronictexts, the typesof glossescan, furthermore be expandedo include a variety of
informationtypes(e.g.translationsgefinitionsin theL1 andtheL2, eng/clopaedidnformation,
visual glosseqgraphics pictures,animationandvideo) and sound),therebyproviding for the
differentlearning stylesof differentdictionary users.The layout and designpossibilitiesof
computerscreenslsoallow for thefactthatglossesanbe presente@ndintegratedinto textual
(multimedia)input in sucha way that they do not negatively impacton the comprehension
process.

In suchcaseshowever, the printed dictionary functionsmerely as a lexical resourcefor the
teacher/materialdesignemwho hasto selecttherelevantsensestranslationsappropriaterisual
materialsetc.from existing dictionariesandcomeup with a contextually relevantpresentation
of the informationin glosseghat cansupportthe learner Researclon how suchglossescan
be automaticallygeneratedn CALL-applicationsincorporatingfully-fledgedelectronicdictio-
nariesis still in its infang. Furthermorea numberof deleteriouseffects have beenshovn to
influencethe FQ of multimediaglossedcf., [Chun/Plas€.997]).

Althoughsmallscaleandincrementaln nature reading-dnwenlexical acquisitionhasalsobeen
shown to improve with the provision of lexicographicsupport.However, the dualtaskof read-
ing for comprehensiomnd rememberingnformationon new lexical items often leadsto the
split-attentioneffect — a situationthat can be worsenedby the needfor consultinga printed
dictionary Glossingtechniguesanincreaseaccidentalvocalulary acquisition but thenonly in
very specificcircumstanced-or low-ability studentsntegratingtext andverbalglossesauses
thetext to interferewith the lexical acquisitionprocessput presentingglossesasseparatdist
improveslexical learning— thus,in a designjust the oppositeof thatin which glossessupport
low-ability studentsin readingcomprehensioni-urthermore certainglossesare hardly con-
sultedin thereadingprocessandothersseemeitherto have a negative influenceon thelexical
acquisitionprocesssuchastranslationsyvhile still others,suchasvideoglossesprove to have
little effect, or aresimply not preferredabove othertypes(suchaspictures/graphics).

4 Conclusion

Obviously, the above is no morethana glimpseof the kind of researchopicsthat shouldbe
incorporatedn theoreticallydriven empiricalresearclon the FQ of dictionariesandthenes-
peciallyon theinnovative designimprovementg¢o MLD’ s alludedto above. Thelexicographic
principlesexpoundedn texts bookson lexicography andtheinput by expertreviewerson the
FQof thesedictionarieqcf. thediscussiorabove)couldprovideinvaluableinputto thisresearch
by way of hypotheseshathave to be empiricallytestedwithin the frameawork of thetheoretical
assumptionsindresearchindingselucidatedaborve. If we really considerimproving the FQ of
dictionariesasoneof our maingoals,thenthereis noway out.
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