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0. Introdu ction

0.1 Context and aims of this study

This is a study in dctionary use. It focuses on several aspeds of receptive dic-
tionary use by Polish leaners of English, and onthe dfediveness of various dic-
tionary typesin providing receptive lexicd suppart.

Systematic reseach into dictionary use has a relatively short tradition. The
first significant study o dictionary use which dredly involved acual dictionary
users was pulished in 1979 byJerzy Tomaszczyk. An even ealier study by
Barnhart (1962 was aso an important landmark, yet it was based on second
hand opnion by teaders on what they believed their students did as dictionary
users, rather than more diredly on dctionary users reports, their performance
while using dctionaries, or their look-up behaviour.

Barnhart’s method kased on surveying teaders of dictionary users did na
attrad many followersin later studies of dictionary use by leaners, probably be-
cause the relationship between teaders reports and adual dictionary use is far
from dired and may have been seen as too dstant and tenuos to Yyield reliable
results. Thoughwell-founded in general, the éowve reservation may nat apply to
certain aspeds surroundng the dictionary-using ad abou which the teader may
adually be ale to dffer amore acarate report than the dictionary-using leaners
themselves. To take an example, if dictionaries are used in classand povided by
the schod, teaders are acdualy in a far better position to identify and report
faithfully the particular dictionary titles employed by their leaners in classthan
are the leaners themselves.

There ae, though other aspeds of the dictionary-using ad which may nat
be so redily available to the teader. In fad, the teader may nat be present in
the cntext of dictionary use & all. While the scope of this dudy is restricted to
dictionary use by Polish leaners of English, dictionary use is nat in general re-
stricted to leaners or students, or to leaning contexts involving the teader.
Whatever the role of teaders may be, surveying dctionary users diredly with a
written questionreire is the most popuar technique of colleding data from dic-
tionary users (Tomaszczyk 1979. The use of questionrairesin dictionary use re-
seach has come under criticism (Hatherall 1984, but remains an important and
useful methoddogy (Lew 20023), espedally when complemented with ather
methods.

Systematic observation d instances of adual dictionary use, still fairly rare,
focuses on the dictionary consultation ad and the way the dictionary and the dic-
tionary user interad, and may be dtempted with a variety of recording tech-
niques (videotaping, think-aloud gotocoals, recording sheds fill ed by the user or
by a human monitor, computer loggng), al with their own methoddogicd chal-
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lenges. Observation-based studies are difficult at the data-analysis gage, and are
thustypicdly limited in their scope to small samples.

Performance of dictionary users can be measured by evaluating the products
of their work with dctionaries. Such performance tests can be based onmore or
less naturalistic instances of dictionary use & a variety of tasks, and can some-
times take the form of experimental or quasi-experimental set-ups.

Between Tomaszczyk’s (1979 pioneaing study and naw, reseach on dc-
tionary use has been gaining steadily in importance, and a substantial body d re-
seach has acawmulated, even thoughsome scholars are sometimes criticd of its
acalemic quality (McCreay and Dolezd 1998 or of the general diredion in
which dctionary use research appeas to be moving (Humblé 2001). Doults of
this kind, as well as grounds for them, are probably part and parcd of any new
areaof reseach.

In this gudy, largely exploratory in neture, a broad sample of English lan-
guage leaners as dictionary users were examined in the hope of reveding pat-
terns that might throw some light on the littl e-researched areaof receptive dic-
tionary use by language leaners. On top d this general goal, this dudy was de-
signed with afairly wide range of more spedfic reseach questionsin mind (they
are set out in sedion 3.1 below), and it employs a number of techniques to this
end. A questionraire (henceforth, Teaders Questionraire) was used to colled
information from teaders on the type and level of educational ingtitutions and
leaner groups from which subjeds for the study hed been reauited. These
leaner subjeds were in turn surveyed with another questionraire (henceforth,
Leaners Questionreire), yielding some basic demographic data, information on
the duration and intensity of instruction in EFL (Engdlish as a foreign language),
and self-assesgnent ratings of proficiency level. Leaners provided reports on
how frequently they consulted dictionaries of different types, and hawv often they
accessd the various information categories typicdly offered by dictionaries.
They also gave detail s on their dictionary preferences, and were asked to identify
and rate the dictionaries they used.

The same leaners who completed the Leaners’ Questionraire dso aded as
subjeds in an experiment whose principal aim was to test the dfediveness of
various dictionary entries in a series of lexicd comprehension tasks with varying
amourt of textual context (the Dictionary EffedivenessTest). The dictionary en-
tries used in the Dictionary Effediveness Test were spedally designed to fadli-
tate an oljedive comparison d the dfedivenessof different dictionary types for
receptive dictionary use, focusing onentry structure (microstructure). Receptive
use is here understood (as in Schalfield 1999 as the use of dictionaries for im-
mediate lexicd suppat during comprehension-related tasks, without including
any longterm retention a leaning effeds. Data from the three sources (i.e.
Teaders Questionraire, Learners Questionraire, Dictionary Eff edivenessTest)
are owmbined to yield amore mmplete picture of receptive dictionary use by Pol-
ish leaners of English.



Introduction 3

Detail s of the questionraire surveys and the Dictionary Effediveness Test
are set out in Chapter 3, and the results are presented and dscussed in Chapter 4.
In Chapter 1 1 review the findings of previous dictionary use studies in those se-
leded areas which are pertinent to and addressed in the present study. | raise and
discuss ®me methoddogicd isaes relevant for this study in Chapter 2. Conclu-
sions are presented in Chapter 5. Testing instruments with their English tranda-
tionsare given in the final Appendices.

0.2 Are dictionaries useful in foreign langu age learning?

Dictionaries are often seen as a basic tod in the process of foreign language
leaning. It seems that the cnviction d the usefulnessof dictionaries is common
among lexicographers, as well as language leaners themselves. Language tead-
ers, on the other hand, appea to be more divided on the isaie of dictionaries:
some believe that dictionaries offer substantial lexicd benefits, others fea that
the @nsultation process is distrading and might upset the leaning pocess
(Hosenfeld 1977%. Thaose who hdd an enthusiastic view of the dictionary in for-
eign language learning, do so onthe (often implicit) assumption that dictionaries
can be helpful to the foreign language leaner: after all, both by design and byac
tual pradice the main use of dictionaries is for lexicd information, and lexicd
knowledge, in turn, is uncontroversialy of the utmost importancein foreign lan-
guage leaning (Anderson and Freebody 198). Thisview isalso refleded in dic-
tionaries being commonly classfied amonglanguage leaning aids. And et this
seaningly uncontroversial assumption tes failed to recave confirmation from
some well-designed empiricd studies (as we shall seein 1.5.1). Not withou good
reason, Tomaszczyk (1987 145 said that “dictionaries are not nealy as impor-
tant to the average leaner as ome lexicographers and most teaders consider
themto be.”

However, despite the dynamic growth of the reseach into dictionary use
sinceitsinception in the 1960s, we ae still far from getting definitive answers
to many important questions regarding dctionary use, including dctionary use
by language leaners. Perhaps the most fundamental question d all is whether
dictionaries are & all helpful to learners. Thoughthe question may appea to be
an obvious onre to thase unfamiliar with reseach into the dfediveness of dic-
tionaries, the available empiricd evidence suggests that the question is adually
not at al trivial. The relevant evidencewill be reviewed in sedion 1.5.1 below.

Further, having establi shed — or assumed — that dictionaries can indeed dfer
help to learners, the next question o interest to lexicographers, language leaners,
and (where gplicable) teaders, is which dictionary types and what dictionary
fedures are of gredaest benefit to leaners. In the following sedion, | review
some aguments for and against bilingual and mondingual dictionaries in the
context of foreign language leaning. | also include the semi-bili ngual dictionary,
arelatively new additionto the lexicographic landscgpe, which combines the fea
tures of the two more traditi onal dictionary types.
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0.3 Bilingual, monolingual, and semi-bilingual dictionaries

0.3.1 Bilingual versus monolingual dictionaries and the language lear ner

As Piotrowski (1989 72) and Hartmann (1994 207) paint out, it is the bili ngual
dictionary that has been the traditional |exica resource of the language leaner. In
contrast, the mondingual dictionary for EFL, and, more generaly, foreign lan-
guage leaning, is arelatively new development (for historicd details e Cowie
1999. In this ®dion, arguments and isues related to the dhoice of dictionary
type will be presented. The discussonis dominated by hli ngual and mondingual
dictionaries, as the more recent semi-bilingual dictionaries have not (yet?)
readed anything like the level of popuarity of the two more traditional types.

Wingate (2002 offers a good oerview of the theoreticd isaes behind the
choice between mondingual and hlingual dictionaries, while Piotrowski (1994
71-73) looks at how this choiceis affeded bythe asumptions typicd of the vari-
ous approaches to foreign language teading. Piotrowski (1989 also 1994 64-
70) presents an insightful acourt of the fundamental differences between hili n-
gual and mondingual dictionaries. Piotrowski’'s discusson d the provision d
meaning in the two dctionary typesis espedally relevant in this context and will
be discussed more extensively in sedion 0.3.3 below. Apart from the meaning
as-concept approadh, Piotrowski (1982 80-81) considers meaning provision in
dictionaries from the dternative meaning-as-use point of view. Under this rubric,
Piotrowski mainly raises isues concerning accessto semantic information held
in dctionaries.

Drawing partly on Thompson (1987, Wingate (2002 23) lists the foll owing
as arguments voiced against mondingual dictionaries:

1. If leaners use [the mondingual dictionary] for production pupases,

they canna find words they are looking for, becaise they do nd know
them. If, however, they use it for comprehension, much of the informa-
tion provided, such as the grammaticd behaviour of words, is not nec
essry.

2. Thedefinitions may betoo dfficult for leanersto understand.
Circularity can never be completely avoided.

4. Even if the dictionary has a restricted defining vacebulary, the gram-
maticd structures can be cmplex.

5. Leanerswill nat benefit from the exposure to the target language in the
dictionary, because for the definitions a lexicographic metalanguege is
used. This language represents a spedal register which does not follow
the rules of the normal language (...).

6. Leaners often pass over important information such as smantic re-
strictions of words, because they are not able to understand the basic
content of words.

| will take up the ebove agumentsin turn below.

w
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Charge 1 above adresses the isaue of accessto information sought by the
dictionary user. In an onanasiologicd dictionary consultation ad, the dictionary
user wants to get to the lingustic form that best coveys the ideas he or she in-
tends to express Sincein a conventional mondingual dictionary the arangement
of entriesis alphabeticd, locaing an unknavn headword form is a pradicd im-
posshility if the orthographic form of the lexicd item is not known. Further, as
the acces s$ructure (Hausmann and Wiegand 1989 of a mondingual dictionary
relies on the source language of the dictionary, which in ou case isthe leaner’s
foreign language, the learner will not as arule be &leto locate the desired entry,
because the lexicd goal of the search isin principle required as the seach termin
the access sructure, thus resultingin avicious circle.

Piotrowski (1989 80-81) also pants out the inherent difficulty in locaing
the information in a mondingual dictionary in an encoding look-up situation (an
onamasiologicd, or meaningto-word consultation ad). Piotrowski notes that
mondingual dictionary users find themselves fadng the paradoxicd situation
where they need to knaw the L2 item in order to look it up, but that L2 item is
predsely what they do na know and are trying to find ou. An adequate bili ngual
dictionary does nat have this problem, because it uses the L1 lexicd system as
the framework for access $ructure. What is more, the L1 lexicon provides an ef-
ficient indexing system for meaning becaise it appeasto be the native spedker’'s
best avail able mnemonic for conceptuali zations (Piotrowski 1994 78).

Some types of mondingual reference works, however, such as traditional
thesauri and dictionaries of synonyms, exhibit access $ructures with some degree
of semantic organization, which can be amore helpful accessfadlitator than a
mere dphabetic list. Perhaps thesauri can be included in the broad definition o
dictionariesin alexicographic typdogy, thoughsome schdars ssem unwilli ng to
allow such a posshility (e.g. Kipfer 1987). Nevertheless thesauri generaly only
offer list forms withou providing semantic information beyondthat embedded in
the dasdficaion itself. Eledronic mondingual dictionaries may be lessaffeded
by the accss problem than paper-format dictionaries if they offer sophisticaed
seach fadliti es that make onamasiologicd consultation easier, either indiredly
such as through afinition text searches, or more explicitly throughsome kind o
semantic-relationship tagging (Nesi 2000g; de Schryver 2003.

There is yet ancther type of mondingual reference work that combines a
semanticaly-based access sructure with more detail ed lexicd information, such
as the British Longman Lexicon o Contemporary English (LL CE), the American
Randan House Word Menu (RHWM), and perhaps most of all the Longman
Langua@g Activator (LLA). Although the idea of a semanticdly-based access
structure is theoreticdly attradive, in pradice geaing an intuitive and efficient
semantic taxonamy (or an ontology) of a natural language is a daunting task. But
creding such a taxonamy is one thing, using it is anather. Any such system
would require extensive leaning and sophisticaed metalinguistic competence
from the user, because naming the nodes of the hierarchy would necesstate the
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use of some metalanguage, which in a mondingual reference work would proba-
bly have to be based onthe natural |language described. It seems reasonable that
the natural lexicd system of the user’s native language would hdd an advantage
over such an artificial taxonamy. | susped the average user would find it easier
to think of a native language term and locate it on an alphabeticdly arranged list
than to navigate througha wmplex, unfamili ar semantic network encoded in a
foreign metalanguage.

On the other hand, the dharge under point 1 above does nat do full justiceto
mondingual dictionaries, becaise nat al dictionary consultations in a prodiction
task must take the form of onamasiologicd queries. It may well be that the user
has already dedded which item to use but he or she may be unsure @ou the syn-
tadic pattern or collocationto use with thisword. Thisis atype of questionthat a
mondingual leaner's dictionary can help answer in principle, and dfiten in prac
tice A bilingual dictionary can also help answer this question in principle, but
nat alwaysin pradice, becaise there ae relatively few bili ngual dictionaries that
adually do povide this type of information.* Because of these pradicd limita-
tions, users will sometimes dedde to use two dictionariesin turn duing asinge
seach: a hilingual dictionary firgt, to find a foreign languege item to use, and
then a leaner's mondingual dictionary, to get guidance on wsage or seek ress
surance (Varantola 1998 184).

Isaues of lexicographic accasrelated to the use of L2-based metalanguage
in the explanation d L2 items, as discussed abowe, are diredly relevant to pro-
ductive (adive) dictionary use, which is not our dired concern in the context of
the present work. It is worth remembering that the present study focuses on re-
ceptive dictionary use, where the mondingual dictionary is onamore equal foot-
ing with bilinguals in terms of access path, which is usualy throughthe foreign
language lemma spelling form.

The dharge of the superfluity of certain information types, made in the latter
part of the statement under point 1 abowe, is a telling example of the widespread
confusion between dctionary types and dctionary products (see2.6.2 below for
discusgon), since the statement refers to lexicographic information that is essen-
tialy independent of dictionary type, and thus invoking it does not seem appro-
priate & ageneral argument against mondingual dictionaries.

Charge 2 abowe, in turn, receves suppat from bath guestionnaire-based and
experimental studies, which confirm that users often find it difficult to under-
stand definitions or words in the definitions (Nesi and Haill 2002 Neubacdh and
Cohen 1988 Wingate 2002 95,115). The introduction d controlled vocabulary
into leaners dictionaries does not necessrily improve the awmprehension o
definitions, “since these more frequent words are dso the most paysemous and

! Those that do, include, on the Polish market, Podreczny stownik angielsko-polski,
posko-angelski (LongPodr) or Longman stownik wspétczesny angielsko-polski,
polsko-angelski (LSW).



Introduction 7

idiomatic in the target language” (Hartmann 198%: 184 see &so Jansen, Mer-
ged and Vanadroye 1987). Restricted vocabulary definitions may also ladk suffi-
cient predsion (Cowie 1999 111-112 Kirkpatrick 1985 Zoéfgen 1994, and
make it necessary to use mmplex and unratural syntax (Carter 1987 127, Herbst
1996 Kuhn 196; Zdfgen 1994. Neubach and Cohen (1988 qude the foll owing
comments from students to ill ustrate the problem with understanding dctionary
definitions; it shoud be stressed that Neubadh and Cohen’s subjeds were using
the Longman Active Sudy Dictionary (LASD), whose definitions do use acon
trolled vocabulary:

| don't understand this definition. What shoud | do—look upmeanings

of words in the definitions? Where does it stop?

Actualy the dictionary hardly ever helps me. | don't understand the

definition and | fed that it hinders me more than it helps me. (Neubach

and Cohen 1988 8)

The drcularity problem (point 3 above) of mondingual dictionary definitions
(Cazolari 1977 Wierzbicka 1985 1993 is theoreticdly interesting, but its prac
ticd consequences for the foreignlanguege speeking dctionary user have been
overrated, in my opinion. The extent to which the cmmprehension d definitionsis
likely to be impeded by circularity is probably negligible when compared to more
general comprehension problems resulting from the unfamili arity with the for-
eign language lexicd system, unlessthe level of circularity of definitionsis very
high de to editorial incompetence but that does nat redly happen with modern
leaners dictionaries. It istrue, though that bilingual dictionariesarein principle
unaffeded by this problem.

Point 4, the mmplexity of grammaticd structures in lexicographic defini-
tions, has already been partially addressed abowe, in the discusson o the mom-
prehensibility of dictionary definitions. Thompson (1987 284) puts the problem
this way: “even if the defining vacabulary is restricted, the grammaticd struc-
tures used are not — for example, very frequent use is made of participia clauses,
with and withou conjunctions, which are structures normally handed at an ad-
vanced level.” In faq, it is unavoidable that the simplicity of vocabulary used
must to some extent be paid for by the increased complexity of syntax, if ap-
proximately the same meaningisto be mnwveyed.

Point 5 appeasto be aresporse to the daims that by using mondingual dic-
tionaries learners may benefit from additional exposure to the foreignlanguagein
the definitions. As argued repeaedly (Hanks 1987 Piotrowski 1989 Rundell
1988, the metalanguage of definitions differs from natural language in severa
important respeds: nat just in terms of register, as mentioned in the quae @owe,
but also in terms of lexis, syntax, collocaion, and various more or less cryptic
abbreviatory conventions typica of lexicographic description.

The problem described under point 6 above is again related to pant 2. It is
interesting to nae that such comprehension problems are nat restricted to foreign
leaners, but dso occur with the native-speaking users of the mondingual dic-
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tionary, as evidenced by the kidrule phenomenorf (Miller and Gildea 1985
1987 Mitchell 1983h), which has also been olserved with foreign leaners, in-
cluding advanced ores (Nesi and Meaa 1994 Szczepaniak 2003 2004 Wingate
2002.

Tomaszczyk (1983 presented arguments for the use of bili ngual dictionaries
by foreign language leaners under four headings, and e did so in the context of
foreign language leaners neeals. He first pointed ou that sincethe vocabulary of
a given language is largely culture-spedfic, the scope of a mondingual diction
ary canna cover the needs of a spedker of another language from ancther culture.
Bogaads (1991 expressd a similar view, pointing ou that learners mondin-
gual dictionaries, being written with no m@rticular first language in mind, do nd
addressthe problem of false friends. Sincethen, some leaners' dictionaries, such
as the Cambridge Internationd Dictionary of English (CIDE), have tried to in-
clude information onfalse friends for the so cdled major languags. Such in-
formation is, however, highly redundant to a leaner who orly needsiit for his or
her native language. And, of course, the isaue of false friends is just one small,
abeit quite fashionable, asped of language spedficity.

The second asped discused by Tomaszczyk was that of interference be-
tween L1 andL2. Tomaszczyk’s suggestion was that “whether one likes it or nat,
language leaners do rely ontheir mother tongle to qute a onsiderable etent. If
this canna be avoided, why na cepitaize on it?’ (1983 44). Bogaads (1991
seconded Tomaszczyk’s view, advocaing the comparison d words and concepts
in the foreign language and the mother tongue in adictionary.

The third of Tomaszczyk’s (1983 arguments concerned the mverage of in-
terlingual contrasts, which, Tomaszczyk panted ou, is achievable in a bili ngual
dictionary, but not in a mondingual one, which is nat made with spekers of a
particular language in mind. Tomaszczyk expressed the opinion that making the
lexicographic treament target-language-sensitive in this way would be benefi-
cia.

The fourth and final point raised by Tomaszczyk (1983 in suppat of bilin-
gual dictionaries was the marked preference of the grea majority of dictionary
users for bilingual dictionaries as suggested by results of questionraire studies.
This argument was based onthe assumption that if the users themselves eleded
to use hili ngual dictionaries, they must find some red value in them.

On the other side of the agument, bilingual dictionaries have been acaised
of a number of deficiencies. The most frequent charges can be itemized as fol-

2 The kidrule phenomenonconsists in the extradtion d areadily known substring from an
item’s definition and treding that substring as equivalent in meaning to the item de-
fined. For example, from a definition o the word tenet as ‘opinion, belief, principle, or
doctrine held as true’, only the final word ‘true’ was extraded and wsed to producethe
ill -formed The news was very tenet (Mill er and Gil dea1987 88).
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lows (the list draws partially on Nakamoto 1995 Thompson 1987 282 and
Wingate 2002 24):

1. bilingual dictionaries reinforce leaners tendency to trandate from the
native language (Baxter 1980);

2. they discourage leaners from thinking dredly in the foreign language;

3. they reinforce the belief in ore-to-one lexicd equivalents between the
two languages (Atkins 1985 19; Bé&oint and Moulin 1987 100-101;
Snell-Hornby 1987 159160, 165, Stein 1990;

4. leaners do nd develop their paraphrasing a defining skills (Baxter
1980 329-330);

5. bilingual dictionaries give littl e information abou semanticdly related
words (synonyms, antonyms, hyperonyms), word formation, and syntac
tic behaviour of words (Thompson 1987 Wingate 2002);

6. there may be no equivalent in L2 to provide (Kromann, Riiber and Ros-
bach 1991 2718 Snell-Hornby 1987 165 Tomaszczyk 1983 48);

7. the guivalent may differ from the L1 lexicd item in terms of denctation,
style, and aher dimensions of meaning (Kromann, Riiber and Rosbach
1991 2718.

| will addressthe &owve pointsin turn.

The tendency-to-trandate dharge presented uncder point 1 above may well be
corred, thoughsystematic evidence for it has yet to be presented; at this time, it
appeas to be based mostly on speaulation and presumption. Further, one may
wonder whether foreign language learners have any viable dternative to relying
ontheir L1 knowvledge, that is“doesthe L2 definition nd merely send the learner
‘bad’ to an item in the L1 that most closely corresponds to the referent de-
scribed?’ (Bgjoint and Moulin 1987 103). And if Bgoint isright in his charac
terization d what happensin the learner’ smind, isthis <enario necessarily adis-
advantage? In fad, this charge is related to the next one.

With resped to item 2 abowve, Piotrowski (1989 72) paints out that “mono-
lingual dictionaries sam to be indispensable within the framework of al ‘dired’
methoddogies, which equate foreign language agjuisition with thinking in the
foreign language.” Now, “thinking in the foreign language” may sound nce & a
marketing slogan for a language schod, but is it anything more than just that?
“Thinking’ suggests a manipulation d concepts, and concepts — acarding to the
most popuar view of the L2 leaner’s lexicd memory as a hierarchicd (layered)
construct — are shared bythe L1 and L2, at what is often referred to as the mn-
ceptual level of representation. The view of the shared conceptual level finds
broad suppat from experimental evidenceinvolving lexicd dedsiontasks, word-
recdl, and semantic priming experiments (Chen and Ng 1989 Gerard and Scar-
borough 1989 de Groot and Nas 1991 Jin 199Q Tzdgov and Eben-Ezra 1992).
If this view is accepted, “thinking in the foreign language” is a dukious concept
from the psychdingustic point of view. The asymmetry between L1 and L2
may, however, be more relevant for issues of lexicd access becaise these isaues
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are diredly dependent on the nature of the relationship between concepts (shared
by the two languages) and lexicd forms (separate for the two languages). Here,
there is the intriguing question o whether (and to what extent) L2 lexicd forms
are linked to L1 forms, or to concepts diredly. Current work on the structure of
language leaners lexicon suggests that the dependence of the L2 mental lexicon
onthe L1 lexicon is mediated by several fadors sich as foreign language profi-
ciency, word type, and word frequency, but the degreeof this dependenceis aub-
stantial (Altarriba and Mathis 1997 Chen 199Q Elli s and Beaon 1995 de Groot
and Keljzer 2000 Jiang 2000 Kroll 1993 Kroll and Shall 1992 Kroll and Stew-
art 1994 Kroll and Tokowicz 2003 MacWhinney 1997%. In light of this evi-
dence Bégjoint’s (1987 103) suspicions abou the L2 definition “merely sending
the leaner bad to an itemin the L1” appea to be well-founced.

Asfor paint 3, the meaning, or even the (narrower) denctation d two words
in two dfferent languages is virtually never identicd, except perhaps for certain
technicd termsin restricted spedali st usage. Thisimplies a aiti cism of the mode
of meaning provision that is typicaly used in hilingual dictionaries. The impor-
tant thing to redize here, though is that mondingual dictionaries do nd redly
have any better option to offer in that regard, as discussd ealier in this ®dion.
Furthermore, most bili ngual dictionaries, except very small ones, usualy offer a
larger number of target language ejuivalents than just one per headword. When a
list of L1 (target language®) equivalentsis presented to the user under asingle L2
(source language) headword, the dharge that such a microstructure reinforces the
picture of one-to-one lexicd equivalents between the two languages appeas to
be misdireaed. What is more, bilingual dictionaries often have sense indicaors,
thus further emphasizing the message that a single ejuivalent is not sufficient.
And, because of anisomorphism between the two lexicd systems (cf. Zgusta &
al. 1971, a source language headword item treaed with the same depth in the
two types of dictionaries will typicdly have finer sense and subsense splitsin a
bilingual dictionary than in a mondingual dictionary, espedally if the former at-
tempts to provide translation equivalents, rather than cogritive auivalents’.

% The terms source languag (SL) and target langua@ (TL) as used here and much
throughou the lexicographic literature shodd na be wnfused with identicdly-
soundng terms as used in tranglation studies or language aqyuisition. Unlike in the lat-
ter disciplines, the terms SL and TL refer to the language of the dictionary entry, quite
apart from the language or languages oken by the human user (in this book L1 and
L2 will be used for the user’s native and secondforeign language, respedively). SL re-
fers to the language of the left-hand side in a lexicographic pair of equivalent expres-
sions, such as the entry headword, a phrase or an idiom whose meaning is being ex-
plained, while TL refers to the right-hand side, basicdly the semantic explanation. See
Al-Kasimi (1984 and Piotrowski (1994 21) for a fuller explanation d the terms L1,
L2, SL and TL asoften used in lexicography.

* On translation and cogritive ejuivalents in hilingual dictionaries ®e Piotrowski (1994
chapter 5).
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Baxter’'s (1980 charge listed uncer point 4 abowve is nat based onempiricd
evidence The rationale presented by Baxter is that exposure to the defining lan-
guage of the mondingual dictionaries would train users in their paraphrasing
skill sin the foreign language. One problem with this assumptionis that the defin-
ing language used in mondingual dictionaries is adually a spedal metalanguage
that passes off as the target language itself but, for most dictionaries, is adualy
markedly different, as already dscussed above. Baxter does not seem to be avare
of thisimportant fador. Ancther unknown isthe anount of transfer from the pas-
sive realing d dictionary definitions to the adive use of language for paraphras-
ing. Nevertheless a recent small-scde experimental study (Kroma 2001) sug-
gests that indeed expasure to L2 definitions may be beneficial in the development
of language leaners defining skills. Kroma exposed three groups of Polish
leaners of English to threetypes of glosses acampanying their reading texts:
English definitions, Polish equivalents, and a combination d definitions and
equivalents. After four weeks of such training, subjeds from the three groups
were asked to write their own definitions of new words. These definitions were
then presented to ancther group d Polish learners of English at a similar profi-
ciency level, whowere asked to provide Poli sh equivalents correspondng to eath
definition, so succesgul definitions were operationalized as thaose that al owed
other Polish students to acairrately guessthe meaning and expressit in Polish.
Polish equivalents provided by the second goup d students were then compared
with the original English words that the subjeds were asked to define. Kroma
foundthat the most succesgul definiti ons were written by the definition-only and
combined definition-and-equivalent groups, with the former group adieving
dightly but not significantly higher scores than the latter group. Both these
groups performed significantly better than the Polish equivalent glosses group.
Kroma's results are very interesting bu neel to be confirmed by further study,
espedaly as Kroma did nd use randam assgnment of subjeds or evaluators
(partialy for pradicd reasons). It must also be remembered that Kroma's gudy
concerned written defining skill s, which is not guite the same thing as conversa-
tional paraphrase skill s apparently meant by Baxter (1980.

Point 5 abowe is certainly valid, but isredly a charge against the weaknesses
of spedfic dictionary titles rather than hilingual dictionaries as a type (see2.6.2
below for adiscusson d the methoddogicd issuesinvolved). Thereisno princi-
pled resson why syntadic information in hilingual dictionaries shoud be less
comprehensive than in mondingual dictionaries. There is, however, a possble
commercial reason. Mondingual EFL dictionaries are paotentially marketable in
al courtries where there ae leaners of English, irrespedive of the native lan-
guages oken there. Bilingual dictionaries, in contrast, are only useful to spe&k-
ers or leaners of a given pair of languages, which generally tends to be amuch
smaller market. When translated into correspondng sale volumes, development
cost of mondingual dictionariesis read over alarger number of units ld, thus
a popdar mondingual dictionary pulisher can, on average, afford better lexi-
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cographers, better tods (such as large @rpora), and more frequent updates,
which gtatisticaly speeking tendsto produce better dictionary content.

The eistence of isolated problematic items for which nosuitable L2 equiva-
lents exist to provide in a bilingual dictionary (point 6) is a well-known isaue.
However, in such cases, a hilingual dictionary can supdy a gloss (definition),
which is esentialy the standard treament foundin the mondingual dictionary,
except that in a bilingual dictionary when used for comprehension the definition
is presented in the user’'s native language. In fad, a bilingual dictionary also has
an ogion d offering bdh an approximate equivalent and a gloss

The aiticism under point 7 is right, of course, given that no two lexicd
items from two dfferent lexicd systems can be fully equivalent on al dimen-
sions of meaning, except perhaps in spedalist terminalogy; after al, different
languages have their own urique ways of haming and aganizing redity. Equally
obvioudly, though there is no solution to this problem, short of explaining an
item with the exad same item, which is of course perfedly circular and com-
pletely useless Spedficdly, thereis certainly no perfed semantic equivalencein
any case between a foreign language lexicd item to be defined and its definition
in a leaner's dictionary, however ingenious the definition happens to be; so
again, athoughthisis avalid charge, it does nat represent a disadvantage of the
bili ngual dictionary versus any ather dictionary type (athoudh pictoria and pes-
sibly other multimedia dictionaries might have something to dofer in the re-
stricted areaof concrete nounitems mainly). Finally, even those aithors that are
scepticd of the hilingual dictionary do concede that the problem of anisomor-
phism in decoding may be largely overrated, if only becaise one looks at indi-
vidual senses rather than the totality of conceptual meaning o an item (Béoint
1988 145 Madkintosh 1995 27; Snell-Hornby 1987 167).

As ®a from the aowve discusson, there is no shortage of arguments for and
against both types of dictionaries. It is relatively easy to theorize @ou the hy-
patheticad advantages or disadvantages of a spedfic dictionary type. The proof of
the puddng, though is in the eding, and, as will be shown in 1.2 below, ques-
tionnaire studies suggest dictionary users are not particularly avid consumers of
mondingual dictionaries, unlesscoerced to use them.

0.3.2 Semi-bilingual dictionaries

A recent third alternative to mondingual and hlingual dictionaries is the semi-
bilingud dictionary, sometimes referred to as the hybrid or bili ngudized diction
ary. The threeterms are often used interchangeably. Hybrid, historicdly the ea-
liest term, has also been used to dencte avariety of other mixed-type reference
works, such as encyclopadic dictionaries. In the present context, hybrid diction
aries are understood as combining the source and the target language in meaning
explanation, which is also what the name semi-bilingud suggests. The term bi-
lingudized, while dso referring to the use of two languages for semantic expla-
nation, caries the extra suggestion that the dictionary has been produced as an
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adaptation d amondingual work. The anergence of the bili ngualized dctionary
was D described by Hartmann (1994 207):
the recent dogma of the English learner’s dictionary as a mondingual
pedagogcd tod (...) becomes amost an aberration, particularly, as
Henry Swed pointed ou over a hunded yeas ago, leaners regularly
seek the psychdlingustic asaurance of translation equivalents by con-
sulting Hlingual dictionaries. For al these reasons, the nation d a bi-
lingualized leaner’ s dictionary isnolonger an oddty.

The first modern hili nguali zed leaner’s dictionary, acording to Laufer (1995
and Hartmann (1994, was the English-English-Hebrew Oxford Sudent's Dic-
tionary for Hebrew Speakers pulished in 1986 byKernerman & Kahn. Soonaf-
ter, severa other similar titles from the same pubisher followed, including the
English Dictionary for Speakers of Polish in 1990(in cooperation with the Polish
pulishing howse SAWW), aswell asfrom some other pulishers.

The advantage of semi-bili ngual dictionaries for the foreign language learner
is £ in the combination d foreign language definitions and retive language
equivalents. Here is how the leading publisher of semi-bilingual dictionaries de-
scribes the dtradivenessof the concept:

By providing a brief equivalent in the language of the leaner, the dic-
tionary incorporates the useful feaures of both mondingual and Hlin-
gua dictionaries, while avoiding their drawbads. The leaner can im-
merse in the English languege, with adive suppat from the mother
tongLle. In this way the dictionary user is encouraged to read the infor-
mation in English, whereas the translation serves to provide psycho-
logicd ressaurance to reinforce understanding, and to corred misun-
derstanding when it arises. (http://kdictionaries.com/concept.html)

Since semi-bilingual dictionaries have only been in use for a relatively short
time, the drcumstances and aspeds of their use have not yet been studied as
much as has been the cae for the more traditional dictionary types. What little
evidenceis avail able, will be summarized in 1.5 below.

Having reviewed the highly divergent opinions on hlingual, mondingual
and [lingualized dctionaries, it is difficult not to agreewith Wingate (2002 26)
when she says that “[i]t is aurprising that so far recommendations abou
dictionaries are based on pedagogcd intuitions rather than on empiricd
evidence” Further, Wingate (2002 230) mentions the teaders’ accetance of the
“orthodoxy of the superiority of the mondingual dictionary, as well as their
being swayed by the label word learner’s foundin many titles of pedagogcd
mondingual dictionaries. No doult, marketing days an important role in selling
the positive image of the mondingual dictionary, as well as the dictionaries
themselves. The large puldishing houwses that spedalizein international leaners
dictionaries can afford the type of aggressve marketing campaigns (targeting
leaners, teaders, and educaiona institutions) that smaller, national bili ngual
dictionary pulishers smply canna compete with.
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It is important, then, to produce objedive evidence of the dfediveness of
the different dictionary typesin dfferent situations and for different learners, and
thisis one of the dhief aims of the present work. The findings of previous empiri-
cd studies of this asped of dictionary use will be reported and dscussd in 1.5
below. The combination d definition and equivalent appeasto be an intuitively
appeding innowation, and this is one aped that will be subjeded to scrutiny in
the present studly.

0.3.3 Explanation of meaning

The provision d semantic information in dictionary entries is the magjor focus of
this gudy, and so the isaue of how meaning is explained in mondingual and k-
lingual dictionaries deserves a spedal discussonin the present sedion.

Modes of provision d semantic information in dctionaries may be rougHy
placed into four categories: definition, equivalent, example, picture. Let us leave
example and dcture aide and focus on definition and equivalent. Definition is
the dasscd lexicographic device’, and it isthe canoricd method d meaning ex-
planation in mondingual dictionaries targeted at both netive speders and lan-
guage leaners. In contrast, equivalent is the meaning-provision method d choice
in hlingual dictionaries. A bilingual dictionary explains the lexicd items of the
source languege (SL) using the target languege (TL)®, and it is routinely the TL
equivalent that is employed. The ideaof a semi-bilingual dictionary is to com-
bine definition and equivalent.

The &owve acoun charaderizes the typicd situation when it comes to the
utili zation d definition and equivalent in mondingual and Llingual dictionaries.
However, other combinations are dso peshle and are sometimes employed.
Definitionsin the L1 of the target user may in principle be —andin pradice ae—
employed in hilingual dictionaries’. Such definitions are used systematicdly in
national adaptations of leaners’ dictionaries, where original definitions are trans-
lated into the target language. As an ill ustration d such an adaptation consider
the Cobuld Bridge Bilingud English-Portuguese Dictionary (Cobul dBBEP),
where the mondingual Cobuld Sudent’s Dictionary definitions were trandated
into Portuguese, asin the foll owing example:

begrudge, se vocé begrudge someone ago, vocé sente que ess:a

pesa ndo mereceis e sente inveja dela por té-lo.
Definitions in addition to equivalents are sometimes encourtered in spedal-
purpose dictionaries, such as the Dictionndre de la comptahilit é (DC; see Madk-

® The literature on lexicographic definition is extensive (e.g. Benson, Benson and Ilson
1986 Hanks 1987 llson 1984 Landau 2001 Madrarqubar and Richards 1983
McCawley 1993 Wierzbicka 1985 1993 Zgusta & al. 1971).

® Seefoatnate 3 on page 10 above.

" Definitions in the user’s L1 correspondng to the TL of abilingual dictionary were pro-
posed as an explanation d meaning by Lev Shcherbain the 1940s (1999 and by lan-
nucd (1957.
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intosh 1995for further examples), a dictionary of ac@urting in which bah the
definitions and equivalents are present. One agument for the inclusion o defini-
tions in speddized hbilingua dictionaries is that they are likely to contain terms
whaose native language designations may be unknowvn (Rey-Debowve, 1991 2860.
Anather coud be that common word-forms may be used with unwsual, technicd or
legal designations.

Definitions in the TL are dso occasionally used (as s-cdled ‘glosses’) for
those entries or senses for which no acceptable ejuivalent can be foundin the
target language, or when the lexicographers could na think of one. A definition
in placeof the usual equivalent may or may nat be distinguished typogaphicdly
from the usua equivalent. Below is an example from a Polish-English dctionary
(Wielki stownik polsko-angelski, STAG) of a definition showing in paceof an
equivalent, rendered in the same typography as the usual equivalent:

bigos sm G. ~u 1. kulin. dish o hashed sausage, pork and led

stewed in sauerkraut; ~ hultajski the same dish with a variety of mea
On the other hand, some mondingual dictionaries, espedally the small portable
ones, utili ze meaning explanation by providing synonyms rather than definitions
(in the narrower sense). Synonyms in the the same language & the SL of the dic-
tionary may be seen as intralingud equivalents. Here is an example from the
Colli ns Gem English Dictionary (CGED):

nim'ble a. agile, adive, quick, dexterous

The &ove shows, then, that althoughthere ae preferences and traditions, thereis
in fad no simple one-to-one relationship between the use of definitions versus
equivalents and the status of the dictionary as mondingual or bili ngual.

Piotrowski (1989 also Piotrowski 1994 64-70) offers an interesting view
on the provision d meaning in bilingual and mondingual dictionaries, and he
does © from two perspedives: as an abstrad concept, and as a functional matter
of pradicd language use. Piotrowski recourts Lev Shcherba's views (see
Shcherba 1995 on the inherent inadequacy of L2 equivalents in conwveying the
senses of L1 headwords resulting from anisomorphism of two lexicd systems (cf.
Zgusta € a. 1977), but he paints out that mondingual dictionaries do nd fare
any better in their definition-based systems of meaning provision. Piotrowski’s
arguments are valid and reveding. While the L1 headword and its L2 dctionary
equivalent come from two dfferent lexicd systems, they nevertheless occupy
correspondng paitions within their respedive systems, and this may give them
an advantage over meaning provision by dfinition (see 4so Bogaads 199)). In
contrast, definition, the standard semantic explanation devicein mondingual dic-
tionaries, requires the dictionary user to work on two levels of abstradion, the
lingustic and the metalingustic. The metalanguage of EFL dictionaries is based
on English. When Polish leaners of English use EFL dictionaries for compre-
hension, they must possess a number of fairly complex skills to successully
complete the steps invalved in extrading the meaning d the problematic item.
First, they need to have an appropriate command d English that will allow them
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to interpret the Endish-based metalanguage of the definitions; second they
would have to lean the conwventions of the metalanguage itself; and third, they
would have to assemble the meaning d the defined word or expresson from the
distributed analyticd comporents of the definitions. In the words of Piotrowski:

Meaning [in mondingual EFL dictionaries] is described (...) in an ana-

Iyticd way, and the users have to synthesize the various bits into a

meaningful whole: alexicd unit. It certainly isnot easy and depends on

the abiliti es, intelligence, and owerall li nguistic competence of the us-

ers. (Piotrowski 1989 78)

To the dowve, one might add metalinguistic competence nealed to efficiently in-
terpret the definitional metalanguage. Of course, this just acmurts for but one
element in the dictionary look-up ad (as described in Bogaards 1993 Hartmann
1989b 105 2001 90-91; Mullich 199Q Schdfield 1982 1999 13-14), namely
that of interpreting the semantic information for a given headword sense, which
corresponds to step 6 in Schafield (1982 190): “Understand the definition and
integrate it into the context where the unknovn was met,” stage 6 in Hartmann
(1989b 105 and Hartmann (2001 91): “extrad relevant data.”

Piotrowski (1989 80-81) also refers to Lyons (1977 438452 distinction
between first-order, secnd-order, and third-order words, and padnts out that the
semantic explanation in the bilingual dictionary is based on first-order words,
while EFL mondingual dictionariesrely in their meaning explanation onsecond
order and third-order relational words. According to this distinction, first-order
words are the cncrete words that most diredly relate to the external world and
tend to be semantic centres in texts, while second-order and third-order words
provide more of a structure to first-order words. This distinction would presuma-
bly give ancther paint of advantage to the mode of meaning provision typicd of
bilingual dictionaries over that used in mondinguel dictionaries.

Steiner (1989 argues that the bilingual dictionary with its native language
equivalents provides the most efficient path for decding kecaise

[t]Jo understand and wse these equivalents, the translator uses an inter-
nalized mondingual dictionary. (This internalizion is the result of
leaning experiences.) If there ae gaps in the retrieval of material be-
cause of the inability to recdl a cetain item, the translator can refer for
corredion a emendation to a written mondingual dictionary, to an in-
formant, to athesaurus, or to an encyclopedia. (Steiner 1989 255

Although Steiner’s arguments are made in the context of L2—L1 translation,
they appea to be dmost as valid for other L2 decoding tasks, except that the dic-
tionary user may na have anee to use the L1 equivalent, it may be sufficient
for him or her to understand it.



1. Studies of receptive dictionary use: findings

Severa excdlent, up-to-date overviews of reseacch in the field of dictionary use
are drealy available (Hulstijn and Atkins 1998 Nesi 2000h Tono 2001 Win-
gate 2002. It would thus be wastefully repetitive to present here a ©mprehen-
sive overview of all the puldished literature on dctionary use. In what follows, |
seledively concentrate on the isaues particularly relevant in the ntext of the
present study.

1.1 Frequency of dictionary consultation

Answering the seemingly innacuous question o How often do sers consult their
dictionaries? is much harder than it might at first appea. Tomaszczyk (1987
140), when discussng trandation errors in written texts, identified a general
“unwilli ngnessto consult referencebooks at all.” Indeed, the short and swed an-
swer to the question pased at the beginning o this paragraph appeas to be not
enough User questionreires have aldressed the isaue of the frequency of dic-
tionary consultation by sers, but findings obtained in this way have to be viewed
with caution, since their fadual corrednessrequires reliable longterm recllec
tion by respondents of statisticd fads involving a rather unremarkable adivity.
In fad, this could be one aeawhere Hatherall’s (1984 otherwise rather one-
sided ojedions to the questionraire technique may be warranted, espedally as
the data on consultation frequency returned from questionnaires tend to be of the
relative type (such as ‘often’, ‘rarely’, etc.), and do no straightforwardly trans-
late into urequivocd statements of the asolute kind.

The first major study o the dictionary consultation habits of non-native dic-
tionary users was Tomaszczyk (1979. Amongst the 449 subjeds taking part in
this dudy were foreign language leaners (284 subjeds), teaders and pofes
siona trandators. As many as 16 foreign languages were represented in the study
(the highest numbers being for English, Rusdan, Polish, French, and German).
The mgjority of the learner subjeds (167 ou of 284) were Polish leaners of for-
eign languages. Writing later abou this sudy, Tomaszczyk (1987 footnote 5)
reported: “When developing the questionraire for the 1979study | spoke to many
succesdul language leaners, from various language badgrounds, who insisted
they had never used any dctionaries.”

Available results on the relationship between the frequency of dictionary
consultation and leaner level are wntradictory. Some studies (Hatherall 1984
Knight 1994 Wingate 2002 found the frequency of dictionary use to increase
with level, as recorded duing dctionary use tests. Other studies (Atkins and Va-
rantola 1998; Tomaszczyk 1979 reveded a reverse tendency, with lower-
proficiency users tending to use their dictionaries more frequently. Atkins and
Varantola (1997 19980 monitored dictionary use in trandation byagroup d 71
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ESL spedkers from fifteen different language badkgrounds, and found noconsis-
tent pattern aaossthe range of L2 skill sin their sample. Intermediate usersregis-
tered the highest rates of dictionary use, while beginners appeaed to have on
sulted their dictionaries the least. Advanced users ranked between the intermedi-
ate group and the beginners. The diff erences between the group frequencies were
not large; no statisticd significance measures were reported.

Jakubowski (2001 investigated the use of bilingual and mondingual dic-
tionaries by Polish high schod leaners and foundthat leaners used dictionaries
with an average frequency of afew times aweek. He dso foundthe frequency of
use to be higher for students of higher proficiency level.

Questions abou the frequency of dictionary consultation are often asked in
the ocontext of reasons for dictionary look-up, and here Hartmann (2001) further
distingu shes between the adivity task that is accompanied by dictionary look-up
to med spedfic reference needs — all part of the context of the dictionary consul-
tation ad — and the information category that the user looks up in the dictionary,
which is part of the dictionary text. The distinction between the dictionary text
and the context of the cnsultation ad, as well as the study d user needs as a
whole, owes much to Wiegand's (1977b 81) initial cdl for a study d the social
context of dictionary use, or what is smetimes referred to as the sociology o
dictionary use and d dictionary user (Hartmann 1989b.

Most ealy studies of dictionary user neals were dore with native-speeking
dictionary users (Greenbaum, Meyer and Taylor 1984 Kipfer 1987 Quirk 1974
Summers 1988, or — indiredly — with their teaders (Barnhart 1962, and it was
general-purpose mondingual dictionaries that were targeted. The most striking
similarity as regards the findings of those studies was that of the preference for
semantic informationin dctionaries (seel.4 below).

1.2 Dictionary preference

One of the principal findings of Tomaszczyk (1979 104) was that “[a]lmost all
subjeds, no matter how sophisticaed they are, use bilingual dictionaries.” Mono
lingual dictionaries were used much lessthan hili ngual dictionaries, even though
most of Tomaszczyk’s subjeds were ather advanced students or languege pro-
fesgonals. instructors and trandators. The preference for bilingual dictionaries
was also evident in the resporses of those 228 subjeds in Tomaszczyk’s sample
who pessssd bah types of dictionaries.

Similarly, in a survey of 342 Japanese leaners of English, Baxter (1980
foundthat a grea majority of leaners, even at the university level, preferred hi-
lingual dictionaries. However, Baxter's questions referred to dctionary owner-
ship rather than use.

Not all studies, though have found hli ngual dictionaries to be preferred to

mondinguals. In Béoint’s (1981 study orly 176 of the subjeds claimed to pre-
fer bilingual to mondingual dictionaries. Bgoint’s questionreire, however, was
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exclusively concerned with the use of mondingual dictionaries, which may have
shaped the resporses of the subjeds (French students majoring in English) to a
considerable extent. In addition, as many as 85% of the students in the study hed
chosen their dictionary following the recommendation d their teader, so ore
could say that there was something o a schod pdlicy involved here. Likewise,
high-proficiency students investigated by Neubach and Cohen (1988 preferred
the mondingual dictionary, claiming “more predse meanings of words’ to be the
reason for their preference

In their study o dictionary use in trandation, Atkins and Varantola (1997
again founda dea preference for bilingual dictionaries over mondingual dic-
tionaries, with 71% of the look-ups recorded being performed in hilingual dic-
tionaries, versus 28% look-ups in mondingual dictionaries (a small number of
look-ups did na have the dictionary type spedfied). The dominance of bili ngual
dictionaries was greaer for L1—L2 translation than for L2—L1 translation. This
means that mondingual dictionaries were used somewhat more in trandationinto
the subjeds native language than in trangation from the subjeds native lan-
guage, while hilingual dictionary remained the reference tod of choicein bah
types of trandation. Trandation, the complex task that it is, involves a combina-
tion d dewding (of the source text) and encoding (of the target text). However,
unlessthe L2 proficiency of the trandator is very high (which was not the caein
the study, at least not for the Oxford participants, whose results are being ds-
cusxd here), it isthe L2-related adivity that presents the greaer challenge, so it
can be ssumed that the difficult part of L1—L2 translation primarily requiring
lexicographic suppat is in the encoding, while for L2—L1 translation most of
the difficulty is in the demding, thoughfor technicd texts encoding might also
pose problems. The results obtained by Atkins and Varantola (1997 generaly
confirm the preference for hilingual dictionaries. When mondingual dictionaries
are mnsulted at all, it isfor deaoding rather than for encoding. The likely reasons
for this have been discussed in sedion 0.3 above.

In the large-scde EURALEX/AILA Reseach Projed on Dictionary Use
(Atkins and Varantola 1998&j), a general preference for bilingual dictionaries was
found with well over half of the subjeds (leaners of English as a foreign lan-
guage) eleding to use abilingual dictionary, and orly a minority opting for a
mondingual dictionary (see &so 1.2.1 below for other detail s).

Looking at the types of semantic information preferred by dctionary users,
Laufer and Kimmel (1997 reported that Hebrew EFL leaners, when gven the
choice consulted the Hebrew equivalent more often than they did the English
definition. Laufer (2000 gave her subjeds, advanced leaners of English as a
foreign languege in Israd, a dhoice of information to be displayed onscreen du-
ing a reading task as any combination d L1 trandation, English definition and
example. Only three @mbinations out of the seven passhiliti es were acdually
used, and ower 90 percent of all seledionswerefor L1 trandation orly. A combi-
nation d trandation and definition was €leded in seven percent of the cases,
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with athreeway entry of trandation dus definition gdus example acourting for
the remaining lessthan threepercent of the seledions.

Overall, results of pubished studies indicate that users exhibit a marked de-
greeof preferencefor bilingual dictionaries over mondingual dictionaries. In the
following sedion, | briefly examine the question o whether this relationship is
affeded by wser proficiency level.

1.2.1 Dictionary preferenceand proficiency level

A number of studies (Al-Ajmi 1992 Atkins and Varantola 1998, Baxter 1980
Jakubowski 2001, Tomaszczyk 1979 naed a tendency for higher-proficiency
leaners to use mondingual dictionaries relatively more often compared to hilin-
gual dictionaries, athough Wlingual dictionaries usualy remained the dictionary
type of choice d any proficiency level. There is also the question d the diff erent
situations and tasks for which various dictionary types are anployed. For exam-
ple, Atkins and Varantola (1998a) reported that the principa use of mondingual
dictionaries by the higher-proficiency students in her sample was to aid in the
comprehension d L2 expressons and to help with usingaknown item in produc-
tion. However, subjeds in the study were not free to independently seled dic-
tionary types for the different tasks. Overall, the propation o leaners preferring
bili ngual dictionaries deaeased with proficiency, from 88% for Grade D students
(lowest proficiency level in the study), to 60% for Grade A (highest proficiency)
students. The intermediate grades C and B registered rates of 81% and 7%, re-
spedively. Atkins and Varantola (1998) do nd test for statisticd significance of
these differences, but the figures point to a tendency for the use of mondingual
dictionaries to increase only moderately at lower and intermediate levels of pro-
ficiency, with a sharper rise for the highest levels.

Jakubowski (2001) looked at the use of bilingual and mondingual dictionar-
ies by Polish secondary schod leaners at two levels, and found at bath levels, a
strong peference for the bilingual dictionary in L2—L1 and L1—L2 translation
and writing, but lessof a preferencein reading and li stening tasks, and least of all
in spe&ing. It shoud be stressed in this connedion, though that exercising aa
skill sis definitely nat a salient context for dictionary usein general.

What little evidence we have suggests that whil e there exists amongst lan-
guage leaners a general preference for bilingual dictionaries, the preference is
lessmarked for higher-proficiency leaners.

1.3 Dictionary evaluation

Mondingual dictionaries have been foundto be more highly regarded by wsers
than hlingual dictionaries (Baxter 198Q Béjoint 1981 Kharma 1985
Tomaszczyk 1979. Thiseffed could be due to the users’ inability to perceve the
failings in a dictionary whaose semantic explanations are not fully understood
That thisis alikely fador is confirmed by the finding (Wingate 2002 that users
evaluate bilinguel dictionaries invalving two languages other than their native
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language lesscriticdly than they do hlingual dictionaries including their native
language @& either the source or target language. Wingate's dudy involved Chi-
nese & the native language, Engdlish as a secndlanguage, and German o French
as foreign languages. Ancther reason could be ideologicd, as Nesi (20001 sug-
gested while amommenting onTomaszczyk’s (1979 study:.

Tomaszczyk refers to the schod of though that has condemned the use

of the first language in the seacond language dassoom, and hes disap-

proved of bilingual dictionaries. It may be that Tomaszczyk's subjeds

had been influenced by this attitude, feding that in some way the

mondingual dictionary was superior, despite the difficulties they en-

courtered when consulting it. (Nesi 2000b 6)
Cowie (1999 184) rightly paints out that part of the learners’ enthusiasm for the
mondingual dictionary mimics that of their teaders, whose recommendations
are valued highly and followed unguestioningly by large propartions of leaners
(Bareggi 1989 7%%; Béjoint 1981 85%). As a result, “a wide gap dften exists
between a student’ s perception d the dictionary’s value and its adual usefulness
asan aidtoleaning’ (Cowie 1999 184).

Within the bilingual caegory itself, L2—L1 dictionaries have been reported
as eaning dightly higher user ratings than L1—L2 dictionaries (Tomaszczyk
1979.

1.4 Information categories consulted

Word meaning is the information caegory which has consistently (though no
exclusively: Harvey and Y uill 1997 been identified as the one most frequently
sought by leaners (and aher users) when consulting dctionaries (Battenburg
1991 Béjoint 1981 Bishop 1998 Galisn 1983 Hartmann 1982 199%:; Jaku-
bowski 200% Li 1998 Marello 1989 Nuccorini 1992 Snell-Hornby 1987
Summers 1988 Wingate 2002. These wnsistent findings point to “the diction
ary user's overwhelming preoccupation with meaning” (Cowie 1999 181). Of
the éove studies, Battenburg (1997 isthe only survey where data ae aosdabu-
lated acwording to proficiency level (Battenbug 1991 94-95; see #&so Tono
2001 48 for some statisticd testing o Battenburg' s figures). The percentages of
native speeker users who dedared meaning as the primary reason for dictionary
use typicdly ranges from 40to 75 percent, althoughthe measures from the dif-
ferent studies canna be compared diredly due to substantial differences in data
colledion protocols.

Apart from the unguestionable dominance of semantic information, it is hard
to rank the remaining types of information, becaise wlleding such datais diffi-
cult and complex, and the results of the different studies are hard to compare di-
redly (Bogaads 1988 137). The problem exists even in studies that are meant as
replications (seelLew 2002a for a discusson d these isaues). To gve an indica
tion d how widely the dedared usage figures can vary, synonyms and antonyms
recaved 72 percent in ore survey (Quirk 1974, but only 14 percent in ancther
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similar survey (Greenbaum, Meyer and Taylor 1984 designed spedficdly to
repli cae the former study. In most cases, comparing results of different studiesis
even more problematic, as questionraire items differ in the number of options
available, in the phrasing d the different options, and in whether multiple re-
sporses or only single resporses are acceted. For example, as far as emantic
information is concerned, questionnaires may or may nat distingush between
equivalents and dfinitions, both serving to supdy lexica semantic information.
Clealy, the breakdown o resporses will depend onthe cdegorizaion and clus-
tering d the available options. Also, there may be asignificant ordering effed at
play here. For example, the recording shed in Harvey and Y uill (1997 included
an eight-item table li sting the suggested reasons for looking upan item, the top o
which looked as follows (Harvey and Y uill 1997 276):

01 | Tofind ou if theitem exists.
02 | Toched how theitemis gelt.
03 | Toched the meaning| want.

It is with the eove order of presentation in mind that one shoud evaluate the re-
sults of Harvey and Yuill’'s survey (seebelow). At the same time, it neads to be
pointed ou that the relative nead for spedfic information types is likely to de-
pend onthe particular task that the dictionary is being wsed for. Harvey and Y uill
(1997 investigated the use of the Collins COBUILD English Language Diction-
ary by leaners of English engaged in compasition writing. Their subjeds re-
ported that during this task they most often looked for spelling information
(24.4% of al | ook-ups), with meaning only in the second paition (18.3%). Find-
ing ou whether the item existed was reported as the third most important reason
(12.8%). Clealy, one might susped the order effed to have been partialy re-
sporsible for the somewhat unexpeded ranking d resporses, by giving a positive
boast to spelling information relative to meaning, and in promoting the resporse
listed as number one, which is an option rarely seen in ather similar studies.
Synonyms and gammar pradicaly tied in the fourth place(10.6% and 105% of
look-ups, respedively). Further choices were, in turn: register (9.3%), collocaion
(8.2%), and infledion (5.9%). Quite interestingly, synonyms and antonyms were
the information types that differed most sharply in the ranking d information
types for mondingual and Lli ngual dictionaries in Bogaads (1988. Admittedly,
it may be quite difficult to determine to what degreethe different results are ate-
fads of different methoddogies, techniques, and materials, and to what extent
they reflea acual differences.

The @ove difficulties notwithstanding, spelling and gammeticd informa-
tion wualy rank fairly high among the cdegories of information sougltt in dc-
tionaries, thoughspelling tends to be wanted more by rative speaking dctionary
users than by language leaners (e.g. B§oint 1981), whereas the reverse gpeas
to be the cae for grammaticd information. As far as elling is concerned, its
status vis-a-vis other types of lexicd information is unique, because spelling in-
formation is automaticdly given as long as word forms are spelled ou for dic-
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tionary entries. This may na be forever into the future, but for now the ortho-
graphic representation as the basic dtation form seems to rule supreme, although
it does metimes differ from conventional spelling encountered in namal texts,
such as throughthe aldition o spedal typogaphics to indicate vowel pronurcia-
tion, stress placement, or hyphenation. So, while dictionaries withou semantic
information abound such as pronourting dctionaries or spelling dctionaries
(the latter type being very popuar with Polish dctionary users), dictionaries de-
prived o spelling information are dealy na a viable option for the time being.
In the modern literate society, spelling seems to be indispensable and caries a
fundamental indexicd-representational function.

Sobkowiak (1999 115121) presents a detailed overview of the reported in-
terest in pronurciation information in dctionaries. The general pattern that
emerges is that dictionary users interest in pronurciation is low. Sobkowiak’s
own guestionreire did reved arather high level of interest in pronurciation, but
his subjedswere dl English mgjors, more advanced than in most other studies.

Somewhat surprisingly, Bareggi (1989 found ponurtiation to be the most
sought-after information caegory among Italian leaners of English at their first
yea of university using mondingual leaners' dictionaries. However, it is appar-
ently bilingual dictionaries that the students primarily used for meaning informa-
tion, so these results do nd indicate that pronurtiation information was in gen-
eral wanted more than meaning.

The results of those few studies that controlled o recorded the dictionary
users L2 proficiency level (Atkinsand Varantola 1997 1998h Battenburg 1997
sugeest that the users’ interest in the different types of information tends to vary
with their L2 proficiency level, with perhaps the more proficient users exhibiting
more interest in the (on average) less common information types. In a study o
written trandation (Atkins and Varantola 19981, only 1% of look-ups conducted
by beginners were dmed at locaing coll ocaiona information, compared to 136
of look-ups by intermediate users and 10 by advanced users. Further, Atkins
and Varantola (1998b Table 4) report that no look-ups were recorded for “other
types of information” (a cdch-all caegory for the remaining norcentral types of
information) in the beginners group, while “other types of information” were
sougtt in 4% of look-ups by intermediate proficiency users, and 3% of look-ups
by advanced users. However, these figures may be mislealing, becaise subjeds
in the study hed free doice & to the diredion d the trandation tasks. the major-
ity eleded to trandate into L2, while aminority chase to trandate into their own
language. As sown in ore of the tables (Atkins and Varantola 1998hb 96), all of
the “other types of information” look-ups, and a dispropartionate majority of the
collocéion look-ups, were mnduwted duing L1—L2 translation. Further, one
might exped that less proficient subjeds were relatively less likely to seded
L1—L2 translation and relatively more likely to prefer L2—L1 translation in-
stead, since the latter is (rightly) seen as an easier task. In fad, the aithors do
note themselves that “most of the Beginners chose to do a trandation into their
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own language rather than into a foreign language, and that fad must also be re-
fleaed in these figures’ (Atkins and Varantola 1998h 97). The differencein the
frequencies of look-ups that appea to be explained in terms of user proficiency
level may in fad be due to the different task being seleded. It is a pity that the
datawere not crosstabulated by these two interading variables.

Finaly, etymology is one information type that has consistently registered
very low interest figures in user questionraires (Battenburg 1991 Béjoint 1981
Greenbaum, Meyer and Taylor 1984 Quirk 1974 Tomaszczyk 1979. Also, sur-
veys indicae (e.g. Atkins and Varantola 1998&) that introductory matter is read
only very infrequently, but introductory matter is nat part of the entry structure,
so its gatus in adictionary is distinctly different; nor is introductory matter lexi-
cd information, but rather metalexicographic.

1.5 Dictionary effectiveness

15.1Isthereany usein thedictionary at all ?

The views on the usefulness of dictionaries are mixed (Bensoussan and Laufer
1984 Laufer 1993. Hilary Nes describes the situation well:

Implicit in the design d the questionraires (...) was the assumption that

a dictionary was a useful tod for students. (... It remained to be

proved, however, whether dictionary use brough these students acual

benefit, or was merely the result of habit, suppated by their teadiers,

and the pubishers who romote dictionary purchase. (Nesi 2000h 55)

Studies of receptive dictionary use for lexicad suppat have most commonly fo-
cused on ore or more of the following aspeds. immediate vocabulary compre-
hension, short-term recdl, and longterm recdl, athoughmore original set-ups
have dso been used. Vocabulary comprehension hes typicdly been measured in
reading comprehension studies, and vacabulary recdl has been the measure of
choicein studies of vocabulary leaning with the use of dictionaries.

The present sedion will review the results of studies of dictionary effedive-
nessin receptive use under two healings that appea to have receved most of the
attention d dictionary use reseachers. vocabulary comprehension (see 1.5.1.1)
and vacabulary leaning (seel1.5.1.2). Following these two subsedions, | will re-
port on the results of studies comparing the dfedivenessof several dictionary
products or types (seel1.5.2 below).

The dfedivenessof dictionaries in encoding wse (production) has been in-
vestigated in a number of studies (Ard 1982 Atkins and Varantola 1997 Harvey
and Yuill 1997 Hatherall 1984 Laufer and Hadar 1997 Meaa and English
1988 Nesi 1994 Nesi and Meaa 1994 Nuccorini 1994, but this lies outside the
focus of the present work and will nat be pursued here.
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1.5.1.1 Vocabuary comprehension

A seminal paper by Bensoussan, Sim and Weiss(1984) reported noeffed of dic-
tionary use on comprehension test scores. The investigation used a very large
sample (around 1500subjeds overall) and a caeful methoddogy, with threein-
dependent studies at two institutions. In ore of the threestudies subjeds had con-
trol over their choice of dictionary, and in this case it might be daimed that the
self-seleded sample of dictionary nonrusers could dffer systematicdly from dic-
tionary usersin that it coud include an urfair propartion o the higher-ability and
more onfident students, whose ladk of dictionaries during the test might have
been compensated by their better language skill s. However, in the other two stud-
ies there was randam assgnment of dictionaries, so such a hypaheticd effed
coud na be used to explain away the ladk of differencein those caes. Leaners
in the study wsed institution-assgned dctionaries: perhaps the results would have
been dfferent, had they been using their own dctionaries with which they were
more familiar. The finding that dictionaries did na help the test scores was de-
scribed as surprising by the researchers themselves. Later replications (Nesi
2000k Chapter 2; Nesi and Meaa 1991 generally confirmed the results, and
pointed to three sources of reasons for the failure of dictionary accessto have
paositively affeded the test scores: first, the comprehension test questions did na
in their majority rely onthe cmprehension d individual words; second, the dic-
tionary used in the test did na always have the information reeded to answer the
comprehension questions; and third, the users did na look upthe relevant items.
The dfedivenessof dictionaries for word comprehension was also the topic of a
study by Neubach and Cohen (1988, who foundthat dictionaries — either mono-
lingual or bilingual — did na appea to be of any help to users on reading com-
prehension tasks. Anather study by Tono (1989 2001 Chapter 5) founda paosi-
tive correation between advanced leaners' dictionary using skill s and their suc-
cesswith reading without, but not with, a dictionary. This somewhat surprising
finding isinterpreted by Tonoas evidencethat dictionary use might have along
term effed on oweral reading comprehension ability. An ealier study by Padron
and Waxman (1988 founda negative arrelation between the anourt of diction-
ary use reported by ESL leaners and improvement in reading proficiency.

In contrast, atest of dictionary effedivenessconduwcted by Longman (Bladk
1986 Summers 1988 foundthat dictionary entries were helpful for word com-
prehension by adult ESL leaners, with bank entries used as controls. Three
types of entries were used: definitions only, examples only, and definitions fol-
lowed by examples; though no dference was found letween the threetypes, all
three improved subjeds performance in comprehension (as well as in produc-
tion).

Knight (1994 used onscreen dctionary entries to assessthe dfediveness
of dictionaries in vocabulary leaning by Spanish ESL leaners. She found that
accessto dictionary entries sgnificantly improved subjeds performance onim-
mediate supdy-definition and seled-definition tasks, which may be taken as a



26 Chaper One

measure of vocabulary comprehension. However, when leaners were stratified
into two language proficiency groups, it was only the lower-proficiency subjeds
who kenefited from dictionary access and nosignificant effed was found for
high-proficiency leaners. This last finding is consistent with Bensoussan et al.’s
(1989 results, where dl subjeds were & a relatively high poficiency level.
Knight's (1994 main focus was on vacabulary leaning, for which see 1.5.1.2
below.

McCreay and Dolezd (1999 tested the usefulness of The American Heri-
tage Dictionary (AHD2) for foreign leaners of English at an American college
during a vocabulary test. The performance of three groups of learners was com-
pared: Group 1 fad accessto the dictionary; Group 2 dd na have dictionary ac
cess but were given a short story to real that included the tested vocabulary;
Group 3 tad bah the story and dctionary access The threegroups sored 69%,
68%, and 7%, respedively, on a multiple choice vocabulary test. Group 3 f&r-
formed better than either Group 1 @ Group 2in terms of overal vocabulary
scores, with no dfference between Groups 1 and 2 suggesting that dictionaries
are not helpful ontheir own, but are useful in the presence of contextua informa-
tion. The testing instrument used by McCreay and Dolezd consisted o two
types of multiple-choice items: synonym identification and antonym identifica
tion. It is driking that the mean scores on the two types of items patterned dffer-
ently (McCreay and Dolezd 1999 Table 1): Group lappeas to have outper-
formed Group 2 onthe synonym questions (78.3% versus 71.7%, respedively),
while on antonym questions the ranking was reversed (43.5% versus 62%). No
statisticd measures were provided for these intriguing dfferences or any group
by task interadions, but given that Group 1was the one with accessto dctionar-
ies, a posdble interpretation might be that AHD2 was espedally succesdul in
providing information onsynonyms. Since AHD2, like many mondingual dic-
tionaries, tends to rely heavily on synonyms (and synonym-like hyperonyms) in
their provision d meaning, it could be that synonym-based test items might have
given an advantage to AHD 2.

Albuset al. (2001) tried to answer the question o whether accessto amono-
linguel leaner’s dictionary® would improve reading test performance of limited
English proficient (LEP) students from the Hmong community attending three
urban middle schods in a large metropditan areaof Minnesota, USA. The study
found nosignificant overal effea of dictionary acaommodation. When reading
proficiency in English was taken into consideration (proficiency level was based
on self-reporting), a significant benefit of dictionary accommodation was found
for the intermediate-level students, but nat for lower or higher level proficiency
students. Interestingly, a very high gopation d 95.8% of the Hmong subjeds
believed that having accessto an English dctionary would help them to perform
better onareadingtest.

8 The American Heritage English asa Seoond Languag Dictionary (AHESL D) was used
in the study, referred to by the authors as a “simplified English” dictionary.
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Bogaads (2002 tested two mondingual dictionaries for learners of German
onasample of 27 Dutch leaners of German attending a pre-university sedion o
a seandary schod. The study focused ontwo aspeds: the findability of lexicd
information and vacabulary comprehension while reading. Bogaads asked his
subjeds to trandate the target words into Dutch. For bath dictionaries, statisti-
cdly significant differences were found indicating that the dictionaries helped
students in the understanding d written texts, thoughthere were no significant
differences between the two dctionaries. The rate of successfor both dctionaries
was around 3%6. Bogaads (2002 does nat diredly report the rate of successto
compare the performance with the dictionary to performance withou dictionary
access but the figures for the individual words (Bogaads 2002 Table 1) suggest
that it was probably below 20%.

Szczegpaniak (2003 2009 investigated the comprehension o contextually
modified idioms with the help of the third edition d the Longman Dictionary of
Contemporary English (LDOCE3), using hghly advanced Polish leaners of
English as subjeds. Szczepaniak founda mildly pasitive influence of LDOCE3
on comprehension performance Becaise her subjeds completed the same task
prior to and following dctionary consultation, Szczepaniak ohtained data that
linked the performance d those two pants in the procedure. The results are not
exadly encouraging: in 726 of all look-ups, subjeds changed their resporses
following dctionary consultation, but most of these caes (50% of the total) re-
sulted in incorred resporses, and ®%b of the total went from a rred resporse to
an incorred one following dctionary consultation. In 28% of the look-ups, dic-
tionary consultation dd na effea a change in the resporse. Within that number,
only 6% of all cases were confirmations of previoudy corred ideas, and 226 of
the total were retentions of previously wrong idess. On the pasitive side, the
mean success gore for al four test items went up from 0.18 prior to dictionary
consultation to 0.27 following consultation, an increase by 50%. It is difficult to
say, though how much o the improvement can be ascribed to dctionary consul-
tation, and hav much of it occurred as a result of a second examination d the
same @rntexts.

The findings of dictionary-suppated comprehension studies discussed
above may betaken to indicae that the dfedivenessof dictionaries could depend
onthe users proficiency level. Advanced learners may na benefit much or at all
from dictionary access while low-proficiency leaners may na possessthe skill s
required to locate and extrad the relevant information from entries. If thisisin-
deda the cae, dictionaries might be of most help to intermediate-proficiency
leaners. However, such a conclusion remains extremely tentative, because it is
based ona small number of studies, and rarely ever is a broad spedrum of leaner
levels evaluated in ore single study. Any dfferences, then, might be due to nu-
merous fadors unrelated to subjeds proficiency level that happened to vary
aaossthe different studies. One such asped is the measure used to assessthe de-
greeof successin reading comprehension. Even if structurally similar evaluation
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instruments are used, such as the most frequently employed multiple-choice
comprehension guestions, it would be inappropriate to assume eguivalence be-
tween the different tests, as items can depend to a greaer or lesser degree on
overal text comprehension a the comprehension d individual vocabulary items,
and such balanceis difficult to control.

1.5.1.2 Vocabuary learning

The dfediveness of dictionaries in vocabulary leaning is perhaps the most
popuar strand d reseach amongst studies deding with dictionary effediveness

Luppescu and Day (1993 foundthat the use of a bilingual dictionary fadli-
tated the leaning o vocabulary by Japanese EFL leaners. Similarly, Knight
(19949 foundthat accessto hilingual dictionary entries sgnificantly improved de-
layed (after two weeks) vocabulary recdl scores, which may be interpreted as re-
fleaing vacabulary leaning.

Hulstijn, Hollander and Greidanus (1996 investigated the dfea of diction
ary use and marginal glosses on incidental vocabulary leaning by Dutch ad-
vanced leaners of French. A French-Dutch hilingual dictionary was used, and
the glosses were dso hili ngual: they were Dutch equivalents of the French items.
Overall, word retention rates in the group d subjeds with dctionary accesswere
not significantly higher than in the control group, thoughmarginal glosss did
produce significantly higher retention scores. However, subjeds in the dictionary
group ony looked up an average of 12 percent of the target words tested (see
sedion 2.6.1 below for a discusgon d the problem of dictionary underuse). Re-
tention rates onthose items only for which dictionaries were ansulted turned ou
to be adually higher than for the same words in the marginal glosses group. This
could mean that dictionaries are very effedive when used, but it could also pant
to those items that were looked up keing spedal in some way, which might fadli -
tate their retention. Hulstijn, Hollander and Greidanus suggest text relevance
might be afador.

Seesedion 1.5.2 below for adiscusson d other studies of the dfediveness
of dictionariesin vacabulary leaninginvolvinga comparison d two or more dic-
tionary titles or types.

1.5.2 Comparison of the dfedivenessof variousdictionary types

The aurrent state of reseach onthe dfedivenessof various dictionary types is
aptly captured by Wingate (2002 in the foll owing statement: “as far as the dfec
tiveness of either the bilingual or mondingual dictionary for leaners is con
cerned, there has been an ongang dscussonwith hardly any research basis.”

In a well-controlled experimental study, Oskarson (1975 compared stu-
dents vocabulary leaning success using mondingual glossaries and hli ngual



Sudies of receptivedictionary use: findings 29

glossries’. Bilingual glossaries were foundto aid vocabulary leaning to a sig-
nificantly greder degreethan mondingual glossaries. Further, the use of mono-
lingual glossaries “did na result in a better ability to producethe aiticd wordsin
resporse to questions derived from the target-languege definitions” (Oskarson
1975 31).

Summers (1988 tested EFL leaners with three types of entries: examples
only, abstrad definitions, and a combination d definitions and examples, against
blank controls, and found no @ferences between the threetypes of entries, with
al three being significantly more dfedive for vocabulary comprehension than
the control.

In a pretest-posttest study d English vocabulary leaning while reading by
52 Swedish undergraduates majoring in English and econamics, Krantz (1991
found no dferencein the dfedivenessof mondingual and klingual dictionar-
ies. However, the rate of dictionary use was relatively low, with a mean of just
1.7 look-ups per page of reading.

Bogaads (199]) tested 44 Dutch-spedking first-yea university students of
French uncer four dictionary condtions: a bilingual dictionary, aleaners mono-
lingual dictionary, a mondingual dictionary for native speakers of French, and
no dctionary. On a trangdlation task, the bilingual dictionary group achieved the
highest scores, and the control (no dctionary) group the lowest scores. On a de-
layed vocabulary trandation test administered fifteen days later, the leaners' dic-
tionary group registered the highest mean score, followed by the bilingual dic-
tionary users, but the differences in scores were minimal. The users of the mono
lingual dictionary for native speders ranked third, and subjeds with noaccessto
dictionaries ored the lowest of the four groups again.

Laufer (1993, in an extended follow-up study based on Laufer (1992, in-
vestigated the dfed of dictionary definitions and examples on the comprehen-
sion and production o new vocabulary itemsin a caefully designed experimen-
tal set-up. Laufer foundthat a combined (definition and example) entry was more
effedive for comprehension than definition aone, which was, in turn, more d-
fedive than example done. Thoughthe present study dces not addressthe on-
tribution d examples to dictionary entries, Laufer’s findings indiredly show that
dictionary entries can be helpful, or else no dfferences between the diff erent en-
try typeswould have been found

In a series of studies, Batia Laufer and her collaborators (Laufer 1995
Laufer and Hadar 1997 Laufer and Melamed 1994 compared hili nguelized dic-
tionaries against mondingual and hilingual dictionaries. The results of these
studies point to an advantage of the hilingualized dictionary over the mondin-
gual dictionary for comprehension. The bili ngual dictionary was nat significantly

° Although dossaries are not the same & dictionaries, the diff erences are primarily mac
rostructural. Because this gudy focuses on the microstructure, and Oskarson's find-
ings were interesting and relevant, the study was included in this overview.
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different from either the bili ngualized or the mondingual dictionaries. In produc-
tion, the bilingual dictionary performed better than the mondingual. Laufer and
Melamed (19949 classfied their subjeds into three groups by dctionary using
skill' s, based on owerall scores, and they found two tendencies: bilingual diction
aries resulted in relatively best performance for the least skilled users, and the
differences between the dictionaries tended to deaease with growing skill. Asin
most such studies, Laufer and Melamed (1994 did na cortrol for the adual
presentation d information in the threetypes of entries, as entries from three a-
tual titles were used (Laufer and Melamed 1994 567). Such a methoddogy
makes it difficult to generalizethe results to dictionary types (see2.6.2 below for
discusson).

Raudaskoski (2002 asked twenty Finnish senior semndary schod students
to complete trandation assgnments, eight from English into Finnish and eight
from Finnish into English, first withou the ad o the dictionary, and then with
the use of one of two dfferent dictionaries. a large general bilingual dictionary
and a much smaller bilingualized dctionary. Raudaskoski reports that the per-
formance of the bilingualized dctionary users improved more between the two
rounds of trandation than did that of the bilingual dictionary users, but he dso
warns that the sample was snall and “it is impassble to make any uriversal
statements’ (Raudaskoski 2002 3). Unfortunately, the degree or difference in
improvement between the two groups is not reported, and noattempt at statisticd
evaluation is claimed, which is understandable in view of the small sample size
Raudaskoski also reports that both dictionaries helped the English-Finnish trans-
lation better than the Finnish-English trandation. Somewhat surprisingly, work-
ing withou the dictionaries, subjeds did better on trandation into English, their
L2, than into Finnish, their L1. The two dictionaries used in the test clealy dif-
fered na only in terms of type ad size but also in terms of lexicographic
presentation: “[t]he bilingual dictionary, with its dense entries full of symbds
and abbreviations, caused dfficulties for many students, espedaly when the
necessry headword o equivalent was conceded inside a long entry”
(Raudaskoski 2002 3), so again, the findings canna be generalized to dictionary

typetkins and Varantola (1997 1998Y monitored dctionary use during
trandation. Among daher measures, subjeds were asked to rate the successof the
individual look-ups. Of the look-ups in hilingual dictionaries, 64% were judged
as succesdul, 35% as unsuccesdul (there was a small number of unspedfied re-
sporses). Mondingual dictionary look-ups were reported by subjeds as siccess
ful 48% of the time, while 52% were rated as unsuccessul. However, in many
cases mondingual dictionaries were used to follow up on peviously unsuccess
ful seaches in hlingual dictionaries. Because of this, mondingual dictionaries
may have recaved a larger propation d particularly problematic queries, and
this effed could have negatively aff eded the successratings of mondingual dic-
tionaries. Also, mean success ratings from advanced L2 proficiency subjeds
were dightly lower than those coming from intermediate subjeds and beginners.
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Given that the use of mondingual dictionaries is often seen to increase with pro-
ficiency level, the ratings of mondingual dictionaries could also have been low-
ered in thisway.

In asimilar study wsing a modified version d the same procedure, Varantola
(1998 distingushed between mondingual dictionaries for native spe&kers and
mondingual leaners dictionaries. The two subtypes of mondingual dictionaries
yielded very different successrates. 84% of the look-ups with the use of mono-
lingual dictionaries for native spedkers were rated as succesdul, compared to
only 44% of the look-ups in mondingual leaners dictionaries, as shown in
Table 1 on page 45 below, which is based on Varantola (1998. However, be-
cause of the small number of look-ups and subjeds and the methoddogica prob-
lems arising from it (see2.5.1 below for discusson), it would be risky to general-
izefrom the dowve rates.

Laufer (2000 tested the dfed of marginal paper glosses and eledronic (on-
screen popup window) glosses on vacabulary recdl. In the dedronic glosses
condtion, subjeds could choase the information types displaying onscreen. The
majority chose L1-trandation orly glosses, and these adieved a mean immediate
recdl rate of 83 percent, and a delayed retention rate of 27 percent. Rates of 100
percent on bah measures were atieved with threeway entries of L1 trandation
plus English definition dus example. This might be taken to suggest an advan-
tage of the combined entry. However, a two-element entry structure intermediate
between the two, L1 trandation dus English definition, scored 90 percent on
immediate recdl but O percent on retention (no words were remembered!). This,
plus the fad that the combined entries were seleded in a very small minority of
cases only, must make us very cautious of the results, and the daim of the supe-
riority of the rich-information entry. Also, since subjeds were in control of the
types of eledronic glosses they wished to see we must consider seriously the
posshility that the few subjeds who seleded the threeway entries were unusu-
aly highly motivated, which might be the true underlying fador resporsible for
the perfed scores.

Dziapa (2001) compared the dfedivenessof vocabulary aayuisition through
reading by Polish leaners of English using blingual and mondingual dictionar-
ies. Dziapa worked with two groups of leaners: beginners and intermediates.
Within eadr group, subjeds were randamly assgned to ore of two dctionary
condtions, amondingual leaner’ s dictionary and a traditional bili ngual diction-
ary. Overall, results paint to an advantage of the bilingual dictionary for begin-
ners, and a relative ladk of such advantage for intermediate leaners. However,
the diredion and magnitude of this advantage dso depends on the type of lexica
tasks: the mondingual dictionary seemsto be & its best in tasks requiring users
to provide definitions.

Wingate (2002 50) found incidental vocabulary leaning scores by Hong
Kong Chinese intermediate leaners of German to be higher when using German-
English hilingual dictionaries compared with a mondingual German dictionary,
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athoughthe difference was only statisticdly significant for high verba ability
subjeds. The sample was very small, so the power of the Kruskal-Walli s test
used by Wingate is here small as well, but the dfed sizeis quite cnsiderable,
ranging from 30% to 50% depending on \erbal ability and type of test. A fairly
large difference of abou 30% in favour of the bilingual dictionary was also
foundfor reading comprehension scores in low verbal ability subjeds, with the
p-level just missng the significance threshold at 0.055 However, when Wingate
rewrote the definitions to make them maximally helpful, the percentage of suc-
cesdully looked up words was higher for the new definitions than for the (non
native language) bili ngual dictionary, asreveded in athink-aloud study. Still, the
total sample was very small, with 6 subjeds or lessper ead dictionary condition,
and the difference was nat significant. Also, on supgdy-definition as well as read-
ing comprehension tests it was the bili ngual dictionary that registered the highest
scores, and the new definitions performed worst. The results of the suppy-
definition test may be seen as surprising gven that the task could be expeded to
favour definition-suppying dctionary entries’®, which the bilingual dictionary
did na offer. Wingate's (2002 findings suggest that learners at the intermediate
level may nat bein apositionto use mondingual dictionaries effedively.

1.6 Preference for early senses

In an experimental set-up wsing pseudo-words, Tono (1984 see éso Tono 2001
Chapter 9) discovered that dictionary users exhibited a tendency to seled the
ealy (often initial) sensesin a dictionary entry unessclea indicaions were pre-
sent within the entry that the ealy sense was inappropriate. Neubach and Cohen
(1988 foundin a think-aloud study that subjeds (EFL leaners) tended to read
the first definition ory in mondingual dictionaries. A typicd comment by ore of
Neubach and Cohen’s subjeds was “I didn't go onafter the first definition. |
though al the rest were just examples’ (Neubad and Cohen 1988 8). Mllich
(1990 aso naed a preference for first meanings. Nuccorini (1994 examined
written trandlation by students using kLlingual dictionaries and, likewise, found
evidenceof users dopping after the first sense.

Realing orly part or beginning d a dictionary entry was the single most
common cause of failure in bilingual dictionary consultation as established by
Wingate's (2002 113) think-aloud study with intermediate leaners of German.
Furthermore, amongst the succesgul look-ups, those that did na require the us-
ersto look beyondthe first sense within an entry were most numerous. The bili n-
gual dictionary used in the study, the Langenscheidts New Coll ege German Dic-
tionary, German-English, English-German (LNCGD), however, did nd include
the native language of the dictionary users, which could be an additional fador
here. In contrast, reading the ealy senses only was nat foundto be aproblem in

9 This relative advantage was also confirmed by Dziapa's (2001) results, as discussed in
the previous paragraph.
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intermediate leaners using mondingual dictionaries in Wingate's sample
(Wingate 2002 115. There was ©ome evidence from Wingate's main think-
aloudstudy, that a aamped entry structure may have antributed to this problem.

Wingate offered the following recommendation for dictionary design based
on rer findings regarding the preferencefor ealy senses:

The tendency not to read beyond the initial information in dictionary
entries could be a ommon ore. If thisfinding can be cnfirmed in the
main think-aloud study and further research, it has the implication that
in dctionary entries, the meanings $houd always be listed in order of
frequency, with the most frequent meanings at the beginning d the en-
try. This way the leaners have the best chance of finding the meaning
they arelooking for. (Wingate 2002 118

The reasoning in the dove passge gpeas to be based onan implicit asump-
tion that dictionary users are most likely to be looking for the most frequent
senses. However, that assumption is obviously incorred in the cae of the more
advanced leaners, who might be expeded to have mastered the most frequent
senses of the aore vocabulary items, and if they need to consult a dictionary for
meaning d such items, it will most likely be one of the lessfrequent senses that
will be of interest to them.

Further, in view of the aowve findings, there may be apriceto pay for in-
cluding too much information undyr a given sense, becaise that might discourage
the user from going on leyondthe first sense. This has been atentative finding o
Tono (1984 2001 Chapter 9):

The third implicaion from the findings on the user’s reference skill s is
that users tend nd to appredate the complexity of dictionary design.
This is indicaed by the fad that the subjeds generally preferred the
first definition and that they did na even refer to the second cfinition
when lengthy ill ustrative examples followed the first definition. Most
lexicographers asaume that ill ustrative examples play an important role
in the comprehension and production d text, and this is true in many
cases. But the findings indicae that most of the subjeds who dd na
major in English dd na use examples to find appropriate definitions.
On the contrary, examples prevented the subjeds from going onto the
seoond dfinition in many cases (...). These findings add some weight
to the agument that the users prefer simplicity and krevity abowve dl.
(Tono 2001163

In terms of semantic explanation, simplicity and krevity appeasto be more wm-
patible with native language eguivalents than with foreign language definitions.






2. Studies of receptive dictionary use:
methodo logical issues

2.1 Literature on the methodo logy of dictionary use research

Interest in the methoddogicd aspeds of dictionary research has  far been rela-
tively small. The two schoars often seen as fathers of the methoddogy o dic-
tionary use studies are Herbert Ernst Wiegand and Reinhard Ruddf Karl Hart-
mann.

Wiegand' s cdl inthe mid-1970s (Wiegand 197%&; 19771 to study a “soci-
ology d dictionary use” cleaed the way for modern empiricd research o dic-
tionary use. Wiegand's extensive theorizing on the subjed culminated in his
monumental monogaph d over 1000 ages (Wiegand 1998.

Reinhard Hartmann is a much more frequently cited author, not the least be-
cause he pulished extensively in English (aswell asin German). In an ealy pa-
per (Hartmann 1983b 11), he spedfied a four-fold structure of fadors involved
in dctionary use. In Hartmann (19878, he further distinguished four areas of re-
seachinto dictionary use:

e reseach into the information categories presented in dictionaries (‘dic-
tionary typology’)
* reseach into spedfic dictionary user groups (‘ user typology’)
* reseach into the cntexts of dictionary use (‘ neads typology’)
e reseach into dctionary look-up strategies (‘skills typology’)
(Hartmann 1987b 12)
The stresson typology above suggests a taxonamic leaning: perhaps a fitting ap-
proach for a newly-developing areaof study. Hartmann also bemoaned the scar-
city of studies with “statisticd correlations” (Hartmann 198& 26), and a com-
plete ladk of “more cmplex techniques like cntrolled experiments’ (Hartmann
1987a: 27). Hartmann (19891 elaborated onthe methoddogicd refledion d his
previous papers by listing a dozen hypdheses relating to dictionary use and ds-
cussngthem in the light of contemporary research and dHlineding seven areas of
reseach into dctionary use.

Hulstijn and Atkins (1998 offered an informative survey of empiricd re-
seach on dctionary use. Aiming to produce an updited version d Bogaads
(1989 overview, Hulstijn and Atkins condicted a amprehensive seach of the
literature, bringing together information on“some fifty pubished papers report-
ing onempiricd investigations in which the dictionary was involved one way or
ancther” (Hulstijn and Atkins 1998 7). They classfied the studies covered in the
paper under seven healings. In the second part of their paper, Hulstijn and Atkins
put forward a number of suggestions regarding the methoddogy d research into
dictionary use. Among dhers, they listed fourteen variables that they saw asim-
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portant in the use of L2 dctionaries. They suggested that preferably only one
variable & atime shoud be isolated and seleded for study. This particular sug-
gestion seems unrecessarily restrictive: such a simple one-way design rules out
any investigation d interadions between dfferent variables. Interadions be-
tween variables may be bath theoreticdly and pradicdly interesting, so it would
be apity to saaifice this option a priori, even though aing so dces of course
generally result in much simpler, more manageable designs. Out of the fourteen
variables listed by Hulstijn and Atkins (1998 12-13), as many as &ven are oI
trolled for in the present study. The suggestion to limit the designs to a singe
variable may be a ontinuation d the methoddogicd refledion in Atkins et al.
(1987. Inthisealier pulication, the isolation d the variables for testing appeas
to be amajor theme, athoughthe focus of the paper isonindvidual tests.

The booklength annaated hibliography onlanguage leaners as dictionary
users by Dolezd and McCreay (1999 was probably to some extent inspired by
Zgusta (1988 and precaded by McCreay and Dolezd (1998 and Dolezd and
McCreay (1996. Dolezd and McCreay identify threegeneral caegories of re-
seach on dctionary use by language leaners.

» dictionary typdogy (for instance, the aguments for and against the
bili ngual dictionary vs. the mondingual dictionary)
» the so-cdled needs of the user (questions and solutions on informa-
tive content, format, accesshility, etc.)
» dictionary choice (which dctionary ‘performs better; which dc-
tionary is more suitable for beginning, intermediate and advanced
learners) (Dolezd and McCreay 1999 XII)
In contrast, McCreay and Dolezd (19992 110 dedded to cluster experimental
and quesi-experimental studies into two separate groups, one esentialy in the
methods of reading comprehension reseach, the other more in the tradition d
applied lingustics.

Tono (2001) combines the two classficaions of dictionary use reseach by
Hartmann (1989 and Hulstijn and Atkins (1998 into asingle list. Tono catego-
rizes the major empirica studies in dictionary use in terms of Cohen and Man-
ion's (1994 developmental stages of science. He discusses the potential of the
foll owing techniques and methods in dctionary use reseach:

participant observation

surveys

acourts

correlational research

experiments, quasi-experiments and single-case studies (Tono 2001
66-72)

Tono (2002 72) concludes his discusson d the methoddogy o dictionary use
studies with the suggestion that modern statisticd techniques, such as fador
analysis, could be fruitfully applied in the aeaof dictionary use reseach, for ex-
ample to reduce the immense volumes of data that can be generated in modern
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empiricd studies of dictionary use, and thus asgst the researcher in the inference
process

Interesting methoddogicd refledion on dctionary use reseach is offered
by Humblé (2001), who is septicd of experiments and tests and argues for the
qualitative, ethnamethoddogicd approach.

As | hope to have shown in this Ketchy owerview, the literature on the
methoddogy d dictionary use reseach is hardly comprehensive. Therefore, |
will discussbelow some methoddogicd isslesthat | believe to berelevant in the
context of the present work. The discusson kelow is organized by general meth-
oddogicd approacd, althoughsome isales are nat restricted to asingle gproach.

2.2 Method s in dictionary use research: introductory

The ealiest, and still very popuar approach to dctionary use reseach has been
the survey by guestionraire, which was pioneered by Barnhart (1962. Barnhart’'s
guestionnaire study was, however, somewhat untypicd in that the responcdents
who were surveyed were not the target dictionary users themselves, but rather a
group d teaders of American college students, who were aked to report their
beli efs and convictions regarding their students’ habits and petterns of dictionary
use. With respondents reporting onsomebody else’s behaviour, Barnhart’s pro-
cedure alded, so to spe&, ancther remove to the questionraire methoddogy;,
compared to the more typicd set-up d the responcents peaking for themselves.
The first important questionreire study involving dctionary users diredly was
the impressve survey by Tomaszczyk (1979, which set the standards for this
kind o studiesfor many yeasto come.

Questionreires are & their best in covering the badground or context, of
the dictionary consultation situations, but they are dso an important source of in-
formation onthose cdegories of data whose lledion by other methods would
not be an acceptable option (Lew 20023), either because it would be too expen-
sive, toointrusive on ethica grounds, or just plain impossble. Typicd examples
of such information might include the data on dctionary aayuisition and owner-
ship, or frequency of dictionary consultationin the dictionary user’s home.

Strictly spe&king, the cae study is an approach that predates questionraires.
Traditional dictionary reviews can be seen as a subtype of the cae study. Though
relatively easy to implement, case studies auffer from one basic weakness they
tend to be very subjedive andidiosyncratic, which makes their value for system-
atic study d dictionary use questionable: Hartmann (1989b 106) cdls them “the
bottom rungin the hierarchy of scholarly methoddogy.” However, they may be
useful as a window into the more private aspeds of dictionary use when used in
supdement to ather methoddogy and when interpreted with due caition.

In contrast to questionraires, dired observation studies are best suited for

investigating what happens during adual dictionary consultation. As Wingate
(2002 48) aptly putsit, observation protocols are processoriented.
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When it comes to evaluating the results of dictionary consultation, it is tests
and experiments that appea to be most useful, with their baggage of acammpany-
ing controls and statisticd analysis. Wingate (2002 48) refers to such methodd-
ogy as result-oriented. In the same vein, questionreires might be termed context-
oriented.

Recently, authors writing on the methoddogy o dictionary use studies
(Hulstijn and Atkins 1998 Nesi 20000 have begunto advocate the use of more
than a single method if only posgble. This is exadly what a recent study by
Wingate (2002 attempted: she used experimental tests and think-aloud protocols.
The novel charader of Wingate's gudy is that she derived hypdheses abou the
effedive and ineffedive feaures of definitions from a think-aloud study, and
then attempted to verify them in an experimental design. Unfortunately, in testing
the Langenscheidts Grosswvorterbuch Deutsch as Fremdsprache (LGDaF) defi-
niti ons against the new definitions written by Wingate herself (NDefs), it is diffi-
cult to separate the dfeds of the individual feaures of the new definitions from
the combined effed of the new entry format treaed as a whale. In entries as-
signed to test a given feaure, not al other feaures were wntrolled for. There
were goodtechnicd reasons behind this, but that does not change the fad that the
new definitions are amore or lessarbitrary cluster of feaures whose individual
effed could na be eaily evaluated.

As noted by several authors (Bogaads 1999 34; Hulstijn and Atkins 1998
12, Zofgen 1994 36), the dictionary user’s languege proficiency level is an im-
portant variable in dctionary use studies. However, very few studies have a-
tempted to cover a broad range of proficiency levels. Battenburg (1989 1991
placal his leaner subjeds into three groups acording to languege level, but, as
Nes (2000b 10) panted ou, “the threegroups did na represent a true language
leaning continuum, as the intermediate group's resporses did na generaly
bridge the gap between elementary and advanced behaviour.” One notable exam-
ple of a study with careful control of proficiency level was the EURALEX/AILA
Reseach Projed on Dictionary Use (Atkins and Varantola 1998)).

In the remainder of this chapter, | will discuss €leded methoddogicd is-
sues and problems for the different methoddogicd approadies, concentrating on
isaues relevant for questionraires and tests, which refleds the focus of the pre-
sent study.

2.3 Questionnaires

As Hilary Nesi (2000b 3) observed, “[qJuestionraire-based reseach is perhaps
the coommonest method d enquiry into the use of English dctionaries,” and this
observation is probably also true of honEnglish dictionaries. Questionraires of -
fer a awnvenient way of surveying large numbers of subjeds. They are indispen-
sable for colleding demographic data.



Sudies of receptivedictionary use: methoddogical issues 39

The first well-known questionraire study was Barnhart (1962, already men-
tioned in 2.2 abowve, which used the indired methoddogy o asking teaders
abou the dictionary needs and hebits of their students, as perceived by the tead-
ers themselves. Later studies, starting with Quirk (1974, have tended to ap-
proach the target user diredly. Nevertheless the degree of agreement between
Barnhart’s (1962 results and later studies is quite mnsiderable, which suggests
Barnhart’s methoddogy was nat entirely withou merit.

As drealy suggested in ageneral comment under 2.2 abowe, the inclusion o
underlying wser variables, espedally users proficiency level, could help improve
the acaracy of questionraire-based investigations. This was pointed ou by Z6f-
gen (1994 in his critique of B&oint (1981) and Hartmann (1982:

In Bgoint's case, no dstinction was made between the second, third-,
and fourth-yea students; in Hartmann's survey averages were taken
from groups as different as teaders, university students and pupls
from secondary schods. Therefore amost relevant variable, i.e. profi-
ciency in the FL, was neutrali zed. (Z6fgen 1994 36)

Ancther critique of contemporary questionraire-based studies was that by
Bogaads (1988, who dd na in principle disapprove of the method as sich, and
did in fad employ it himself.

In the remainder of this edion deding with the methoddogy d question-
naire-based studies of dictionary use, | will focus on what | see & two particu-
larly problematic areas central to the methoddogy d dictionary user surveys.
Thefirst areais the fairly well-known isaue of the uncertain relationship between
reports returned by questionreires and fads and keliefs that the reports are ex-
peded to refled. The second areaof problems concerns the way questions and
instructions are ommunicated to the respondents by the researcher. The lan-
guage used shoud be maximally accessble to subjeds, so that it can be under-
stood, as closely as possble, in the way the reseacher intended, and in a more or
less smilar way by the individual subjeds. At least two lingustic aspeds may be
within the reseacher’s control which might seriously affed the cmprehensibil -
ity of questionnaires: the degree to which technicd jargon a obscure metalan-
guage is used, and the choice between the respondent’s native language and a
foreign language. The latter asped in particular has receved surprisingly little
attention in the literature, athoughthe isdale is one that reseachers deding with
dictionary use and language leaning dten find themselves fadng.

2.3.1 Reliability of questionnaire reports

The problems of the reliability of questionraire reports concern the nature of the
corresponcence between the questionreire responses and the researchers expec
tation d what they indicate, that is, they touch onissues related to construct va-
lidity (Trochim 2000. Hatherall’s (1984 words are perhaps the most often
quaed pieceof criticism of questionraires as a reseach tod in dctionary use
studies: “Are subjeds sying here what they do, or what they think they do, or
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what they think they ough to da or indeed a mixture of al three?” (Hatherall
1984 184). In Lew (20029), | examined Hatherall’ s charge in a broader perspec
tive and argued that the methoddogica problems smilar to those pointed ou by
Hatherall are dso inherent in the methoddogy that he proposed in his paper.
Crystal (1986 doulis that questionreire responcdents are in a pasition to remem-
ber the details of dictionary use. Similarly, Nesi (2000b 8) cautions that some
guestionnaire items “[depend] rather too much onthe students' powers of criticd
analysis, retrospedion and recdl.” Crystal (1986 aso criticizes the constraining
nature of many questionreires, which discourage original responses.

2.3.2Languagein questionnaires

2.3.2.1 Nativeor foreignlanguag

In the mntext of foreign language teadiing, researchers eleding to employ ques-
tionnaires may fed an urge to write their questionraire instructions and questions
in the target foreign language. If the reseachers are language teaders them-
selves, the use of a foreign language may be nothing more than a habitual reflex
of the test-editing clasgoom pradice, where instructions and questions may be
customarily written in the target language. Illustrative material in the foreign lan-
guage may be present in the questionraire by design, and the author of the ques-
tionnaire may fed that the language of the instructions shoud match that of the
target language. An additional fador that could sway the doice of languege
might be apreference for one of those language teading paradigms that seethe
use of the native language in the dasgoom as amajor offence

However, in guestionreire instructions and qlestions it is esential that the
intentions of the questionnaire aithor be coommunicated as faithfully to the ques-
tionnaire respondent as posshle. There is littl e doult that this role is best served
by the native language of the subjeds, not by any foreign language that they may
be studying. Quite obviously, the risk of communicaion failure is appredably
greaer in the foreign language. For example, Wingate (2002 48) nates a cae
where subjeds clealy failed to understand guestionraire items in Battenburg's
(1990 questionreire study, in which the questions were written in the foreign
language (English, in this case).

A complete misunderstanding d a question a instructionisjust one obvious
danger of using aforeign language in a questionraire, but there is also alessob-
vious one, and it concerns the predsion with which the intended meaning is con
veyed to the questionraire responcent. There is goodreason to susped that, even
for advanced leaners of aforeign language, the conceptual range asociated with
aforeign language lexicd item is less $able acossa sample of leaners than the
conceptual range asociated with a similar item in the native languaege of the sub-
jeds. There is noreason why this problem would na affed the cnceptualization
of even the most common words that may appea unproblematic to questionraire
designers; words such as, for example, often or rarely. When the sample spans a
range of proficiency levels, the resulting lexicd vaguenessof interpretation could
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become very grave. If this is the cae, then the use of a foreign language in a
questionnaire would introduce alditional impredsion, reducing the usefulness of
the questionreire & areseach instrument.

Pradicd considerations may force aresearcher to use aforeign language in
guestionnaires. This could be justified when the sample nsists of native spek-
ers of avariety of languages, as can be the cae in ESL settings, such as in Bat-
tenburg’'s (1989 1991 sample, with subjeds representing seven retive language
badkgrounds. In such a situation, trandations of the research instrument into the
native languages of the subjeds would have to be produced. But trandation is
expensive and qualified trandators may na be readily avail able for al the lan-
guages invalved. In addition, there may be aproblem with equivalence between
the different transated forms of the questionraire. The latter problem may in fad
be seen as a variation onthe problem of subjeds interpreting the foreign lan-
guage questionraire items, only its milder version, because here the interlingual
operation is entrusted with the qualified professonal. So, if trandators are avail -
able and if the number of native languages invalved is nat overwhelming, it is
still in general preferable to use translated forms, as was in fad dore in the EU-
RALEX/AILA Reseach Projed on Dictionary Use (Atkins and Varantola
19983). A dedsionto use aforeign language would be difficult to defend if the
subjeds al shared the same native language, asin the present study. It is dill | ess
judtifiable if the questionraire author is nat the native speaker of the target lan-
guage but that of his subjeds, for example when a Poli sh teader of English uses
her Polish leaners of Engdlish as sibjeds. Shoud the teader eled to use English
as the language of instruction in her questionraire in such a cae, she has to pro-
duceinstructions and guestions in a foreign language, which generates language
problems of its own ontop d the ones discussed abowve.

To conclude the dove aguments, due to the increased risk of the subjeds
failing to understand, completely misinterpreting, partially misunderstanding, or
interpreting vaguely the foreign language content of a reseach instrument, it is
the native language of the subjeds that shoud be used in questionraires if only
posdble, and as much as possble.

2.3.2.2 Metalanguag

Theoreticd lexicography (metalexicography) has now acaued a substantial body
of technicad concepts and terms that describe the various aspeds of dictionary
structure and dctionary consultation (e.g. Hartmann and James 1998. When dc-
tionary use reseachers entertain and expressideas abou dictionaries, they natu-
raly doit in those technicd terms. Whil e terminologicd rigou is certainly help-
ful in spedadist discourse, dictionary users are not dictionary experts, so ques
tionnaires meant for the ordinary dictionary user shoud stee clea of the techni-
cd lingothat islikely to confuse rather than inform potential subjeds.

An examination d the existing studies $ows that the reseachers are nat
aways fully aware of thisisaue. For example, Nesi (2000b 10) so criticizes Bat-
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tenburg’s (1991 use of technicd termsin his questionraire: “It seems unredistic
to exped subjeds with elementary English to comment on their use of ‘syntadic
patterns and ‘derived forms' in dctionaries.” And it is somewhat ironic that the
author of the famous criticism of the questionrnaire methoddogy hed this unrec
essxrily convduted pieceof English syntax thrown at his sibjedsin the post-task
feadbadk form (a questionraire, redly): “Do you think the time constraint had
any effed on you method d working?’ (Hatheral 1984); rather than asking in
plain English; “If you hed had more time, would you have dore aaything dffer-
ently?’.

Using technicd terms may sean deceptively attradive to the reseacher,
with its lure of improved predsion d questionraire items, but this is deceptive:
predsion must be evaluated from the point of view of the subjeds interpreting
the questionraire items, rather than the researchers point of view. Therefore,
everyday language shoud be used, athoughthe dilemma of conweying technicd
nations in everyday language may be difficult to resolve. Broad consultation and
piloting may help in arriving at the optimal wording d questionraire items. Dif-
ficult metalanguage shoud be avoided as far as possble in guestionraires ad-
dressed to dictionary users.

2.3.3 Summary

The dief problems associated with the use of questionreires in dctionary use

reseach were gtly summarized by Nesi (2000b 12):
1) Results are often a measure of the responcdents’ perceptions, rather
than oljedive fad. The respondents’ desire to conform, their (perhaps
unconscious) wish to appea in some way better than they redly are, or
their inability to recdl eventsin detail may distort the data.
2) Reseacher and responcbnt do nd necessarily share the same terms
of reference Lingustic concepts cannat be acarately expressed with-
out metalanguege, but the spedalist terms the linguist uses have no
meaning (or a different meaning) for the nonlingust. In large-scde
surveys where there is no oppatunity for researcher and responcent to
negotiate meaning there is likely to be mnsiderable misinterpretation o
bath the questions and the answers.

While it may be true that “linguistic concepts cannd be acarately expressed
withou metalanguage,” some of those concepts are ssimply incomprehensible —
metalanguege or nat — withou spedal training. As for those less esoteric con-
cepts that may be comprehensible to nonlinguists, simply repladng the technicd
jargonwith everyday language may do a goodenoughjob. To take an example,
asking subjeds abou “information onwhat other words to use this word with”
will li kely invoke & much lingustic avarenessas one culd reasonably exped of
adictionary user withou lingustic training, and will surely fare better than ask-
ing abou “coll ocational information.”

Finally, useful general advice on aspeds of questionraire design that are not
spedfic to reseach into dctionary use may be foundin existing questionraire
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design manuals written by expertsin fields such as sociometry, psychometry, and
second language reseach (Berdie and Anderson 1974 Bradburn, Sudman and
Blair 1979 Ddrnyei 2003 Oppenheim 1992 Sudman and Bradburn 1982.

2.4 Case studies

Case studies in dctionary use research involve asmall number of dictionary us-
ers. there muld be & few as one subjed (e.g. Ronald 2003, or their number
could be doser to adozen (e.g. Nuccorini 1992 Tono 199). A case study could
focus on a detail ed analysis of the processof dictionary use during some (natural-
istic or artificially imposed) task, such as composition writing (Ard 1983. Case
studies may employ olservation protocols, self-reports, and interviews for data
colledion. The alvantage of the method is that with a small number of subjeds
the reseacher can afford to all ocate significant resources to individuals and may
thus be ale to cepture detail s that would escgpe alarge-scde study. However,
the small number of subjeds aso means that no statistica generalization to any
larger popuation is generaly possble, and this limits the usefulnessof case stud-
ies.

2.5 Observation protocols

Written and aal protocols have been employed to get insight into what happens
during the dictionary consultation pocess both in terms of dictionary behaviour
and in terms of though and dedsion processes of dictionary users. Hatherall
(19849 asked his gudents to fill out protocol forms describing the process of
L1—L2 (English-to-German) transation with a dictionary. However, only pre-
liminary information from this dudy hes been reported, and design cktails are
difficult to extrad from the article. A newer study with better-documented meth-
oddogy is Varantola (1998, where four trandation majors recorded the detail s
of their dictionary use on spedal answer sheds.

As many as threerecording sheds were being completed by the 211 infor-
mants in Harvey and Yuill (1997. The first shed was arelatively simple eght-
item table filled in by dctionary users prior to dctionary consultation. The other
two sheds were structured as flowcharts and were fill ed in foll owing the consul-
tation ad. Thoughcarefully designed, the flowcharts were very complex (Harvey
and Yuill 1997 277-278 and there may be redistic concerns abou the subjeds
ability to complete the dharts as intended by the reseachers.

Think-aloud protocols have been used to monitor the processof dictionary
work (Momoi 1998 Miillich 1990 Neubach and Cohen 1988 Whyatt 200Q
Wingate 2002 Y okoyama 1994, and the immediate recdl protocol has been use-
ful in the study of dictionary use while reading to assessreading comprehension
(Knight 1994).

Thereisapotential in protocol-based studies for reveding the fine detail s of
the dictionary-consultation process The difficulty lies in the processng and in-
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terpretation d the data clleded through gotocols, which can be very labaorious.
Thisis why orly small numbers of subjeds usually participate in studies of this
type. For example, Ard (1982, who wsed video-recordings and aal interviews,
worked with two subjeds only. In some other protocol studies (Momoi 1998
Y okoyama 1994, the sample size may have been somewhat larger, but typicaly
not large enoughto warrant generali zations beyond the sample, which is a mgjor
wegknessof the gpproach.

A possble solution to the &ove dilemma may come from data-colledion
techniques smilar to that employed in Nesi and Haill (2002. The data for the
study was drawn from the library research skill s assgnment forming part of the
‘Key Academic Skills for International Students modue & Oxford Brookes
University. Rather than systematicdly report the complete detail s of all their dic-
tionary consultation ower a defined stretch of time, students were asked to answer
guestions abou their dictionary consultation d just five seleded lexicd items.
They answered the questions in writing while working ona text of their own
choice The restriction onthe volume of data produced with this technique d-
lowed the reseachers to colled their data from alarger number of subjeds than
has usually been the cae in protocol designs not so constrained. Overall, 89 corn-
tributions, ead from a different student, were wlleded over athreeyea period.
Whil e such a tedhnique makes it more manageéble to colled contributions from a
broader sample of subjeds, there ae trade-offs here & well, though ona differ-
ent level of sampling. Becaise eab subjed seleded five spedfic dictionary
seaches to report on, questions might be raised as to how representative those
five items were of that subjed’s typicd dictionary-using kehaviour. Further,
sincethe students were completing the reports as part of an acadlemic assgnment,
they may have gproacdhed the task rather more meticulously than usual. Thereis
a danger that they may have wanted to avoid what they saw as trivial or uninter-
esting dctionary searches for fea of returning mediocre assgnments. Also, they
may have felt an urge to submit excessvely elaborate descriptions of their work,
which might not have truthfully refleded what they adually did with their dic-
tionaries.

Self-reporting by dctionary-using subjeds is often used in observation
based studies, just as it wasin Nes and Haill (2002. However, as pointed ou by
Tono (2001 54), self-reporting in protocol studies is open to methoddogica
problems smilar to those present in questionreires: subjeds may tend to report
their beliefs and perceptions rather than fads abou the nsultation process or
may want to please the reseacher. They may be seledive in their reporting. The
reporting process may interfere with the look-up pocessitself, espedally if the
procedure cdls for the reports to be completed duing adual dictionary work. An
interesting example of an aternative to self-reporting is a study by Atkins and
Varantola (1999, where written recording sheds (similar to those in Varantola
1998 were filled by lexicography students ading as monitors, ead monitor be-
ing asdggned to asingle dictionary user working onatransation task.
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2.5.1 Look-ups, subjeds, and independent observations

When dictionary users behaviour is observed and recorded, the dictionary con
sultation processmay be broken down, in a theoretica sense, into searches and
look-ups (consultations), where several look-ups may congtitute asingle search
(Atkins and Varantola 1997 1998h Schdfield 1982 1999 Varantola 1998.
When results of individual look-ups are being evaluated, an assesanent of the
data obtained shoud be made in terms of the independence of the individual
look-ups.

To ill ustrate the point, consider astudy o dictionary usein L1—1L2 (Finnish
to English) trandation (Varantola 1998. Three caéegories of dictionaries were
distingushed in the study: bili ngual dictionaries, mondingual dictionaries for na-
tive spe&kers and mondingual leaners dictionaries. The mean look-up success
rates within the three caegories, established onthe basis of subjeds evaluation
of theindividual look-ups, are givenin Table 1 (based onVarantola 1998 185).

Table 1: Dictionary type and success ratein Varantola (1998 185

Dictionary type Successful Unsuccessful Total
look-ups look-ups look-ups
bilingual 47 (63%) 28 (37%) 75 (100%)
monolingual native 26 (84%) 5 (16%) 31 (100%)
monolingual learners’ 7 (44%) 9 (56%) 16 (100%)
Total 80 (66%) 42 (34%) 122 (100%)

Looking at the percentages alone (given in parentheses), the two subcategories of
mondingual dictionaries yielded very different overall successrates. 84% of the
look-ups with the use of mondingual dictionaries for native speakers were rated
as succesdul, compared to ony 44% of the look-ups in mondingual leaners
dictionaries. The difference looks impressve, but how much weight shoud we
attach to it? To what extent can we generalizefrom the dowve rates?

First, one shoud nae that the number of observations (i.e., individual look-
ups) is quite small, particularly in the cae of mondinguel leaners dictionaries.
Varantola (1999 does nat test for differences between the different dictionary
types. Such a test is attempted in Table 2, using the Chi-square statistic with
Y ates corredion to compensate for low expeded frequencies.

Table 2: Yates-correaed Chi-square \alues and plevdsfor dictionary type pairs com-
puted fromdata in Varantola (1998 185

Yates-corrected

Dictionary type Chi-square p-level
bilingual vs. monolingual native 3.66 0.056
bilingual vs. monolingual learners’ 1.25 0.264

monolingual native vs. monolingual learners’ 6.32 0.012
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The Chi-square test yields only ore significant difference that between the
mondingual native dictionaries and mondingual leaners dictionaries, though
the diff erence between hilingual and mondingual native dictionaries approades
the 5% significance level. However, there is a problem with the gplicaion o
this test: it is a fundamental assumption d the Chi-square test that the individual
observations (here, look-ups) are independent. In this case, several look-ups may
congtitute asingle dictionary seach; in fad, abou 60% of all | ook-ups were part
of multi-look-up seaches, as can be etimated from Varantola's (1998 183
data. There is goodreason to claim that multiple look-ups constituting a single
search shoud na be treded as independent.

Even more importantly, the number of subjedsin the study was just four, so
inevitably many look-ups must have come from a singe subjed. Obviously, out-
comes of multiple look-ups from a single subjed canna be treaed as independ-
ent observations. In fad, one can easily imagine asituation where alarge propar-
tion d the look-ups for a given dctionary type would come from a single dic-
tionary user. It isnaot at al unlikely that a particular user might have afavourite
dictionary, and might tend to rate his or her look-up satisfadion in a markedly
idiosyncratic way, either because she is a demanding (or otherwise) rater, or
simply becaise ghe is a skilful (or otherwise) dictionary user. Differences auch
as those refleded in Table 1 could easily have aisen uncer this — hypaheticd
but redistic — scenario.

Because dictionary use is quch a “private matter” (Nesi and Haill 2002
277), the dove example underscores the importance of, on the one hand, suffi-
ciently large samples, and, on the other hand, careful consideration o issues re-
lated to the independence of observations.

2.6 Tests and experiments

It was aroundthe time when the well-known criticism of the ealy questionreire
studies was voiced (Hatherall 1984 that the experimental approach started to
gain some popuarity, starting with Bensoussan, Sim and Weiss (1984 and Blad
(1986. As Nesi (2000b 12, 31) nates when comparing questionreire-based and
test-based research, an important motivation kehind the introduction o tests and
experiments into dctionary use reseach was to oltain more objedive and reli-
able data than was normally achievable in questionraire-based studies. More
rigid design and controlled conditions of data lledion were better suited to the
experimental paradigm. In terms of the potential of the two approaches, Nesi fur-
ther observes that “test-based reseach can enable the researcher to prove or dis-
prove hypaheses in a more conclusive fashion than is possble with question-
naire-based research, which usually generates rather than tests hypaheses’ (Nes
2000b 31).

One of the ealiest and commonest appli cations of testing techniquesin dc-
tionary use studies has been to investigate the dfed of dictionary use on lean-
ers performance on reading comprehension tests (Bensoussan, Sim and Weiss
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1984 Nes 2000h Chapter 2; Nes and Meaa 1991 Tono 1989. Wingate
(2002, however, chalenged realing comprehension tests as an urreliable in-
strument to measure dictionary effediveness she alvocaed equivaent-
supdying and definition-supdying tasks as a preferable dternative. However,
the latter approach caries the risk of the dictionary users copying the equivalents
or the definitions, whichever happen to be available in the dictionary entries
used. Such a user strategy was observed by Mill er and Gildea(1987), where sub-
jeds resporses often closely paralleled the ill ustrative material in the entries,
and Mill er and Gildea ®ncluded that this did na necessarily indicate successul
comprehension.

A popuar areaof experimental reseach has been the identification d the
headword types that dictionary users would prefer to look upfirst when trying to
locae amulti-word item, such as an idiom or a spacal compound (Atkins and
Varantola 199&; Béoint 1981 Bogaads 1990 1991 1992 Tono 1987. The
typicd procedure in such studies has involved asking subjeds to either underline
or note down the word o words that they would choocse to look upas the head-
word. This may or may na have been acompanied by adua dictionary consul-
tation. Designs withou the cnsultation are lessnatural (and less experimental),
sincethe outcome of adedsion asto which item to look for could conceivably be
affeded by whether the user adually intends to ad out the dedsion in a red
look-up ad.

Ancther areaof experimental dictionary research centres aroundthe role and
importance of various dictionary information typesin various tasks. Tono (1984
used custom bilingual dictionary entries in booket form and introduced norce
words to test the usefulnessof eight types of information. grammeaticd informa-
tion (Tono included here: part of speed labels, such grammeticd labels as “no
passve” and information onarticle use with nours); verb pattern, noun coun-
ability (courtable vs. uncountable); gloss(Tonoincluded here synonyms but also
coll ocational indicators following the eguivalent in parentheses); collocdion; id-
iom; run-on entries; and ill ustrative examples. On top d these information types,
Tono also manipulated the order of dictionary definitions and found a strong
preference by the subjeds to seled the first definition provided. In later experi-
mental studies, Tono investigated the role of access fadlitation devices. entry
menus (Tono 1992, and sense accssindexes in the form of guidewords and
signpasts (Tono 1997.

Therole of examplesin dctionaries has receved some degreeof experimen-
tal study (Bladk 1986 Laufer 1992 1993 Laufer and Hadar 1997 Laufer and
Melamed 1994 Nesi 1996, although asin ather aress of lexicography, the body
of empiricd work on examples in dctionaries is far outhumbered by non
empiricd studies (e.g. Fox 1987 Humblé 1998 2001, Jesen 1996 Marello
1987 Van Scherrenburg 1990 Toope 1996 and many ahers).

Not only has the presence of various lexicd information been studied, but
also its form, or the way it is presented in dctionaries. In this conredion, one



48 Chaper Two

shoud mention the studies of the dfea of different defining styles on perform-
ance, bath receptive and productive (Cumming, Cropp and Sussex 1994 Kostr-
zewa 1991 Laufer 1993 Nesi 2000b Chapter 3; Wingate 2002, as well as gud-
ies comparing the dfediveness of authentic and invented examples (Laufer
1992.

The quality of presenting lexicd information in a dictionary is not always
easy to separate from the users’ interpretation d the information dfered. A dic-
tionary consultation ad involves bath the dictionary product and the dictionary
user, and so the successor failure of the look-up ad may often have mwmpeting
explanations: first, in terms of the charaderistics of the dictionary itself, and sec
ond, focusing onthe dictionary-using skill s of the user. Reseach into users' ref-
erence skills (Atkins 1998 Atkins et al. 1987 Béoint 1981 Hartmann 1985
Tono 19841988 Turkish 1973 tends to embracethe “user perspedive.”

In many o the studies cited in this dion there was a more or lessexplicit
interest in the dfedivenessof dictionariesin general, or in relative differencesin
effediveness between various types of dictionaries. Experimental and quesi-
experimental set-ups have been applied to test the dfedivenessof one or more
dictionary prodicts, athoughstatisticd evaluation d the differences was not al-
ways attempted, and measures of effedivenessvaried aaoss sudies (Atkins and
Varantola 1997 1998h Bogaads 1991 Krantz 1991, Laufer 1992 1993 1995
200Q Laufer and Hadar 1997 Laufer and Melamed 1994 McCreay 2002 Os-
karson 1975 Summers 1988 Varantola 1998 Wingate 2002.

2.6.1 The problem of dictionary underuse

A number of carefully designed studies of dictionary use (Atkins and Varantola
19983, Bensoussan, Sim and Weiss 1984 Hulstijn, Hollander and Greidanus
1996 Krantz 1991) registered disappadntingly low rates of dictionary use by sub-
jeds in the murse of the testing. This phenomenon paes a fundamental meth-
oddogicd problem to dctionary use reseach, becaise it presents a threa to a
necessary condtion undrlying such studies: in order to colled information on
the detail s and effeds of dictionary use, dictionary use must occur'’. Further-
more, there may well be alarge body d studies where rates of dictionary use ae
unknavn, and which may also be dfeded with the same methoddogicd problem
withou the reseachersredizingit.

The nature of the problem liesin the fad that when the am of the studyisto
investigate the dfed of dictionary use, then if the subjedsfail to use dictionaries
during the study, one canna exped an effed to follow from a non-occurring
condtion. If, for example, a study invdves a comparison with a @ntrol group
that has no accessto dctionaries, then the red diff erence between the experimen-
tal (dictionary condtion) group and the control will be nat so much dctionary

" The problem does nat, of course, affed those studies whose @m isto find ou the rate
of dictionary use.
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consultation, but a mere patential oppatunity to consult a dictionary by the ex-
perimental group. If dictionary use in the experimental group daes occur, but is
minimal, then the dictionary-suppated behaviour will be statisticadly over-
whelmed by behaviour that does nat involve adual dictionary use, so any effed
of (acual) dictionary use will be severely watered dovn and orly paentially dis-
coverablein very large samples.

The problem of dictionary underuse is partialy related to the problem of the
use of vocabulary items that are dther known, or just believed to be known, by
subjeds (see 2.6.4 below for discusgon). In such a situation, subjeds are less
likely to want to invest their time and effort in consulting the dictionary. In the
EURALEX/AILA Reseach Projed on Dictionary Use (Atkins and Varantola
1998&)), fewer than 23% of the subjeds used a dictionary while working onthe
Dictionary Research Test items. Tono (2001]) attributes this low rate of consulta-
tion to the difficulty level of the test items, which he says may have been too
easy. But similarly low (if not lower) rates have been reported in aher studies
where the tasks do nd seem to be overly easy (e.g. Hulstijn, Hollander and Grei-
danus 1996, so the such low rates may in fad be truly refledive of the typicd
dictionary usage in the natura setting. While the dictionary consultation rate is
itself of considerable theoreticd interest, it is not a goodideg methoddogicdly
speing, to allow a low rate of dictionary consultation to olscure the dfed of
dictionary use when this effed itself is being evaluated.

2.6.2 Theuse of actual dictionary entriesin testing

In experimental studies in which dctionary effedivenessis evaluated, subjeds
need to be provided with accessto dictionary entries to use & reference suppat
in experimental tasks. These entries may come from acual dictionaries, be it in-
troduced into the experimental setting bythe experimenter or brough in by the
subjeds. Such designs provide information about user behaviour and success
with adual existing dctionary products (titles), and provide one dement of a
natural setting for dictionary use tests, which may at times be important, as in
studies of the look-up process (Ard 1982 Mitchell 1983; Neubadch and Cohen
1988 Nuccorini 1992 Tono 1991 Wiegand 1985. The degree of naturalnessis
greaer when subjeds are dlowed to use their own dctionaries, because they are
then working with the dictionaries that they are acaistomed to using ouside the
experimental situation.

Studies which use adual dictionary entries are helpful in the evaluation d
existing dctionary products. However, once adifferenceis found ketween two
dictionary products, the reseacher cannd in principle determine what spedfic
feaures of the two products are acourtable for the observed dfferences: it can
only be established that one title & a whadle yields better performance than an-
other competing product. Such findings may be useful in marketing research, but
they are of limited interest to the metal exicographer, who is more often than na
interested in theoreticd issues that extend in scope beyond the single dictionary
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title, such as whether sentence examples are useful, which types of syntadic in-
formation are eaier to asimilate, etc. Existing dctionary titles may differ in
those respeds, and may be used in testing, but they also invariably differ on a
number of other dimensions, which remain urcontrolled, and whose influence on
subjeds performance cana be known. These dimensions are too rumerous to
list here, but we might just mention such apparently trivial matters of typogaphic
presentation as font size, weight and typeface line spadng, or the ordering d the
different information types. When comparing two dctionary products that differ
in their lexicographic treament of a cetain focd asped, it istempting to attribute
to this asped of interest any differencesin performance foundin the murse of an
experiment, but with existing dctionary titles we can never be sure that the dif-
ferenceis nat redly due to some completely diff erent asped, such as the ones re-
lated to typogaphy, or in fad any complex combination d obvious and entirely
unknown el ements.

This methoddogicd problem is present in many studies of dictionary effec
tiveness but apparently the avarenessof its consequences is low. Some aithors
spedficdly comment on the incidental feaures of the titles used in the testing,
but neverthelessinterpret the results as applying to general types of dictionaries
represented by these products. For example, Raudaskoski (2002 used arelatively
small bilingualized dctionary and a much larger bilingual dictionary to test the
effedivenessof bili ngualized and Lli ngual entries in transation, and complained
of the hilingual’s “dense entries full of symbads and abbreviations,” admitting
they “caused dfficulties for many students, espedally when the necessary head-
word o equivalent was conceded inside along entry” (Raudaskoski 2002 3).
Clealy, such untalanced choice of dictionary titles does not justify generaliza
tions to the dictionary types they are purported to represent.

Tono (2000 is well aware of this problem when he comments on Laufer
(1999:

The different results observed in hilingualised and hlingual dictionar-
ies may nat be due to the difference inherent in these two types of dic-
tionaries, but possbly to the matter of quantity of information (equiva
lents only vs. full information). Not only the dictionary caegory, bili n-
gua or bilingualised, but also the adual information provided in ead
type of dictionary must be caefully controlled in order to make the test
more valid. (Tono 2000 23)

The dfed of spedfic types of lexicographic treament can only be assssed with
any certainty if other, incidental aspeds that contribute to the dictionary content
and presentation are cntrolled for. This is virtually imposdble to achieve with
existing dctionary products, becaise rarely do we find two dctionary products
that differ only in asingle aped, even in two titles coming from the same pub-
lisher. Sometimes we may be ale to find a pair of dictionary products which
might differ along a single dimension, such as binding type (paperbadk versus
hardbad) or the presence versus absence of a thumb index, but obviously such
variation hardly exhausts the list of variables a metalexicographer might be inter-
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ested in. To overcome this restriction, a dictionary use reseacher can undertake
to supdy custom-made dictionary entries, where the experimental variables are
manipulated by the reseacher, and all the other variables are tightly controlled.
In such a set-up, spedal dictionary entries, often in a number of versions, have to
be aeaed just for the purpose of the experiment. This was the gproac taken by
Tono (1984, and asimilar approach has been adopted for this gudy.

2.6.3 Control of dictionary seledion and successrates

In general, mondingual dictionaries tend to require greder reference skills as
well as higher language proficiency compared with hilingual dictionaries. In-
versely, leaners with better reference and language skills are more likely to
read for mondingual dictionaries, as is repeaedly shown in aimost al relevant
studies. This interrelationship poses methoddogicd problems for those designs
where dictionary choiceis left within the subjeds contral.

Asanill ustration, consider Atkins and Varantola (1998 Table 17), whore-
port successrates with hilingual and mondingual dictionaries on tasks requiring
reference and language skill s. The problem is that dictionaries were seleded by
the subjeds themselves. If, as numerous dudies sow, there is a systematic posi-
tive relationship between sKill | evel and the preference for the mondingual dic-
tionary type, then the success rate figures for mondingual dictionaries would
automaticaly beame inflated. In ather words, if subjeds preferring mondingual
dictionaries tend to have better reference and language skill s, those better skill s
will contribute to better scores on test measures, quite apart from any benefit of
dictionary use.

To remedy this problem, dictionary type shoud be assgned randamly by the
reseacher. Unavoidably, some subjeds will then end upworking with a diction-
ary that is different from the dictionary they are acaustomed to using, which
might in turn regatively affed their performance. Randaom assgnment of dic-
tionaries would thus make the dictionary consultation less naturalistic, more re-
moved from red-life experience of the dictionary users, compared to alowing
subjedsto choose their own dctionaries.

Bensoussan et al. (1984 was one study where both these options regarding
the seledion o dictionaries were employed. This investigation d the dfed of
dictionary use on text comprehension scores included three similar but separate
studies. Dictionaries were randamly assgned in the Ben Gurion University study;,
but they were seleded by the subjeds in the two Haifa University studies. No in-
teresting a significant diff erences were foundin any o the threestudies, though
it must be noted that the overall rate of dictionary use was low (see2.6.1 above
for adiscusson d the problem of dictionary underuse), and the Ben Gurion Uni-
versity sample was much smaller than any of the two Haifa University studies,
with 91subjeds against 670and 74Q respedively.

Ultimately, the dedsion as to how dictionary assgnment isto be handed in
a particular study o dictionary use shoud be guided by the goal of the study. If
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the investigators want to knav how subjeds work with the very dictionaries they
are normally using, then subjeds sioud be asked to bring their own dictionaries.
If, however, comparing the level of helpfulness of the different dictionaries or
dictionary types is the primary gaal, randam assgnment seems a better option.
There is ancther related isale here: to fairly compare dictionary types rather than
spedfic dictionary products, spedally prepared dctionary entries shoud be used,
asargued in 2.6.2 abowe. If this olutionis adopted, the use of subjeds own dic-
tionariesis out of the question.

2.6.4 Lexical preknowledge

In studying the dfea of dictionary consultation on \arious aspeds of lexicd be-
haviour, such as word comprehension a word acaquisition, investigators often
facethe problem of lexicd preknowledge. Lexicd preknowledge is the knowl-
edge aou lexicd items which subjeds bring with them into the experimental
setting and which they draw upon duing the condict of the experiment.

The methoddogicd concern related to lexica preknowledge is that subjeds
lexicd behaviour may be based na so much onexperimental treament (such as
dictionary consultation) as on their pre-existing knawvledge of the target lexicd
items. The extent to which subjeds behaviour is motivated by peknowledge
varies individually, and it is difficult to assess which presents a thred to the in-
ternal validity of studies.

There may be several ways of deding with the problem of lexicad preknowl-
edge (other than na addressng the isaue & all). Words of appropriately low fre-
guency may be used. One posshle problem with this slution is that low-
frequency items tend to be lesspaysemic and more amplex in form than high-
frequency words. That, however, may nat always be aproblem, depending onthe
particular goals of a given study. Such a method d seleding target words may be
supdemented — or replaced — by ploting, in which a group d subjeds smilar to
proper study subjeds report on their knowledge or ignarance of the target item
candidates. Sometimes the problem of lexicd preknowledge is Smply ignared
(e.g. Black 1986 Luppescu and Day 1993, in which case we might also exped
the problem of dictionary underuse (see2.6.1 abowe) to be aggravated.

An ingenious lution to the problem of lexicd preknowledge was adopted
by Hulstijn, Hollander and Greidanus (1996 in their excdlent study o incidental
vocabulary aajuisition while reading. Lexica preknowledge of target items was
tested explicitly: subjeds were cnfronted with the target words and asked
whether they had ever come acossthem. Subjeds responses were noted, but
they were further correded using the resporses to test questions proper, so that if
a subjed had dedared famili arity with a given target word bu later gave an in-
corred description d its meaning, it was assuumed that the subjed had been un-
familiar with that target word in the first place and the lexicd preknowledge
value for that word was adjusted acordingly. This shema dlowed Hulstijn,
Hollander and Greidanus to cach and corred — based onsubjeds’ incorred de-
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scriptions of the meaning d target words — some cases of false positives: those
where subjeds incorredly dedared a prior knowledge of target items. The cor-
redion pocedure could na, however, have identified thaose cases of false posi-
tives where a orred identification d meaning resulted from vocabulary aoquisi-
tion duing the reading experiment itself. Nor could it have caight any false
negatives, that is cases where subjeds wrongy dedared no pior knowledge of
target items, irrespedive of the outcome of the meaning test. Anather study
where subjeds were tested for their lexicd preknowledge was Knight (1994).

A different approach was adopted by Tono (1984 see &so Tono 2001
Chapter 9), who employed pseudowords as target words. Since pseudo-words
are not adua words, there is very little dance of subjeds having any prior
knowledge of thase particular “words,” sincethey could na have passbly come
aaossthem in the past™. It canna be ruled out, though that subjeds could for-
mulate some initial hypaheses abou pseudo-words based ona perceived analogy
with adtual words, or from what appeasto be afamiliar morphdogicd structure.
It isdifficult to say how such effeds could passbly be controlled or eliminated.

Pseudo-words have to be believable to passoff as adual words. If they look
susped because of, say, strange letter sequences, there is a danger that subjeds
will discover the ruse and modify their behaviour. Some of Tond s pseudo-words
(e.g. leavus, muvitly) do appea to have letter sequences that are very unuwsual in
English.

2.6.5 Statistical testing

The body d quantitative studiesin dictionary reseach is not particularly impres-
sive, and experimental studies are still rare (Dolezd and McCreay 1999 Hul-
stijn and Atkins 1998 Tono 200). It is al the more regrettable that many o
those studies that did produce quantifiable results amenable to statisticd methods
failed to take advantage of the oppatunities that inferential statistics offers. In far
too many studies, impressonistic daims abou theoreticdly important differ-
ences were made on the basis of sample or group means aone. In some caes,
other reseachers can still use the original data to compute interesting statistics,
asdid Tono (2001 48) onBattenburg’'s (1997 data. Routinely, though there will
not be enough @ the original data avail able to make such areanalysis possble. It
is regrettable when some of the dfort that has gore into data wlledion, often a
laborious process appeas to have been partially wasted, and the data have not
been utili zed to afull er extent.

For example, it is alittl e disappdnting that the most comprehensive survey
of dictionary use to date (Atkins and Varantola 1998&j), which took 14 yeasfrom
conception to the pubicaion o the final report, limits its presentation o results
to crosstabulation d frequencies and means, and conclusions appea to have

12 On the use of pseudo-words e 4so Hulstijn (1993 1997).
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been based onan impresgonistic assesgment of the figures, withou any oljedive
statisticd testing.

One of the most popuar tods of inferential statistics for social sciences,
analysis of variance (ANOVA), has been rarely used, thoughthere were notable
exceptions, such as the study byHulstijn, Hollander and Greidanus (1996, a me-
ticulously designed piece of reseach where multi-way ANOVA was expertly
used. In some caes, statisticd testing was attempted bu apparently withou a
deeper understanding d the underlying phlosophy. Wingate (2002 used two-
way ANOVASs in her experiment, but she daims them to be one-way ANOVAS
(Wingate 2002 90). The misunderstanding probably arose from a @wnfusion o
the term levd as the value of the fador (independent variable) with leve as a
synonym for verbal abhility leved, which appeas to have been the seond inde-
pendent variable on top d dictionary type, eah of the variables having its own
two levdsin the statistica sense.

Also, as drealy pdnted ou by Tono (2001 72), modern statisticd tedh-
niques, such as multidimensional scding, could be used to reduce the sometimes
mind-bogding complexity of dictionary use research data, but has nat yet, to my
knowledge, been so used. Further, loglinea analysis, a multi-dimensional gener-
dizaion d the Chi-sguare statistic, could conceivably be employed as a data-
mining technique to locae patterns in dctionary use questionraire and test re-
sporses, and to verify metalexicographic hypaheses.

To conclude, it appeas that statisticd techniques have been uncderused o
sometimes misused in dctionary use research, and their potential to reduce the
large volumes of data that are often part and parcd of empiricd dictionary use
studies and asgst the researcher in the inference processis underestimated. In the
present study, | hope to bre& with this infamous traditi on and attempt to employ
statistics wherever it can be of asgstancein reveding hidden patterns and replac
ingintuitionin the inference process



3. The study

The present chapter will outline the research questions (sedion 3.1), and describe
the design (3.2), subjeds (3.3) and procedure (3.4) of the study undbrtaken to an-
swer the reseach questions. Data on the educational context of the study as re-
veded by the Teaders Questionraire and the Leaners Questionreire will be
reported in sedions 3.5 and 3.6, respedively. A detailed description o the Dic-
tionary EffedivenessTest (3.7) will conclude the chapter.

3.1 Research questions

Asarealy indicaed in the introduction, the present study was primarily designed
as an exploratory enterprise, with aview to reveding patterns between a range of
fadors related to receptive dictionary use by Polish leaners of English (and,
likely, language leaners more generally) and thus offering partial answers to the
many uranswered questionsin the aeaof dictionary use by language leaners, as
well as suggesting avenues for future reseach. On top d this general goal, the
present study was designed with a number of spedfic reseach guestionsin mind;
these questions will be listed below, grouped roughy by areaof study within dic-
tionary use reseach.

The first area @ncerned the frequency of dictionary use, including dff erent
dictionary types and its relationship to leaner proficiency level. The reseach
guestions in this areawere: How frequently do Polish learners consult dictionar-
ies? Do Palish leaners, like leanersin aher pulished studies, use bili ngual dic-
tionaries much more frequently than mondingual dictionaries? Within the bili n-
gual caegory, are there any significant differences in the frequency of consulta-
tion between Polish-English and English-Polish dictionaries? What is the rela-
tionship between dctionary consultation frequency and proficiency level? As
leaners progress do they start to use mondingual dictionaries more? Do they
stop wsing klingual dictionaries?

More spedfic than information onthe use of dictionaries in general, is in-
formation on dctionary types and spedfic dictionary products. The reseach
questions in this areafocused onthe identification d these products and assess
ing their relative popdarity: What spedfic dictionary titles do Polish leaners
use? What are their dictionaries of first choice and seand choice? What are the
dictionary types of first and second choice? How do the preferences vary with
users proficiency level?

The fad that someone uses a dictionary does not necessarily mean that they
valueit asatod. In this area questions were asked abou the evaluation d those
dictionaries identified in resporse to previous questions (see dove): How do
ers evaluate spedfic popuar dictionary titles? How do they rate diff erent diction-
ary types? Are mondingual dictionaries rated more highly than hilingual? Do us-
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ers evaluate English-Polish dctionaries differently from Polish-English diction
aries? Are more alvanced leaners more aiticd in their ratings, lesscriticd, or
abou as criticd aslower-level leaners? Are dictionaries of first choice evaluated
more highly than seacond-choice dictionaries?

When dctionary users refer to dictionary entries, they may be looking for
different kinds of information. This asped of users reference needs was probed
with the help of the following reseach questions: How often do sers refer to the
different information caegories typicdly offered in dictionaries: pronurciation,
meaning, Polish equivalent, Engdlish equivalent, part of speed, syntadic struc-
ture, collocation, synonyms, style and register? What is the relative ranking o
these different types of information? How do reference needs vary with leaner
proficiency level?

The focd areaof the present study is the dfediveness of dictionaries in
lexicd tasks, with the foll owing spedfic reseach questions: What is the relative
effedivenessof mondingual, bili ngual and semi-bili ngual dictionaries on lexicd
receptive tasks? How does the relative dfedivenessof the different types of dic-
tionaries depend onleaner proficiency level? How does the relative dfedive-
nessof the different types of dictionaries depend onthe amourt of contextual in-
formation? Does the provision d definitions on top d equivalents improve the
effedivenessof dictionaries? If bath definitions and Polish equivalents are given
in a dictionary entry, are definitions in English more helpful than definitions in
Polish? If both definitions and Poli sh equivalents are given, how does their order-
ing affed the dfedivenessof adictionary entry?

Asthe emphasis of the present study was on lexicd semantic aspeds, isales
of grammar were only treged marginally, and thus limited to ore small i solated
asped: the plura infledion marker. The reseach guestions asked under this ru-
bric were: How does the use of different dictionary versions affed the handing
of the plura infledion by users? How does leaners proficiency level interad
with dictionary version here? How strongis the dfed of proficiency level alone
on dura infledion acaracy?

Like grammar, sense ordering hes not been the primary focus of this gudy.
However, many of the test entries were paysemous, and so the dfed of sense
ordering was considered with the foll owing reseach questions in mind: How do
users hande paysemous entries? Does the structure of entries predispose users
in any way to tend to seled either ealy or late senses? How do leaners of differ-
ent levels fare with the various dictionary versionsin thisrespea?

3.2 Design issues

The present study combined several methods of data wlledion: teader survey,
learner survey by questionraire and controll ed experiment. Leaners of English at
arange of proficiency levels srved as experimental subjeds and aso filled in the
Leaners Questionnaire (see3.6 below). Teaders of the leaner subjeds aded as
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responcents for the Teaders Questionraire (see3.5 below). In the experimental
part of the study invalving the Dictionary Effediveness Test, six versions of
mini-dictionaries were randamly assgned to subjeds, as described in detail in
3.7 below. Before | move onto those detail s, however, | will briefly discuss ®me
designisaues.

3.2.1 Controal of lexical preknowledge

Asdiscussed in 2.6.4 abowe, lexicd preknowledge may be aproblematic issuein
dictionary use studies invaving the aquisition a comprehension d lexicd
items. Asthe present study included lexicd tasks meant to be completed with the
consultation d dictionary entries, prior knowledge of target items could interfere
in two ways. Firgt, if subjeds believed they knew the target items, they would be
lesslikely to resort to dctionary consultation. However, dictionary consultation
was essential to the design d the study, quite irrespedive of whether they redly
knew those words or just believed they did. The second complicaion that could
result from subjeds prior knowledge of target items would oltain even if sub-
jeds did consult the relevant dictionary entries. It would lie in the subjeds draw-
ing ontheir prior knowledge for lexicd information, rather than, as intended by
design, from the dictionary entries presented in the test dictionaries. For these
reasons, pseudo-English words were invented and wsed as target words in this
study.

3.2.2 Choiceof sesson for mat

Asisusua and expeded in investigations invalving human subjeds, the present
study hed to ded with the hard-to-resolve wnflict between howv much data the
investigator wishes to oltain from subjeds and hov much data it is feasible to
colled.

Subjed time is expensive, bath in terms of ethics and ecnamics. Since dl
subjeds invaved in this gudy were leaners of English at some stage of ad-
vancement, and it was during the time normally used for instruction that the test-
ing was condicted, asingle dassperiod d 45 minutes (almost universal at Polish
schods at most levels) was considered a maximum pradicdly accetable de-
mand onsubjeds time. The ehicdly relevant question is that any amourt of
time set aside for testing could nd be used for adual instruction. There may, of
course, be longterm benefits to learners of English, including those tested, aris-
ing from the present reseach, insofar as it may ultimately contribute to im-
provements in avail able dictionaries.

In dedding between single-sesson colledion d data versus repeaed-
sessons (i.e. a procedure involving more than a single occasion for the same sub-
jeds), pradicd as well as ethicd considerations come into play. Moving keyond
a singe sesson esentialy leaves the experimenter with two choices. either the
test instrument is left in the cntrol of the subjeds, or else some reliable method
isused to keep track of the identiti es of the subjeds from sessonto sesson. Both
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these solutions raise many serious problems which in this case gpea to ou-
weigh the patential gains of extratime for subjed resporses.

Allowing the subjeds to retain the test instrument from one sesson to an-
other has a number of serious undesirable cnsequences. Perhaps the least of a
problem is the most obvious one: subjeds failing to return their question
naires/tests at all due to forgetfulnessor lad of care ontheir part. Much morein-
sidious are any and al of the ways in which subjeds’ extended control over their
test instruments can aff ed the resporses in those questionnaires and tests that are
ultimately returned to the experimenter. Having left the test instruments in the
hands of the subjeds, the experimenter would nolonger be ale to control the
amourt of time acually spent by subjeds working ou the answers to questions.
Furthermore, one has to count with subjeds tapping various urces for guidance
in their resporses. Such sources could include dl sorts of language resources. not
only dictionaries, but also, say, friends and family. A red danger would lie in
collaboration between dfferent subjeds, espedally as in the wntext of the pre-
sent study they would namally spend time together anyway in ather classes.
Since in this gudy dfferent subjeds were adgned to dfferent experimental
treaments, coll aboration could have been a very serious problem that could have
invalidated the results. What is more, given that the present design employed
norce-formations for tighter control of lexicad preknowledge, there was a red
risk of subjeds uncovering the true identity of those items by way of consulting
dictionaries or people, with dfficult-to-predict consequences for their test behav-
iour. Seding the tests at the conclusion d the first sesson might remedy some,
but by nomeans al of the eowve problems, but it would involve alditional com-
plication, cost and labou.

The other way of extending subjed resporses beyond ore sesson would be
to colled the test instruments at the end d the first sesson and hend them out
again for the subsequent sesson a sessons; or to split i nstruments into parts and
distribute them to subjeds separately. In bah these cases, some way of tradking
the identities of the subjeds would have to be implemented. Whether involving
true names, student numbers or nicknames, any such tracking system would in-
evitably ater the perception d the exercise & a truly anonymous procedure.
Having subjeds identify themselves in writing would likely have negatively af-
feded the horesty of at least some of the resporses, particularly the more sensi-
tive ones.

Anather pradicd asped was that at least some of the teaders allowing the
use of their classperiod and leaners may na have dforded more than a single
classperiod for the purpose of this gudy. A dedsionto administer the study over
multi ple sesgons could thus have reduced the sample of subjeds, which would
have been uncksirable for obvious reasons.

All in all, given the @&ove mnsiderations, a dedsion hed been made & a
fairly ealy stage that all data must be wlleded duing a single sesson. The dis-
advantage of this lution was the restriction ontime available to subjeds for
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working with their tests and questionraires, thus limiting the number of items
that could be included in the instruments. However, a large number of items is
not necessarily better if we consider the patential negative dfed of questionraire
fatigue, whereby after some time of continuous filli ng in, subjeds’ resporses be-
come lessand lessreliable.

3.2.3 Resolving the problem of dictionary underuse

Asdiscus=d in 2.6.1 abowve, experimental studies of dictionary use often facethe
problem of dictionary underuse during experimental treament. Such failure to
consult dictionaries masks any pdential effeds of dictionary consultation. Based
onthe eisting reports, | saw this problem as a serious one, and so | took several
steps to minimizethe dictionary underuse dfed.

First, instructions were placal at the top o the test page in the booKet en-
couraging subjeds to consult the atached dictionary. Second, all words (most of
them being pseudo-words) treaed in the test dictionary were presented in bdd
type, and the instructions pointed ou that words printed in bdd can be foundin
the dictionary. Third, further encouragement to consult the dtached dictionaries
was provided by experimentersin oral instructions given duing the test sessons.
Fourth, the booKet was boundis sich a way that the dictionary entries were im-
mediately avail able on the fadng page of the test booKet, obviating the need for
any page-turning. Fifth, the test dictionary was only a single page long

As a @mnsequence of these last two design feaures, the a¢ of dictionary
consultation was smplified compared to a natural ad of paper dictionary consul-
tation. The dfort invalved in reading for the dictionary and opening it (and also,
optionally, seleding the dictionary) was eliminated. Further, accessdifficulty re-
lated to the size of the wordlist was heavily reduced: it was much easier to find
the entry sough.

These measures are likely to have made our experimental dictionary consul-
tations easier than is usua in natural consultation ads. As explained abowe, this
was deli berate. The design probably affeded such aspeds of dictionary consulta-
tion as entry accesstime or rate of successin locaing the entry — these aspeds
canna be reliably studied with such a design, and they were not studied here.
The focus of this gudy was on the microstructure, and spedficdly onthe seman-
tic information within the entry. Since the stage of locaing the entry (headword)
in the consultation ad is likely to be fairly independent of the stage of locding
the sense within the entry and extrading semantic information from it (cf.
Schalfield 1983, our reseach questions shoud be well-served by the present de-
sign.

Subjeds’ dictionary consultation was not monitored in any way, so the pre-
cise etent of dictionary consultation is not known. However, the statisticdly
significant effed of dictionary version (see4.5 below) testifies to the success of
this drategy, becaise if subjeds had na used the dictionaries, it would na have
mattered which dctionary versionthey had at their disposal.
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3.3 Subjects

Study subjedas were dl Polish leaners of English and (for the Teaders Ques
tionnaire) their respedive teaders. The 712 leaners participating in the study
came from 44 aganized leaner groups (class gdions) at 22 dfferent educa
tional institutions around Poland. A complete listing d the participating institu-
tions is given in Appendix 8. Data on subjeds comes from the Leaners Ques-
tionraire (see 3.6 below) and — indiredly — from the Teaders Questionreire
(see3.5 below).

Profiles of educaional institutions and learner groups making upthe sample
used in the study are discussed in 3.5.1 below. The sample is onthe whole oppa-
tunistic: systematic sampling was naot feasible within the resources avail able, but
the sample does offer a broad seledion along the social (age, badkground, edu-
caional (schod level, classlevel, schod type), and, to alesser extent, geographi-
cd (region, city/town/courtry) dimensions.

3.4 Procedure

All data were mlleded between Decanber 1999 and May 200Q The Leaners
Questionraires and Dictionary Effediveness Tests were bath administered, for a
given goup d subjeds, during a single sesgon (see 3.2.2 abowe), 45 minutes in
duration, under the supervision d one of 20 experimenters. All experimenters
except one were English majors at the Schod of English, Adam Mickiewicz
University, enrolled in ore of lexicography-related seminars taught by the re-
seacher. The reseacher was the one remaining experimenter (for four subjed
groups). The 19 experimenters recaved full hands-on training from the re-
seacher with the particular materials used in the study. They also recaéved de-
tailed written instructions to be followed duing the sessons (reproduced in
Appendix 1, English trandation avail able in Appendix 2).

Teaders completed their Teadiers Questionraires at their leisure, though
they were instructed to read the instructions beforehand and, as far as possble,
fill out their questionraires either during the testing sesson, or as on after-
wards as pradicéable, taking ndes during the sessonif necessary.

All test booKets were provided to the experimenters in labelled envelopes,
one seded set for ead group d subjeds. The labels were generated from a data-
base to maintain consistency and ader, and to minimizethe risk of any confusion
or switching. The formsin the envelopes were dso labell ed with urique envelope
keys. All forms were returned in their original envelopes. Data from all question-
naire and test forms were entered by the reseacher into a relational database de-
signed for this particular purpose (Lew 2003 gves the detail s). The way the ques-
tionnaires and tests were constructed, there was littl e room for subjedivity in in-
terpreting the data from the questionraire and test forms. Nevertheless arandam
seledion d abou 10% of all papers were read and keyboarded independently by
ancther evaluator, a spedally trained lexicography magjor. This procedure yielded
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a 0.993 interrater agreement (measured by Cohen’s smple kappa wefficient),
and the dlight discrepancy was due solely to isolated clericd errors on the part of
the second evaluator.

Once the database was complete, SQL queries were written by the re-
seacher to extrad the relevant record data into statisticd padkages, so that the
reseach questions could be aldressed with the full suppat of the descriptive and
inferential statisticd apparatus.

3.5 Teachers’ Questionnaire

The Teadhers Questionraire forms (Appendix 1, see &so Appendix 2 for an
English trandation) were awmpleted by teaders of ead o the subjed groups,
one form per group. In these questionreires, teaders were asked to fill i n a num-
ber of questionraire items related to the teading and level of English in the
group, and provide details of the experimental sesgon. In the small number of
cases where the teader and the experimenter were different people, the two
shared the task of filli ng in the questionraire, ead taking charge of the relevant
sedion.

3.5.1 Educational institutions

Study subjeds came from 44 formal leaner groups representing 22 dfferent
educational ingtitutions of different levels and profiles. A complete list of educa
tional institutionsis given in Appendix 8.

Table 3 provides a list of schod types, spedfying the number of subjeds
coming from a particular type, and the numericd level rating assgned to repre-
sent the overall English language level for a given type of schod in Poland. The
ratings are based onthe positioning d the particular schod types in the hierar-
chicd structure of the Polish educaiona system, aided to some extent by my
personal experience & educaor in the Polish EFL setting.
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Table 3: Schod types, number of subjeds and assgned numerical EFL levd ratings

Type Polish expansion approx. English Count Percent Leyel
equivalent rating
G gimnazjum middle school 86 12.1 2
LO liceum ogdlnoksztatcace high school 284  39.9 3
Lz liceum zawodowe trade school 83 11.7 2
NKJO naucI:zyC|e’Isk|e kolegium teachers' college 14 2.0 5
jezykéw obcych
SJO  szkota jezykdéw obcych language school 40 5.6 3
SP szkota podstawowa elementary school 57 8.0 1
sw szkota wyzsza university non- - g, 73 4
English major
technikum trade school 62 8.7 2
U uniwersytet: filologia university English 34 48 6
angielska major

A detailed dstribution o study subjeds by their schod’slevel ratingis presented
in Table 4 and Figure 1. The modal value of the rating is three and the distribu-
tion is skewed to the right. The skewness $ioud na be seen as a design flaw
with resped to distributions related to educaional hierarchies. in genera, there
are more people getting their education at the more basic level than there ae
those & the more alvanced level. Thisis one resped in which the study sample,
though opprtunistic, appeasto be aredistic refledion d the general popuation
of Polish learners of English.

Table 4: Breakdown of study subjeds by leve rating d their educationd institution

Level rating Count Cumulative Percent Cumulative

1 57 57 8.0 8.0

2 231 288 32.4 40.4
3 324 612 45.5 86.0
4 52 664 7.3 93.3
5 14 678 2.0 95.2
6 34 712 4.8 100.0
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Figure 1. Distribution d study subjeds by levd rating d their educationd institution

3.5.2 Teachers assessnent of proficiency level

In their Teadhers Questionraires, teahers were asked to assess their leaner
groups EFL proficiency level, using the following scde: beginner, pre-
intermediate, intermediate, upper intermediate, advanced. The bre&kdown o
teaders resporsesis given in Table 5, and the distribution is ill ustrated graphi-
cdly in Figure 2. The seaond column of Table 5 gives a numericd code for pro-
ficiency level used in the escissain Figure 2 aswell as throughou this gudy.

Table 5: Teachers’ assesament of proficiency leve

Proficiency level Num Count Cumulative Percent Cumulative
beginner 1 178 178 25.0 25.0
pre-intermediate 2 255 433 35.8 60.8
Intermediate 3 192 625 27.0 87.8
upper intermediate 4 32 657 4.5 92.3
advanced 5 55 712 7.7 100.0




64 Chaper Three

280
260
240 1
220 1
200 1
180
160
140
120 |
100 |

80 r

60

40

o1 [ 0

1 2 3 4 5
Figure 2: Distribution d teachers’ assessment of subjed group proficiency leve

No of subjects

Comparing Figure 1 and Figure 2, we note that both are skewed to the right. The
skewness is more radicd in Figure 2, the mode is also lower (with a value of
two), and there is a distinctly larger propation (25% versus 8%) of subjeds at
the lowest value on the scde. This differenceis likely indicative of the fad that
there ae students whose EFL leaningis omewhat delayed when viewed against
the elucational oppatunities currently provided by schods. Posgbly, this could
be amatter of persona choice some students might aspire to attend higher-level
classs than is warranted by their proficiency level. Alternatively, schods may
have expanded by adding higher-level classes to their course offerings which
may nat yet have been available & the time when the student was opting for a
given schod and class

3.5.3 Textbook level

Teaders were dso asked about the primary textbook they used with their group
for EFL instruction, including information onthe text’s target proficiency level.
The resporses are tabulated in Table 6 and their distribution is represented in
Figure 3. There is a dea dominance of pre-intermediate textbooks amongst the
study goups.
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Table 6: Texbodk leve

Textbook level Num Count  Cumulative Percent  Cumulative
beginner 1 39 39 55 55
pre-intermediate 2 442 481 62.1 67.6
intermediate 3 132 613 18.5 86.1
upper 4 42 655 5.9 92.0
advanced 5 9 664 1.3 93.3
post-advanced 6 48 712 6.7 100.0
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Figure 3: Distribution o texbodk leve

3.5.4 Learner level

Many o the aspeds of dictionary use ae paentially sensitive to the users’ level
of proficiency. In fad, the interadion ketween the various aspeds of dictionary
use and leaner proficiency is among the more interesting ores, theoreticdly as
well as pradicdly, as dictionary prodwcts are more and more often targeted at
spedfic proficiency levels. For example, it is often claimed (Baxter 1980 that
mondingual dictionaries are more suited to the needs of the more alvanced
leaners. It was in recogrition d the importance of leaners' level as a variable,
that the sample of the present study was gructured so as to represent a broad
range of learner groups from various institutions.

For leaner level to be introduced as a predictor variable in a study, it needs
to be measured. One way to measure subjeds’ proficiency level would be to test
it with a language proficiency test (as dore by Atkins and Varantola 19983).
However, an even minimally reliable language proficiency test would require an
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amourt of time that would make it impasshble for such a proficiency test to be
acaommodated in a single sesson with the Leaners Questionreire and the Dic-
tionary EffedivenessTest. On the other hand, as argued in detail in 3.2.2 abowe,
stretching the study into two separate sessons was hot an acceptable option.

Furthermore, language proficiency tests themselves suffer from inherent
construct validity problems, and measures obtained in this way are poll uted to an
unknowvn extent by fadors such as test-taking skill s, test anxiety, motivation,
stress fatigue, time presaure, and ahers (Wainer and Braun 1998.

For these reasons, leaner level in this sudy is operationalized as a com-
poundconstruct derived from a number of items €elicited in the Leaners Ques-
tionreire and the Teathers Questionreire'®. The mmporents that go into the
computation d leaner level are the duration and intensity of EFL instruction
(items A and B), peea-relative self-assesament of proficiency (item C), self-
asesgnent of successat language tasks (items D1-D3), teaters assessment of
group level, pulisher-dedared textbook level, schod level (positioning in the
hierarchy o the Polish educaional system), and classlevel (grade progresson
within aschod).

Tednicdly, the leaner level variable was computed throughan SQL query
on the database tables holding the test scores and questionraire results. The query
isgiven in the box below:

[A]+[B] AS QEdLeve, IIf(l sNull([C]),2,[C])-

2+If(1 sNull (| D1]),2.5,[D1])+If(1 sNull ([D2]),2,[D2])+If(I sNull ([D3]),2,
D3]) ASQEnLevel, [QEdLevel]+[QEnLevel] AS QLevdl,
Sesdons.TeadLevel, Sessons.TextLevel, [TeadLevel]+[TextLevel] AS
TTLevel, SchodLevel.SchodLevel, Sessons.Clasd evel,
3*[SchodLevel]+[Clasdevel] ASEdLevd,
2*[TTLevel]+[EdLevel]+[QLevel] ASAllLevd,
IIf([AllLevel]<28,1,(IIf([AllLevel]<32,2,(IIf([All Level]<38,3,(IIf([AllLeve
[1<46,4,5))))))) AS[Level]

A cortinuows measure of leaner level obtained in this way was then partitioned
into five discrete cdegories for the purpose of ANOVA computations, based on
level score intervals. The breskdown of level into the five cdegoriesis presented
in Table 7 and Figure 4.

13 Compare Madrarquher (1983 for the use of questionreire data to group subjeds into
proficiency levels, and Albus (2007) for a similar use of self-assessment of proficiency.
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Table 7: Breakdown o learner leve scoresinto five discrete categories

Level Count Cumulative Percent Cumulative
1 145 145 20.4 20.4
2 131 276 18.4 38.8
3 175 451 24.6 63.3
4 154 605 21.6 85.0
5 107 712 15.0 100.0
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Figure 4: Breakdown of learner leve scoresinto fivediscrete ategories

The five level caegories contain rougHy similar numbers of scores, with the
midde level 3 representing the highest count of 175 subjeds (a quarter of the
sample), and the top level 5 hdding the lowest number of 107 subjeds (15 per-
cent of the sample). These differences are arefledion d the dustering d the
level values.

In the following pages, whenever leaner level is employed as a predictor
variable, it is used in the sense of this discrete variable rangingin value from 1 to
5.

3.5.5 Conclusion

The Teaders Questionnaire provided data on the educaiona badkground d the
subjeds participating in the study, as well as detail s of the experimental sessons
with 44 leaner groups coming from 22 educaional institutions. The largest sec
tion d the sample came from liceum ogolnoksztatcace, the most popuar general-
educaion schod type & the secondary level, rougHy equivalent to high schod in
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the United States or comprehensive schod in the United Kingdam. In terms of
the schod level, our sample reveds a right-skewed dstribution with a mode of
threeon a scde of six. Teaders assessnent of subjedas proficiency level also
produced a right-skewed dstribution with the modal value of two ou of five. A
similar distribution pattern was found ontextbook level data. This siggests that
the sample may be afairly goodrefledion d the general popuation d Polish
leaners of English, with a greaer number of leaners at the lower proficiency
levels than at the top levels. By combining the various data reported by leaners
and teaders using fitted weighting ratios, a mmpoundmeasure of leaner level
was obtained. It was subsequently partitioned into five discrete level groups of
rougHy similar size We will now move onto the Leaners Questionreire.

3.6 Learners’ Questionnaire

In this ®dion | report on the results of those items from the Leaners Question-
naire which do na diredly relate to dctionary use proper, but rather provide in-
formation onindividual subjeds educaional badgroundand foreign languege
skill slevel.

3.6.1 Duration of EFL instruction

Duration d EFL instruction recaved by subjeds, expressd in yeas, was €licited
initem A of the Leaners Questionraire. A breakdown o responses to question
Aisgivenin Table 8 and Figure 5.

Table 8: Years of Englishinstruction

Years Count Cumulative Percent Cumulative

0-1 62 62 8.7 8.7
2-3 183 245 25.7 34.4
4-5 230 475 32.3 66.7

6+ 237 712 33.3 100.0




The study 69

300

250 1

200 1

150

No. of subjects

100

50

.

0-1 2-3 4-5 6+
Figure5: Years of Engdlish instruction

The sample is lit fairly equally into threegroups: those with six or more yeas
of instruction (33.3%), those who have been studying English for a period d four
to five yeas (323%), and those with up to three yeas of English
(25.7%+8.7%=34.4%). Within this last caegory, abou a third are complete be-
ginners, reporting orly upto ore yea of EFL instruction.

3.6.2 Number of hoursof instruction per week

Question B in the Leaners Questionraire asked abou the number of teading
hous of EFL instruction currently receved by student subjeds. Teading hous
are understoodin the Polish setting as instructional periods of 45 minutes ead. A
breakdown of resporsesisgivenin Table 9 and Figure 6.

Table 9: Hours of EFL instruction per week

Hours  Count Cumulative Percent Cumulative
1 15 15 2.1 2.1
2-3 462 477 64.9 67.0
4-5 163 640 22.9 89.9

6+ 72 712 10.1 100.0
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Nealy two-thirds of the subjeds (64.9%) report receéving ketween two and three
hous of EFL instruction per week. A third (33%) take more than four hous a
week, with every tenth subjed in the sample getting at least six hours of English
instruction weekly. Only a very small minority (2.1%) are getting just one hour
of English aweek.

3.6.3 Peer-relative self-assessnent of proficiency

In question C of the Leaners Questionraire, subjeds were asked to asess
their proficiency in the English language relative to their classnates. A breg-
down of resporsesto question C is presented in Table 10 and Figure 7.

Table 10: Self-assesanent of EFL proficiency leve

Self-assessment Count  Cumulative Percent  Cumulative
below average 82 82 11.5 115
average 533 615 74.9 86.4
above average 96 711 135 99.9

missing 1 712 0.1 100.0
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Figure 7: Self-assesament of EFL proficiency levd

A strong magjority of the subjeds rated their proficiency in English as average
within their pea groups, and the distribution d those who rated themselves as
other-than-average is fairly equally split between below average and above aver-
age.

The symmetry of the distribution (seeFigure 7) makes goodstatisticd sense,
but we shoud be wary of the suspiciously low dispersion d resporses in what is
likely to be percaved as a psychdogicdly sensitive question. Even thoughre-
sporses were anonymous, the social and psychdogicd presaires and fedings of
solidarity with the group may well have prevented at least some subjeds from
rating themselves as diff erent than average. Still, 13.5% of the subjeds did report
themselves as above average whil e 11.5% gave the below average resporse.

3.6.4 Self-asseesanent of successat language tasks

Questions D1-D3 of the Learners’ Questionreire asked subjeds to assessif they
would be cgpable of performing threelanguage tasks: asking for diredions to a
station (D1); describing the symptoms of a @ld (D2); understanding the lyrics of
asongwhile listening to the song (D3).

The design intention kehind items D1-D3 was to provide arange of hypo
theticd language tasks 9 as to oltain a mmpoundmeasure of reported foreign
language expertise & arange of ability levels.

A joint bre&kdown of resporses to all three questions (D1-D3) is presented
in raw courts and percentagesin Table 11.
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Table 11: Self-assesanent of successonthreelanguage tasks: D1=ask for diredionsto a
station; D2=describe the symptoms of a cold; D3=understand asong slyrics
whil e listening

Canyou...? D1 D1% D2 D2% D3 D3%
No 15 2.1 59 8.3 18 2.5

Probably not 87 122 201 283 118 16.6
Probably yes 288 405 271 38.1 405 57.0
Yes 321 451 180 253 170 23.9
Total 711 100.0 711 100.0 711 100.0

A box dot showing the means and standard deviations for the threequestionsis
shown in Figure 8. To oltain the mean and standard deviation values, resporses
were remded to a linea integer scde & follows: No as 1; Probaly nat as 2,
Probally yesas 3, Yesas 4.

As expeded, asking for diredions to a station, a basic communicative task
(D1), proved to be the least challenging d the threetasks, resulting in the highest
overal ratings of success with the mean rating somewhat better than Probaly
yes (Figure 8; the mean value is 3.29). Again as expeded, describing symptoms
of a wld (D2), a productive task, proved to be seen as more difficult on average
than asking for diredions, with the mean rating d 2.80, that is below Probaly
yes. The receptive task of understanding lyrics of a song while listening was
judeed, overall, to be of medium difficulty by the average subjed, with a mean
rating resporse of Probally yes (a numericd vaue of 3.02). However, the num-
ber of unqualified yeses for this item was the lowest of all, which may refled the
objedive difficulty of getting a task described in D3 completely right. It is also
inevitable that respondents did na all conceptuali ze successul outcomes in ex-
adly the same way.

In terms of the variability of resporses, it was the describe symptoms task
(D2) that caused the resporses to be spread rather more evenly over the four op-
tions than for the other two tasks. Resporses to items D1 and D3 varied less
aaoss sibjedsthan dd those for D2.
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Figure 8: Box plot of means andstandard deviations for questions D1-D3, measuring
self-assesgnent of successin threelanguagp tasks. Numerical values onthe

ordinate cde resporses as follows: 1=No; 2=Probally nat, 3=Probaly yes,
4=Yes.

A combined histogram of resporses to questions D1-D3 is shown in Figure 9.
The graph transparently ill ustrates the relative dominance of high-rating re-
sporses (probably yes and yes) for item D1, as well as the comparatively larger
spread o resporses for item D2.



74 Chaper Three

450
400 r
350
300
250

200

No of subjects

150 1
100

50

0
no probably not probably yes yes

Figure 9: Combined histogram of responsesto questions D1-D3

3.6.5 Conclusion

Apart from data on dctionary use, which will be presented and dscussed in sec
tions 4.1-4.4, the Leaners Questionraire provided information onthe participat-
ing subjeds educdiona badkgroundand proficiency level, including the dura-
tion o EFL instruction, the number of hous of instruction receved per week,
self-asesanent of proficiency and successat threelanguage tasks. Two-thirds of
the leaners in the sample reported having studied English for at least four yeas.
A similar mgjority of subjeds took between two to threehours of instruction per
week. Most participating leaners rated their proficiency level as average against
their classpees. Leaners believed they would be fairly succesdul on the three
language tasks listed in the questionnaire, with “asking way to station” achieving
the highest successratings. These data were used in the determination o leaner
level, as described in 3.5.4 above. We will now move onto the Dictionary Effec
tivenessTest.

3.7 Dictionary Effectiveness Test

In al subjed groups, the Dictionary Effediveness Test was administered during
the same sesson as the Leaners Questionreire, diredly following the question-
naire & the prompt of the experimenter. The test involved a number of test tasks
completed with the help of spedally prepared dctionary pages included in the
test boolet and resented onthe page diredly fadng the test items. There were
six different versions of the dictionary, assgned randamly to subjeds.
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3.7.1 Test tasks

The Dictionary EffedivenessTest (Appendix 5, see &so Appendix 6 for an Eng-
lish translation) consisted of a number of lexicd tasks designed to be completed
with the asdstance of the dictionary entries provided in the same test booKet.
Particular emphasis was placed on maximizing dctionary use, as described in
3.2.3 abowe. The test tasks varied in the anourt of textual context accompanying
the target lexicd items. There was a grading d contextual material from nore
(isolated lexicd items), through sentence-long, up to a short text of several sen-
tences.

3.7.1.1 Out of context

Test sedion H consisted of two types of items. The first part (H1-H5) involved
the semantic matching d a target (pseudoEnglish) lexicd item with a Polish
lexicd item closest in meaning, that is picking an equivalent, with ore best an-
swer and three distradors. It shoud be pointed ou here that in most cases the
closest equivalent was deliberately not explicitly listed in any dctionary version,
to eliminate any straightforward mecdhanicd matching withou semantic process
ing.

The second art of test task H (H6-H7) invalved semantic matching d atar-
get (pseudo-English) lexicd item with an English item and thus resembled syno-
nym metching. Here again, there were threedistradors per item, and all three &
well asthe target pseudo-word were listed in the dtached dctionary.

3.7.1.2 Sentence ontext

Test sedions | and J involved lexicd tasks in sentence-long contexts: sentence
completion and sentence trandation. Sedion | was a sentence @mpletion exer-
cise, with an empty dlot to be fill ed with ore item out of alist of four items pro-
vided: one rred item and three distradors, ead being pseudo-English words
provided in the test dictionary. Sedion J was based on Engli sh-to-Polish tranda-
tion, with English and pseudo-English target words (again provided in the test
dictionary) feauringin ead sentenceto be translated.

3.7.1.3 Text context

Intest sedion K, subjeds were asked to trandate ajoke from English into Polish,
with target words gread ou throughou the text of the joke.

3.7.2 Mini-dictionaries

For the test sedion d the study, subjeds were provided with spedally prepared
mini-dictionaries, boundin the same boolet as the Leaners Questionraire and
the Dictionary Effediveness Test. Subjeds were instructed and encouraged to
refer to their dictionaries while engaged in the experimental tasks, but not while
completing the Leaners' Questionraire. The dictionaries were laid ou so that the
entries were immediately accessble on the fadng page (withou any need for
page-turning) during the cmpletion d the experimental tasks. This layout was
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designed to overcome the methoddogicd problem of dictionary underuse (see
2.6.1 and 3.2.3 abowe for a discusson d this isaue). In order to addressthe re-
seach questions, six versions of the dictionary were prepared (see Appendix 7),
al set inidenticd font and paragraph styles, and with identicd structure, differ-
ing orly in the type of semantic explanation provided for the senses. The seman-
tic explanationin the six versions was as follows:

Polish equivalents

definitionsin English

Poli sh equivalents foll owed by dfinitionsin English
Poli sh equivalents foll owed by dfinitionsin Polish
definitionsin English foll owed by Poli sh equivalents
definitions in Polish foll owed by Poli sh equivalents

Version 1 thus represents a prototypicd hilingual dictionary. Version 2is a
mondingual dictionary, with definitions written in a style most closely approach-
ing that of LDOCE, which was foundto be liked by users (Madrarquhar and
Richards 1983 as well as relatively effedive (Cumming, Cropp and Sussex
1994 Nesi and Meaa 1994."* Versions 3 and 5are representative of the semi-
bilinguel type, and they differ in the relative ordering d the two types of seman-
tic explanation. Versions 4 and 6 are like 3 and 5 respedively, except that the
English definitions have been translated into Poli sh. In addition, in those versions
that combined definitions and equivalents, definitions were enclosed in angled
bradkets (often employed as deli miters for glosses in Polish lexicography), in or-
der to set them apart typogaphicdly from the neighbouing Poli sh equival ents.

Table 12 gives the six versions of the mini-dictionary, contrasted in terms of
the types of semantic explanation and their relative ordering.

oL E

Table 12: The six dictionary vasions used in the Dictionary EffedivenessTest

dictionary Polish position of  language of

version equivalent definition definition definition
1 present absent N/A N/A
2 absent present sole English
3 present present last English
4 present present last Polish
5 present present first English
6 present present first Polish

The six versions of the experimental dictionary were assgned randamly to sub-
jeds, generating the six experimental groups.

14 Another reason was that LDOCE has enjoyed wide popuarity in Poland. LDOCE2 was
reprinted in Poland soon after its original pulicaion and dfered at a very competitive
price. Therefore, Polish leaners may be expeded to be more familiar with traditi onal
LDOCE-style definitions than with the COBUILD-style full sentence definitions,
which have dso been foundto be dfedive in some studies.



4. Results and discussion

In this chapter, | present and dscuss sibjeds resporses to sedions E-G of the
Leaners Questionraire and the results of the Dictionary EffedivenessTest. The
Leaners Questionraire items which will be mvered here ae the ones diredly
pertaining to dctionary use, as oppased to those deding with personal and insti-
tutional educational context, which are presented and dscussed in 3.6 above.

4.1 Frequency of dictionary use

In sedion E of the Leaners Questionraire, subjeds were asked to spedfy the
frequency with which they consulted three caegories of dictionaries: Polish-
English (E1), English-Polish (E2) and mondingual English (E3). The split into
Polish-English and Engli sh-Polish subtypes of the bilingual dictionary could be
made in the Polish context becaise there is a tradition o pulishing the two in
separate volumes, except of course for the small est dictionaries. But even for sin-
gle-volume bilingual dictionaries (combined Poli sh-English and Engli sh-Poli sh),
the question shoud till present no problems of interpretation, with E1 and E2
referring to the Polish-English and English-Polish sedions, respedively, of the
combined hili ngual dictionary.

The options offered were (English trandations given in parentheses): cod-
Zennie (daily), kilka razy na tydzien (a few times a week, raz na tydzien
(weely), rzadzigj/wcale (lessfrequently/nat at all). In tables and figures of this
sedionthislast optionis abbreviated as lessfrequently for reasons of readability,
but the nat at all part was included explicitly after it had been foundat the pil ot-
ing stage that subjeds did na necessarily assume lessfrequently to include nat at
all, even thoughin the reseacher’s original intention it was meant to cover this
posshility.

4.1.1 Polish-English

Initem E1 of the Leaners Questionreire, subjeds were asked to assessthe fre-
quency with which they consulted Polish-English dictionaries. A detailed bresk-
down o resporses is presented in Table 13, and a histogram of resporses is
shown in Figure 10.
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Table 13: Frequency of Polish-English dictionary consultation

Consultation Count Cumulative Percent of Cumul % % of all Cumulative
frequency Count Valid of Valid  Cases % of All
less frequently 147 147 20.8 20.8 20.6 20.6
weekly 252 399 35.6 56.4 35.4 56.0
a few times a week 287 686 40.6 97.0 40.3 96.3
daily 21 707 3.0 100.0 2.9 99.3
missing 5 712 0.7 N/A 0.7 100.0
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Figure 10: Frequency of Polish-English dctionary consultation

Abou 40% of the subjeds consult a Polish-English dictionary a few times a
week. In a dose second pgace weekly use is reported by a third o the subjeds.
Every fifth subjed consults a Polish-English dictionary lessfrequently than orce
aweek. Only 3% — a surprisingly low figure — use aPolish-English dctionary
with daily regularity.

4.1.2 English-Polish

In item E2, subjeds reported the frequency with which they consulted an Eng-
lish-Polish dictionary. Table 14 gives a detailed breakdown of resporses to this
item, and the histogram in Figure 11 presents the distribution o resporses in
graphicd form.
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Table 14: Frequency of English-Polish dictionary consultation

Consultation Count Cumulative Percent of Cumul % % of all Cumulative
frequency Count Valid of Valid Cases % of All
less frequently 133 133 18.8 18.8 18.7 18.7
weekly 228 361 32.2 51.1 32.0 50.7
a few times a week 312 673 44.1 95.2 43.8 94.5
daily 34 707 4.8 100.0 4.8 99.3
missing 5 712 0.7 N/A 0.7 100.0
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Figure 11: Frequency of English-Polish dctionary consultation

Basicdly, the distribution d resporses for the Engli sh-Polish dictionariesis quite
similar to that for Polish-English dctionaries. The resporse a few times a week
dominates here even more, acourting for no lessthan 44% of all resporses. 32%
of the subjeds report weekly use of English-Polish dctionaries, that is dightly
lessthan for Polish-English. Close to 19 claim to consult English-Polish dc-
tionaries lessfrequently than orce aweek. However, the propation o daily users
is noticealy higher for English-Polish dictionaries than for Polish-English dc-
tionaries, with 5% and 3% of resporses, respedively.

4.1.3 Monolingual English

Initem E3 of the Leaners Questionraire, subjeds were asked to assessthe fre-
guency with which they consulted mondingual English dctionaries. A bre&-
down of resporses is presented in Table 15, and a histogram of resporses is
shown in Figure 12,
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Table 15: Frequency of mondingud English dictionary consultation

Consultation Count Cumulative Percent Cumul % % of all Cumulative
frequency Count of Valid of Valid Cases % of All
less frequently 583 583 84.0 84.0 81.9 81.9
weekly 35 618 5.0 89.0 4.9 86.8
a few times a week 45 663 6.5 95.5 6.3 93.1
daily 31 694 4.5 100.0 4.4 97.5
missing 18 712 2.6 N/A 2.5 100.0
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Figure 12 Freguency of mondingud English dictionary consultation

The distribution o reported consultation frequency for mondingual English dc-
tionaries looks radicdly different from either of the bilingual dictionary types. As
much as 84% of the subjeds claimed they used mondingual English dctionaries
lessoften than orce aweek. The three remaining frequency bands are split i nto
rougHy equal parts of around %% ead.

4.1.4 Bilingual versus monolingual

The mntrast between the distributions for the three dictionary types iows up
clealy in a ombined histogram given in Figure 13.
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Figure 13: Reported frequency of dictionary consultation for Polish-English, English-
Poalish, andmondingud English dictionaries

The pattern in the histogram suggests a strong dff erence between the look-up
frequencies for mondingual dictionaries versus (any sedion d) hilingual dic-
tionaries. To verify this impresson, textual resporses were asdgned numerica
values as follows. daily = 4, a few times a week= 3, weelly = 2, less fre-
quently/nat at all = 1. These values were used to compute ranks and means of re-
Sporses.

To test whether there is any dfference between haw frequently subjeds,
based ontheir own reports, consulted the threetypes of dictionaries (i.e. mono-
lingual dictionaries and the two sedions of bilingual dictionaries), a Friedman
ANOVA was computed for repeaed measures on the Polish-English, English-
Polish, and mondingual English ranks. The Friedman statistic here cmpares the
ranking d responses for the threetypes of dictionaries, and it does $ separately
for eadh individual subjed, which makes it a suitably powerful statistic for the
purpose & hand, even thoughit only requires measurement on a rank-order (or-
dinal) scde. The Friedman ANOVA Chi-square value isavery high 66413 (at N
= 691, df = 2) and it is highly significant at p<0.0001 A detailed Friedman
ANOVA table is presented in Table 16, which, for completeness also includes
mean and standard deviation values.
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Table 16: Friedman ANOVA table for a comparison d reported consultation frequency
between Poli sh-English, Engli sh-Poli sh, andmondingud dictionary

Valid Average Sum of

N Rank Ranks
Polish-English 707 2.27 1569.5 2.26 0.81
English-Polish 707 2.37 1640.0 2.34 0.83
Monolingual 694 1.36 936.5 1.31 0.77

Dictionary Mean Std.Dev.

Based onthe Friedman ANOVA test results we can conclude that there ae sig-
nificant differences between the nsultation frequencies for Polish-English,
Engli sh-Poli sh, and mondingual English dictionaries. It isabundantly clea that a
huge portion d this variation is due to the much less frequent consultation o
mondingual dictionaries versus bili ngual dictionaries.

An impressonistic comparison d the distributions of consultation frequen-
cies reported for Polish-English and English-Polish dictionaries siggests a large
degree of similarity between the two. However, the Friedman ANOVA for re-
peaed measures on the Polish-English and English-Polish ranks only, yields a
Chi-square value of 16.33 (N = 703 df = 1), and it is highly significant at
p<0.0001 A relevant Friedman ANOVA tableis presented in Table 17.

Table 17: Friedman ANOVA table for a comparison d reported consultation frequency
between Poli sh-English andEnglish-Polish parts of a hilingud dictionary

Average Sum of
Rank Ranks

Polish-English ~ 1.46 1025.5
English-Polish  1.54 1083.5

Dictionary

Based on the Friedman ANOVA results for Polish-English vs. English-Polish
dictionaries, we can conclude that even thoughthe patterns of consultation fre-
guency for the two hilingual dictionary parts are fairly similar, the difference be-
tween them is neverthelesshighly significant. It is the Engli sh-Poli sh sedion that
has the higher mean value of the two. The tendency for this English-Polish part
to be more frequently consulted can also be discerned in the wmbined histogram
in Figure 13, where the E-P bars are taler than P-E bars for the top two fre-
guency values (daily and a few times a weeR, but shorter than P-E for the bottom
two frequency values (weeky, lessfrequently/nat at all).

The higher frequency of English-Polish versus Polish-English dictionaries
may be due to the primacy of decoding reals of the subjeds over their encoding
neals. The dfed is consistent with Tomaszczyk’s (1979 findings, which in-
cluded a more frequent use of L2—L1 dictionaries compared with L1—L2 dic-
tionaries. It will be interesting to examine how the preference for English-Polish
versus Polish-English relates to leaner level.



Results and discusson 83

4.1.5 Dictionary type versus level

In this ®dion the relationship between dictionary type and leaner level will be
examined. There is widespreal belief among language teaders and some re-
seachers (e.g. Baxter 1980 that mondingual dictionaries are better suited for
the more alvanced leaners, and appeds to leaners to move from bilingual to
mondingual dictionaries are often head in the dassoom as well as from the
mondingual leaner dictionary puldishing hotses.

Table 18 lists the mean and standard error values for reported frequency of
dictionary consultation for Polish-English, English-Polish and mondingual Eng-
lish dictionaries broken dovn by leaner level.

Table 18: Means andstandad errors by levd for reported consultation frequency for
Poli sh-Engli sh, English-Polish andmondingud English dctionaries

Level P-E P-E E-P E-P Mono Mono N
Mean Std.Err. Mean Std.Err. Mean Std.Err.

1 222 007 215 0.07 110 0.05 143
2.17 007 222 007 108 0.05 123
213 006 227 006 108 0.05 169
232 0.07 239 007 113 0.05 152
255 0.08 280 0.08 249 0.06 104

a b~ wN

Mean values of reported consultation frequency for Polish-Engdish, English-
Polish and mondingual English dctionaries are plotted against level in Figure
14.
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Figure 14: Reported frequency of dictionary consultation for Polish-English, English-
Polish andmondingud English dictionaries as a function o leve

As e in Table 18 and Figure 14, there gpeasto be atendency for frequency
of dictionary consultation to increase with level for all threedictionary categories
for which this measure was dlicited. However, there ae differences aaossthe
threetypes asto how sharp the increase is and the exad level range over which it
is observed. For English-Polish dctionaries, the upward tendency is distributed
aaoss the whae level range, with the slope of the arve dso increasing with
level. For Polish-English dictionaries, the increase in frequency appeasto bere-
stricted to levels 4 and 5 This last tendency may be interpreted as refleding an
emergence of encoding wse for leaners between levels 3 and 4 and a subsequent
growth of that use in intensity.

A very different picture emerges for the mondingual dictionary: here the re-
ported frequency stays uniformly flat and very low all the way upto level 4, with
asharp ped at level 5, at which the frequency mean catches up with the Poli sh-
English dictionary. The patterning d the frequency profiles for mondingual and
bili ngual dictionaries s1ggests that mondingual dictionary use is minimal except
for the highest level, where the frequency of consultation approaches that for bi-
lingual dictionaries. Interestingly, the mondingual dictionary does nat appea to
be used as a replacament for the bilingual dictionary by the alvanced leaners,
but rather in addition to the bilingual dictionary, a finding that differs from that
by Atkins and Varantola (1998), where the use of bilingual dictionaries de-
creased more or lessin step with the use of mondingual dictionaries.



Results and discusson 85

A Genera Linea Model (GLM) analysis reveds a highly significant overall
(multiveriate) effed of level (Wilks lambda = 0.5676Q Fuz 1819=36.003
p<0.0001). Detail s of this analysis are presented in Table 19.

Table 19: GLM multi variate tests of significancefor reported consultation frequency by
levé for Polish-English, English-Polish andmondingud English dictionaries

Wilks Effect Error

Effect | ambda F df df P
Intercept 0.073585 2870.452 3 684.000 <0.0001
Level 0567596  36.003 12  1809.985 <0.0001

A univariate GLM analysis presented in Table 20 reveds highly significant uni-
variate dfeds of level for al threetypes of dictionaries (Polish-English, English-
Polish and mondingual English).

Table 20: GLM univariate tests of significancefor reported consultation frequency by
leve for Polish-English, English-Polish andmondingud English dictionaries

Effeq 4 PE PE PE PE EP EP EP EP M M M M

SS MS F p SS MS F p SS MS F p
Intercept 1 3479 3479 5382 <0.0001 3764 3764 5735 <0.0001 1268 1268 3618 <0.0001
Level 4 13 33 51 00005 298 74 113 <0.0001 172 43 123 <0.0001
Error 686 443 0.6 450 0.7 240 04
Total 690 456 480 412

The &owve results would suggest that there isindeed a significant effed of learner
level on the overall frequency of dictionary consultation (as reported by sub-
jeds), aswell asan effed of level for ead o the threedictionary caegories (Pol-
ish-Engli sh, Engli sh-Poli sh and mondingual English) separately.

To examine more dosely the diff erence between the E-P and P-E sedions of
bili ngual dictionaries, the diff erence between the numericd values of E2 and E1
(E-P and P-E frequencies, respedively) was computed for ead subjed who re-
ported bah peces of data. The difference is highly significant (F(4,698=4.79;
p=0.0008 and the means of this differencevariable ae given in Table 21, broken
down byleaner level.

Table 21: Mean dfferences between reported Engli sh-Polish andPoli sh-English consul-
tation frequencies by levd

Level EP-PE
-0.06
0.03
0.15
0.08
0.26

abhwNPE
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The distribution d the differences between reported consultation frequencies for
English-Polish and Polish-English dctionaries (EP-PE) within the five leaner
levelsisgivenin Table 22

Table 22: Distribution d consultation frequency differences between Engli sh-Polish and
Polish-English dctionaries (EP-PE) by levé

EP-PE Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Row Total

-3 0 0 0 0 1 (1%) 1
-2 32%)  4(3%)  1(1%) 1 (1%) 0 9
-1 26(18%) 16(12%) 9(5%) 8(5%) 5 (5%) 64

0  93(65%) 83(64%) 133 (76%) 121 (80%) 67 (64%) 497
1 19(13%) 24 (19%) 25 (14%) 22 (14%) 29 (28%) 119
2 2 (1%) 2(2%) 6 (3%) 0 3 (3%) 13
143 129 174 152 105 703
(100%)  (100%)  (100%)  (100%)  (100%)  (100%)

Total

Most subjeds reported using the E-P and P-E sedions of bilingual dictionaries
with equal frequency (O values in the EP-PE row). For level 5, however, as many
as 29 ou of 105 subjeds (28%) reported using English-Polish dctionaries more
often than Polish-English dctionaries. Thisis interesting in view of the sharp in-
crease in the frequency of use of mondingual dictionaries for that level. One
might exped that the use of the mondingual dictionary would tend to be an al-
ternative for the English-Polish dctionary more readily than for the Polish-
English dctionary, since the mondingual dictionary is in principle relatively
more suitable for deading tasks than it is for encoding. The observed effea
could be due to an owerall increase in decoding tasks at level 5, with correspond
ing geder use of bath these types of dictionaries. Ancther explanation could be
that the mondingual dictionary is heavily used for encoding, e.g. compaosition,
not so much to locae atarget lexicd item, but rather to learn how the word could
be used in context. Some suppart for this last explanation may come from the re-
ported increased interest of level 5 subjeds in collocaional informationin adic-
tionary (see4.4.11 kelow). Thistype of reference need was probably, at the time
of the study, better met by the mondingual leaners dictionaries than by the bi-
lingual dictionaries avail able in Poland, though & course this does not have to be
true of these types of dictionaries in principle. The particular interadion between
consultation frequencies for the two sides of the bilingual dictionary does nat
tally well with Tomaszczyk’s (1972 106) claim that L2—L1 dictionaries are
used more often than L1—L2 dictionaries for all groups of dictionary users.
However, it appeas that all of Tomaszczyk’s languege leaner subjeds were &
the wllege level, so his sample does nat seem to have @vered the lower levels of
language proficiency that are dso represented in this gudy.

It shodd be remembered that whenever a differencein frequency of consul-
tation between two dctionary types isreveded by the questionraire, it might be
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expeded to be of a nontrivial magnitude, since only four discrete caegories for
consultation frequency were avail able to subjeds. This means that any nonzero
EP-PE value & given in Table 22 indicaes a difference of at least one cdegory
(e.g. once a weekversus a few times a weeR. The Peason Chi-square statistic for
the frequencies in Table 22 is 5284 at 20 d, and is highly significant at
p<0.0001

4.1.6 Maximum frequency

Different subjeds have different preferences and habits when it comes to using
the three dictionary types (that is, Polish-English, English-Polish and mondin-
gual English dctionaries). In this sdion, the maximum frequency reported by
ead subjed was noted, out of the threetypes of dictionaries for which consulta-
tion frequency reports were dicited. The measure presented in this edionis a
better indication d the frequency of dictionary consultation in general than the
caegorized frequency figures given so far. It will also be useful in the determina-
tion d absolute frequency with which various information types are wnsulted,
based onrelative frequency data diredly reported by subjeds (see4.4.11.2). A
breakdown of maximum frequency resporses obtained in this manner is pre-
sented in Table 23, and a histogram of resporsesis siown in Figure 15.

Table 23 Maximum frequency of dictionary consultation

Consultation fre- CountCumulative Perce_nt of Cumul_% % of all Cumulative
quency Count Valid of Valid  Cases % of All
less frequently 92 92 12.9 12.9 12.9 12.9
weekly 226 318 31.8 447 31.7 447

a few times aweek 331 649 46.6 91.3 46.5 91.2
daily 62 711 8.7 100.0 8.7 99.9

missing 1 712 0.1 N/A 0.1 100.0
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Figure 15: Maximum frequency of dictionary consultation

The modal value gparent in Table 23 and Figure 15 indicates that the largest
sedion d the subjeds, nealy half of the sample, claim to consult their most-used
dictionary with a frequency of a few times a week The second most popuar re-
sporse, given by close to athird of the subjeds, is weely. It is followed by less
frequently, which was the frequency reported by abou 13% of the sample. Only
abou 9% of the subjeds reported consulting their most-frequently used
dictionaries on a daily basis. Spe&king in absolute terms, one might charaderize
the consultation frequency data as moderately high, with 8@6 of the subjeds
reporting that they consult their preferred dictionary at least weekly.

Let us now look at the relationship between maximum consultation fre-
guency and leaner level. For thisanalysis, dictionary type (or, in tied scores, dic-
tionary types) for which the maximum consultation frequency was reported was
noted and entered as a variable with maximum consultation frequency in a GLM
analysis.

In Figure 16, maximum reported consultation frequency is plotted against
learner level. For the purpose of this portion d the analysis, the maximum fre-
guency variable is treaed as a numericd variable, and the four levels of the fre-
guency variable ae asdgned numericd values of 1, 2, 3, and 4 This procedure
might be seen as mewhat problematic, given how the original variable was
measured: we ae here deding with an ardered scde, but nat exadly an interval
scde. The presentational value of Figure 16 and Table 24 that employ the nu-
mericd values shoud remain ureffeded, but the acompanying significance test
results soud be treaed with some caition.
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Figure 16: Maximum frequency of dictionary consultation by leve
Figure 16 plots the distribution d mean maximum frequency™ of dictionary con-
sultation, computed from numericd frequency values as explained above.

Table 24 provides numericd values of mean maximum frequency of dic-
tionary consultation with their standard errors and 996 confidenceintervals.

Table 24: Maximum frequency of dictionary consultation by leve with standard error
and 9% confidenceintervals

MaxFreq MaxFreq MaxFreq MaxFreq

Level  “Mean  Std.Em. -95% 1050 N
1 238 0.07 2.25 251 144
2 2.39 0.07 2.25 252 131
3 2.35 0.06 223 246 175
4 2.47 0.06 2.35 260 154
5 3.15 0.08 3.00 330 107

GLM analysis yields a highly significent effed of level on maximum consulta-
tion frequency (Fu, 709=21.5, p<0.000]1). Trend analysis with linea polynomial
contrast confirms that there is a highly significant increase in consultation fre-
quency with level (F(, 709=54; p<0.000]). The graph in Figure 16 suggests that
this effed is primarily due to an increase in consultation frequency at the highest

5 Where ‘mean’ refers to averaging over al subjeds of a given level, whereas ‘ maxi-
mum’ refers to the seledion d the top consultation frequency reported for any of the
threedictionary categories.
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leaner level. Indedl, post-hoc pair-wise mntrast analysisrevedsthat it islevel 5
that is sggnificantly different from any ather level in terms of consultation fre-
guency, but there ae no statisticdly significant diff erences between the frequen-
cies for the remaining levels. However, results of the &ove analysis must be
viewed with caution, given the charader of the maximum frequency variable.

Because of the problematic status of the maximum frequency variable in the
above model, an alternative GLM analysis was conducted with this variable & a
discrete predictor of the level variable. Here, mean levels were computed within
groups of subjeds who reported eat of the four respedive maximum consulta-
tion frequencies. The results are listed in Table 25 and dotted in Figure 17. The
effed ishighly significent (F, 709p=25.2, p<0.0001).

Table 25 Meanlevé as a function d maximum frequency of consultation

Consultation frequency Mean Level N
less frequently 2.73 92
weekly 2.62 226
a few times a week 2.95 331
daily 4.19 62
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Figure 17: Mean levd as a function d maximum frequency of consultation

In the present analysis, the three pairwise ntrasts with daily are dl highly sig-
nificant (p<0.000J). The ntrast between a few times a weekand weelty is sg-
nificant (p<0.003), and no aher contrasts are significant. The upward trend (lin-
ea polynomial contrast) is highly significant (p<0.0001).
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The @ove results suggest that the more frequent consultations are more
charaaeristic of the higher-level leaners, and thisis espedally true of daily con
sultations. However, the difference between weelkly and less frequent consulta-
tions of the leaners' preferred dctionariesis independent of their level.

4.1.7 Conclusion

In terms of the reported frequency of consultation, a few times a weekwas the
most popuar resporse for bilingual dictionaries, Polish-English as well as Eng-
lish-Polish. The situation looks very different for mondingual dictionaries,
where the lowest-frequency option lessfrequently/nat at all acourts for 84% of
al resporses. A Friedman ANOVA confirms that leaners refer (acording to
their reports) significantly more frequently to hilingual dictionaries than they do
to mondingual dictionaries. The same statistic dso reveds a significant differ-
ence in reported consultation frequency between Polish-English and English-
Polish dctionaries, even thoughimpressonisticdly the distribution for the two
appeasto be quite similar. English-Polish dctionaries (or dictionary sedions, as
the cae may be) are wnsulted more often than the reverse diredion Polish-
English ores.

When proficiency leve is fadored in, the wmnsultation frequency for mono-
lingual dictionariesis ®e to rise sharply at the highest level 5, but remains vir-
tualy flat, and very low, throughot the remaining levels. The use of bilingual
Polish-English dctionaries tends to increase from level 3 upwards, while consul-
tation frequency for bilingual English-Polish dctionaries rises gealily acossthe
whale level range, thoughthe increase tends to beame stegoer at the higher lev-
els. These findings are nat compatible with the scenario where advanced leaners
are repladng Llingual dictionaries with mondingueals. Rather, the data suggest
that highly advanced leaners keg on wsing their bilingual dictionaries with an
intensity at least as high as that at lower proficiency levels, but they supdement
their adive set of lexicd reference works with mondingual dictionaries. One
likely interpretation d this could be that the mondingual dictionary may be used
for encoding in conjunction with the Polish-English hilingual dictionary: the bi-
lingual dictionary could be used to locae apotential English equivalent, while
the mondingual dictionary could be mnsulted for examples and detail s of usage,
collocation, and gammar, and to confirm that an appropriate eguivalent was
foundin the bilingual dictionary. Finally, highest-level leaners tend to consult
their dictionaries daily, more frequently than learners at any of the lower levels.

4.2 Dictionary preference

In sedion F of the Leaners Questionraire, subjeds were asked to name two dc-
tionaries they used most frequently. The two spaces in the questionraire were
numbered to stressthe point that respondents were meant to identify their dic-
tionary of first choice @ number one (F1), followed by their dictionary of second
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choice d@ number two (F2). Subjeds were dso asked to rate the dictionaries they
listed onafive-point scde (see4.3 below).

4.2.1 Dictionary identification

A reasonable-guess pdlicy was adopted by the researcher in dedsions invalving
dictionary identification, largely because subjeds recdl of just abou any fea
tures of their dictionaries was very poa. This problem had been anticipated, and
thus users were encouraged in the instructions to try to gve a many details as
they could recdl (title, pulisher, author, edition) to maximally aid the positive
identification d the dictionary product subjeds meant in ead case. Unfortu-
nately, such pasitive identificaionwas rarely fully posshble.

Thus, for example, if a subjed reported “zotto-niebieska oktadka z duza
literka L” (‘yellow-and-blue cover with a large L'), such a resporse was inter-
preted as Langenscheidt’s Pocke English Dictionary, since to the reseaccher’s
knowledge, at the time when the data was colleded, this was the only dictionary
on the Polish market with these particular physicd charaderistics.

In this sdion, dictionaries identified by subjeds are often represented with
their abbreviated database dictionary codes. These @des are epanded in
Appendix 9. Since sedion F of the Leaners' Questionraire was open-ended, the
degree of detail given depended largely on the subjeds, athoughthey were en-
couraged to provide a much detail asthey could. It is quite posgble that in many
cases leaners did na recdl any further useful detail s beyondthose provided. As
a result, the degree of spedficity to which pasitive identification was possble
varies, and the resporses recorded here ae arefledion d this. Thus, we find here
codes that represent adual identifiable dictionary titles (products), such as
LDOCE, author/editor names, names of pullishers, partial titl es, as well as codes
for broad caegories for any hilingual, any mondingual, or any ather dictionary.
It is quite likely that some dictionaries hidden inside the broad “wastebasket”
caegories also fedure dsewhere in some narrower caegory, but it is hard to do
anything abou it, given the notoriously imperfed recolledion d dictionary de-
tail s by users and the open-ended question format. On the other hand, a multiple
choice format was nat a viable option here because of the staggering nunber of
potential choices and the spacethey would have taken. And even if an extensive
list of dictionary titles had been provided to chocse from, subjeds would often
probably have misattributed their dictionaries anyway, misled by deceptively
similar titles or for other reasons.

Information gven in part E was smetimes used to aid the dedsion as to
which dictionary was meant in part F. It will be recdled that in part E subjeds
were aked abou the relative frequency of use of spedfic types of dictionaries.
Since part F attempted to €licit the one or two most frequently used dictionaries,
it is reasonable that the types identified in F and E shoud correspondin most
cases. Thus, for example, if a subjed reported “Longman” as the dictionary most
frequently used in F (and rated it) and previoudy in E the same subjed reported
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the frequency of use for the two hilingual dictionary types as seveaal times a
week but less frequently/nat at all for mondingual dictionaries, then Longman
podreczny stownik angielsko-polski, pasko-angelski was entered as the diction-
ary identified in F, since, to my knowledge, it was the only (Polish) bilingual
Longman dctionary avail able & the time the study was conducted.

It is posdble that in some isolated cases the a&owe trianguation procedure
may have led to incorred results, such as when subjeds did nd remember any
detail s of the dictionary they used most frequently and instead dedded to report
on some other dictionary which they happened to recdl better, even thoughthey
did na use the latter dictionary as often as the former. The same objedion, how-
ever, could also be levelled at part F of the Leaners Questionreire done. Com-
bining the data reported in sedions E and F made it possble to reconstruct much
useful information abou how subjeds rated dctionaries, and spedficdly to at
least identify the types (bilingual vs. mondingual) rather than be forced into us-
ing the cdch-all caegory of “other” more often than was absolutely necessary.
However, if it was nat quite dea from the two resporses which dctionary type
was meant, the more general option was conservatively entered.

In ore cae, “TP Dictionary, Robert Lew” was obviously copied from the
footer of the dtached test dictionary, reported as the sescond most frequently used
dictionary, and rated as “good’. This resporse was rejeded (ignared) as it was
likely meant in jest, and was also in conflict with the information reported in part
E, where the least common wse of the threetypes of dictionaries was weekly, and
thus a one-time use of the dleged “TP Dictionary” could na possbly have been
the second most frequent.

If subjedsreported equal frequency at E1 and E2, but only gave asingle rat-
ing identifiable & bilingual at F, then it was assumed the rating referred to the
bilingual dictionary as a whae, and nd just to ore part of it, Polish-English o
English-Polish, even if the dictionary’s description at F only made explicit men-
tion d one part. It appeasto be a emmon informal abbreviatory conventionin
Polish to refer to a bilingual dictionary by explicitly mentioning its one part only,
and so it was assumed here that the subjeas were foll owing this convention.

4.2.2 Dictionary of first/second choice

There were 645 \alid resporses to item F1, which means that 91% of the subjeds
spedfied their dictionary of first choice A much lower number of 363 subjeds
(51%) provided information ontheir second-choice dictionary. This might be
taken to suggest that approximately half of the subjeds only use one English dc-
tionary. All subjeds who reported items for F1 or F2 also provided their ratings
of the dictionaries, yielding a total of 1008 ratings. 645 first-choice ratings and
363semnd-choiceratings.

In Table 26, categorized resporses to items F1 and F2 are combined. For
ead dictionary code (see Appendix 9 for code expansions), the table reports the
number of times a given dictionary or dictionary category was listed aaossthe
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whole sample & one of the two most frequently used dctionaries. first-choice
only, seamnd-choice only, atotal of the two, and, in the final column, a total ex-
pressd as percentage of al resporses. The rows are sorted by total frequency
first, then by code.

Table 26: Dictionaries most often used: total, first-choiceand second-choice

Dictionary code 1% choice 2™ choice Total Percent

Bi 157 46 203 20.1
BIEP 53 81 134 13.3
BiPE 84 45 129 12.8
Langenscheidt 71 16 87 8.6
BGW 52 15 67 6.6
Other 28 36 64 6.3
STAG 11 14 25 25
Jaworska 18 4 22 2.2
OxWord 16 4 20 2.0
Grzebieniowski 18 1 19 1.9
BGWEP 9 8 17 1.7
BGWPE 7 9 16 1.6
BGWCD 8 7 15 1.5
Kiesz 8 6 14 1.4
Podr 10 4 14 1.4
LongPodr 11 2 13 13
LDOCE 7 4 11 1.1
ALD 7 3 10 1.0
Mono 2 8 10 1.0
Katuza 7 2 9 0.9
LDLC 8 0 8 0.8
LongMono 4 4 8 0.8
CIDE 6 1 7 0.7
Cobuild 2 5 7 0.7
NewHot 2 5 7 0.7
Uniwersalny 2 4 6 0.6
Saloni 4 1 5 0.5
Electronic 2 2 4 0.4
Oxford 3 1 4 0.4
OxMono 2 2 4 0.4
StanP 4 0 4 0.4
BBI 0 3 3 0.3
Collins 3 0 3 0.3
EIBi 2 1 3 0.3
Etranslator 1 1 2 0.2
LTT 1 1 2 0.2
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Dictionary code 1% choice 2" choice Total Percent

Mizgalski 2 0 2 0.2
OxPocket 1 1 2 0.2
OxQuick 1 1 2 0.2
Translator 1 1 2 0.2
Wtranslator 1 1 2 0.2
AHD 0 1 1 0.1
BBC 1 0 1 0.1
CobuildCD 0 1 1 0.1
Coll 0 1 1 0.1
EIEP 1 0 1 0.1
EIPE 0 1 1 0.1
Idioms 0 1 1 0.1
Idiomy 0 1 1 0.1
LASD 1 0 1 0.1
LLA 0 1 1 0.1
LongPocket 1 0 1 0.1
LPD 1 0 1 0.1
Mini 1 0 1 0.1
OxCon 0 1 1 0.1
OxStud 0 1 1 0.1
Penguin 1 0 1 0.1
Piotrowski 1 0 1 0.1
RHC 0 1 1 0.1
SOED 0 1 1 0.1
Tematyczny 1 0 1 0.1
Turystyczny 0 1 1 0.1
Webster 0 1 1 0.1
Total 645 363 1008 100

To take an example, in the top row of the table, the code Bi stands for any hilin-
gual dictionary that has not been pasitively identified as belongng to a more spe-
cific dictionary category. This happens to have been the most frequent resporse,
with atotal count of 203 (or 20.1% of all resporses), of which 157were given as
first choice (F1) and 46as soond choice (F2). The two runrers-up are dso un-
spedfied hilingual dictionaries, but here the source language/target languege
combination was indicaed. These three c#ch-all caegories acournt for nealy
half of al responses.

The first identifiable title on the list is the Langenscheidt's Pocke English
Dictionary, with 87 acurrences throughou. The Collins-BGW family of dic-
tionaries lists next with 67 acurrences. However, one of the two popuar
Callins-BGW titles was pubished in two separate volumes, and these separate
English-Polish and Polish-English parts register 16 and 17 @currences, respec
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tively. When these ae alded to the 67, then Collins-BGW gets ahead of Langen-
scheidt, and even more so if the CD edition d the Collins-BGW dictionary is
also included in the court, with afurther 15 accurrences.

Bilingual dictionaries clealy occupy the top-ranking pgsitions to the exclu-
sion d mondingual dictionaries. Thisis consistent with the results of Sedion E
of the Leaners Questionraire, as discussed in 4.1.4 abowe. It is the differences
in the distribution o mondingual and ki ngual dictionaries that we turn to next.

4.2.3 Monolingual vs. bilingual

Most of the dictionary categories listed in sedion 4.2.2 were dassfied as either
mondingual or bilingual, and an appropriate two-way type identifier of diction-
ary type was included in the dictionary table of the database. The individual val-
ues of the identifier are listed in Appendix 9. Using this dictionary type identifier,
comparisons involving the mondingual-bili ngual contrast can be made.

Table 27 lists the frequencies with which mondingual and hli ngual diction-
aries were reported by subjeds as the dictionaries they used most frequently and
seondto-most frequently. The table dso provides column percents, which indi-
cde the propation d resporses that ead dctionary type acouns for within ei-
ther choice

Table 27: Mondingud versus bili ngud dictionaries given as 1% and 2" choice, column
percents are given in paentheses

Dictionary type 1% choice 2" choice Total
bilingual 565 (93%) 283 (87%) 848 (91%)
monolingual 43 (7%) 41 (13%) 84 (9%)
Total 608 (100%) 324 (100%) 932 (100%)

The total number of resporses of 932is gnaller here than that in Table 26, be-
cause for the present analysis it was necessary to ignare those responses which
could na be unequivocdly assgned to either the mondingual or bilingual dic-
tionary type. Looking at the results, we note that mondingual dictionaries only
acourt for abou 9% of all dictionaries reported, which confirms the findings
from sedion 4.1, indicaing an owerall |ow incidence of mondingual dictionary
use. We dso nde atendency for mondingual dictionaries to be relatively dis-
preferred as 1¥ choice and preferred as 2™ choice A Chi-square test shows this
effed to be significant (x°=8; p=0.005). This may be taken to indicate that thase
leaners that do use mondingual dictionaries tend to tred them as their second
chaicedictionary, rather than the primary language reference

4.2.4 Dictionary of first/secnd choiceby level and type

The frequency data for first- and seaond-choice dictionaries can be further bro-
ken down byleaner level, as siownin Table 28.
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Table 28: Breakdown o dictionaries by choice, type, andlevd

Dictionary type Choice 5 Le;/el 4 = TF;?;Y s
1 121 113 152 120 59 565
bilingual 2 69 67 52 51 44 283
Total 190 180 204 171 103 848
1 0 0 0 4 39 43
monolingual 2 3 0 2 4 32 41
Total 3 0 2 8 71 84

The table dealy shows that the overwhelming majority of cases where mondin-
gual dictionaries were named come from level-5 subjeds (71 ou of atotal of 84,
or 85%). This confirms the findings from sedion E of the Leaners’ Question-
naire, indicaing a very low frequency of use of mondingual dictionaries for all
proficiency levels except level 5 (cf. Figure 14). Not a single mondingual dic-
tionary was named by subjeds at level 2.

4.2.5 Conclusion

Subjeds were aked to identify their dictionaries of first choice and secnd
choice and to rate them on afive-point scde. As expeded and wsual in colleding
this type of information from informants, the detail s provided by subjeds were
largely incomplete and vague, and so in many cases they were insufficient to
make apositive identification d a spedfic title, let alone dition. To help with
the identification, data provided by subjeds in sedion E of the questionraire was
used for trianguation. Over 90% of the subjeds gave detail s on their dictionary
of first choice, but only about 50% on their seand-choice dictionary, suggesting
that rougHy half of the subjeds only used a single dictionary title with any regu-
larity. A ranking table produced from the data dlowed the identificaion d the
most popuar dictionary titles. Where the paositive identificaion o dictionary title
proved impossble, an attempt was made to at least identify the dictionary type:
bilinguel or mondinguel. Bilinguel dictionaries acourted for 91% or al re-
sporses, while mondinguals for 9% only. Mondingual dictionaries were dis-
preferred as first-choice, suggesting that those learners that do use mondingual
dictionaries tend to use them in as their secondary lexicd reference works, with
the bilingual dictionary serving as the primary lexicd aid. An analysis by level
reveded that mondingual dictionaries were hardly listed at all by subjeds at lev-
elslower than level 5.

4.3 Dictionary evaluation

In sedion F of the Learners’ Questionraire, subjeds were aked to rate on afive-
point scde the dictionary (or dictionaries) they named as the one (or two) they
used most frequently. Subjeds were asked to tick one of the five boxes with
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graded verbal descriptions in Polish as follows (English gosses and correspond
ing nunericad codes are given in parentheses): swietny (‘excélent’, 5), dolry
(‘good, 4), ujdzie (‘OK’, 3), kiepski (‘poa’, 2), dno (‘awful’, 1). Numericd
codes were used for coding the five resporses in a manner similar to that in
Tomaszczyk (1979, and are used throughou this sdion.

A total of 1008ratings were obtained, with a breskdown as sown in Table
29 andin the histogram in Figure 18.

Table 29: Breakdown of subjeds’ ratings of the dictionaries named as frequently used

Rating Count Cumulative Percent Cumulative %

1 8 8 0.8 0.8
2 23 31 2.3 3.1
3 187 218 18.6 21.6
4 590 808 58.5 80.2
5 200 1008 19.8 100.0
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Figure 18 Histogram of subjeds’ ratings of the dictionaries named as frequently used

Table 29 and Figure 18 indicate that the ratings exhibit a well-defined modal
value of 4 (‘good) and a left-skewed dstribution. Since subjeds were probably
mostly rating the dictionaries they themselves preferred to consult, it shoud na
be surprising that the ratings tend to be mostly pasitive, with 7846 of the re-
sporses representing ketter-than-neutral evaluations, and orly 4% worse than
neutral. Negative ratings could refled a variety of underlying situations that
might lead to disstisfadion with the dictionaries most frequently used: the user
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might prefer another (better) dictionary, but the dictionary choice is beyond the
user’s control (schod pdicy, schod copies, a gift); the user might not be ale to
afford a better dictionary; a better dictionary might be impradicd to use, such as
when most dictionary use takes place & schod and a better dictionary is too
heary to cary, or isinstalled onthe user’s home desktop computer; a better dic-
tionary might nat be avail able on the market, or the user has nat been able to db-
tain ore; the user may be unfavourably disposed to dictionaries in general, but is
nevertheless forced to use them. Overall, however, such hypdheticd cases are
probably a minority, since the general picture that emerges from subjeds’ ratings
isone of afairly highlevel of satisfadionwith dctionaries.

4.3.1 Ratings by level

Let us now examine how leaners of different levels rate their dictionaries. Table
30 gives mean ratings for subjeds within the five level groups. Figure 19 plots
mean ratings as afunction o level.

Table 30: Mean dctionary rating by learner levéd

Level Meanrating N

1 3.94 210
2 3.89 201
3 3.86 221
4 4.00 196
5 4.04 180
5.0 T T T T T
481 T
46 |
4.4 r ]
()]
£ 427 4
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Figure 19: Mean dctionary rating by learner leve
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Table 30 indicaes that the ntributions of the five leaner levels to ratings data
are fairly equal, with abou 200 ratings from subjeds of ead level, ranging from
180to 221

The tendency that emerges from Figure 19 appeas to be for the dictionary
evaluations to dedine from the lowest learner level to level 3, and then climb for
levels 4 and 5 This effed, however, is nat significant (Fa, 1003=2; p=0.09). Per-
haps the upward tendency for levels 4 and 5is due to the increased involvement
of mondingual dictionaries, which tend to be rated more highly than hilingual
dictionaries.

4.3.2 Evaluation of individual dictionary categories

In Table 31, mean subjed ratings and their standard errors are given for the dic-
tionary caegories introduced in sedion 4.2.2. A detailed distribution o ratings
for ead dctionary category isaso provided.

Table 31: Meanrating and beakdown dof rating responses by dictionary category

Dictionary code Me_an Std. Err. Rating N
rating  of mean 1 2 3 4 5

Bi 3.96 0.05 2 4 31 129 37 203
BIiEP 3.78 0.06 0 4 36 80 14 134
BiPE 3.78 0.06 1 6 29 78 15 129
Langenscheidt 3.82 0.08 3 3 14 54 13 87
BGW 4.16 0.09 1 0 9 34 23 67
Other 3.78 0.09 1 2 15 38 8 64
STAG 3.60 0.14 0 0 12 11 2 25
Jaworska 3.95 0.15 0 0 5 13 4 22
OxWord 4.40 0.16 0 0 0 12 8 20
Grzebieniowski 3.74 0.16 0 0 6 12 1 19
BGWEP 4.41 0.17 0 0 1 8 8 17
BGWPE 4.50 0.18 0 0 1 6 9 16
BGWCD 413 0.18 0 0 2 9 4 15
Kiesz 3.71 0.19 0 1 3 9 1 14
Podr 3.86 0.19 0 0 5 6 3 14
LongPodr 3.92 0.20 0 0 3 8 2 13
LDOCE 4.55 0.21 0 0 0 5 6 11
ALD 4.50 0.22 0 0 0 5 5 10
Mono 4.40 0.22 0 0 1 4 5 10
Katuza 3.89 0.24 0 0 2 6 1 9

LDLC 4.63 0.25 0 0 0 3 5 8

LongMono 4.38 0.25 0 0 1 3 4 8

CIDE 4.29 0.27 0 0 0 5 2 7

Cobuild 4.29 0.27 0 0 0 5 2 7

NewHot 3.00 0.27 0 2 3 2 0 7
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Dictionary code Me_an Std. Err. Rating N
rating of mean 1 2 3 4 5
Uniwersalny 3.83 0.29 0 0 1 5 0 6
Saloni 4.20 0.32 0 0 0 4 1 5
Electronic 4.00 0.35 0 0 0 4 0 4
Oxford 5.00 0.35 0 0 0 0 4 4
OxMono 4.50 0.35 0 0 0 2 2 4
StanP 4.00 0.35 0 0 0 4 0 4
BBI 4.67 0.41 0 0 0 1 2 3
Collins 3.67 0.41 0 0 1 2 0 3
EIBI 4.00 0.41 0 0 0 3 0 3
Etranslator 4.00 0.50 0 0 0 2 0 2
LTT 4,50 0.50 0 0 0 1 1 2
Mizgalski 3.00 0.50 0 1 0 1 0 2
OxPocket 4.00 0.50 0 0 1 0 1 2
OxQuick 4.00 0.50 0 0 0 2 0 2
Translator 3.50 0.50 0 0 1 1 0 2
Witranslator 4.50 0.50 0 0 0 1 1 2
AHD 4.00 0.71 0 0 0 1 0 1
BBC 4.00 0.71 0 0 0 1 0 1
CobuildCD 4.00 0.71 0 0 0 1 0 1
Coll 4.00 0.71 0 0 0 1 0 1
EIEP 3.00 0.71 0 0 1 0 0 1
EIPE 4.00 0.71 0 0 0 1 0 1
Idioms 5.00 0.71 0 0 0 0 1 1
Idiomy 4.00 0.71 0 0 0 1 0 1
LASD 5.00 0.71 0 0 0 0 1 1
LLA 5.00 0.71 0 0 0 0 1 1
LongPocket 4.00 0.71 0 0 0 1 0 1
LPD 5.00 0.71 0 0 0 0 1 1
Mini 3.00 0.71 0 0 1 0 0 1
OxCon 4.00 0.71 0 0 0 1 0 1
OxStud 3.00 0.71 0 0 1 0 0 1
Penguin 4.00 0.71 0 0 0 1 0 1
Piotrowski 3.00 0.71 0 0 1 0 0 1
RHC 4.00 0.71 0 0 0 1 0 1
SOED 5.00 0.71 0 0 0 0 1 1
Tematyczny 4.00 0.71 0 0 0 1 0 1
Turystyczny 4.00 0.71 0 0 0 1 0 1
Webster 5.00 0.71 0 0 0 0 1 1
Total 3.94 0.02 8 23 187 590 200 1008
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The mean ratings given in the table ae an indicaion d how leanersin the
sample rated a spedfic dictionary or dictionary caegory. The overall mean rating
is 3.94. If the number of subjeds who rated a particular dictionary caegory is
small (column N), then the indicéion is not very reliable. Since Table 31 is
sorted by descending N, thisis certainly the cae for the items towards the bot-
tom of the table: they are given here for completeness but no gea weight shoud
be dtadhed to them. The ratings are most reliable (note the standard error values)
for the most frequently named dctionary caegories, which come towards the top
of Table 31 These dictionary caegories also tend to be of greaer interest, be-
cause they typicdly represent the more popuar dictionaries. It is for the éowve
reasons that | have dedded na to sort the table by rating: a rating that only
comes from one or two raters is not worth much. Instead, | will procead from
high to low ratings in my discusson d the results in the remainder of this ¢
tion: first for mondingual dictionaries, then for bilingual dictionaries, as there is
a dea tendency for mondingual dictionariesto receve higher ratings than hili n-
gual dictionaries (and | will examine thistendency more dosely in sedion 4.3.3).

At thetop d thelist for categories with at least four ratings thereis the cde-
gory ‘Oxford’, which has earned top ratings from all raters, and an average rating
of 5.00. However, this caegory is © vague, not much can be said o it, except
perhaps that the pasitive image and authority behind the name ‘ Oxford” might be
partialy resporsible for the highratings.

LDLC and LDOCE, the two Longman dctionaries (Longman Dictionary of
English Languag and Culture and Longman Dictionary of Contemporary Eng-
lish) arerated very highly, with mean ratings of 4.63 and 455, respedively. ALD
(Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary of Current English), aline of titles with
the longest tradition in English pedagogcd lexicography, is not far behind
Longman with amean rating o 4.50. The same high ratingis held by OxMong, a
code which stands for any urspedfied mondingual dictionary identified as ‘ Ox-
ford’. A wastebasket category of ‘Mond follows with arating d 4.40. The cde-
gory ‘LongMond, representing any urspedfied mondingual dictionary identi-
fied as ‘Longman’ has arating d 4.38. Cobuild and CIDE have identicd mean
ratings of 4.29, with the same number and dstribution d ratings.

‘OxWord  (Oxford Wordpower. Stownik angielsko-polski z indeksem
polsko-angelskim) is a spedal case here. Because it uses Polish for semantic ex-
planation by poviding Polish equivalents, it is classfied as bilingual in the
coarse two-way taxonamy. More spedficdly, though it is a bilingudized dic-
tionary (and thus a semi-bilingud ore). Its average rating is very high at 4.40, a
value more typicd of mondingual dictionariesin the sample.

Amongst the most frequently named hili ngual dictionaries that can be posi-
tively identified from subjeds’ resporses, the BGW family of dictionaries (coded
as BGW, BGWEP, BGWPE, BGWCD) eaned the highest grades from leaners
in the sample, with amean rating d 4.24 aaossthe four codes.
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‘Saloni’, which may represent a number of dictionary titles co-authored by
Zygmunt Saloni, eans a high score of 4.20, athoughthat is a mean of only five
ratings. ‘StanP', which represents any o the numerous editions of Podreczny
stownik angielsko-polski andlor Podreczny stownik polsko-angelski from
Wiedza Powszedna, gets amean rating d 4.00.

‘Bi’, a cdach-all caegory for an urspedfied hilingual dictionary and, in fad,
the single most numerous category, eaned amean rating d 3.96.

‘Jaworska’, which, as far as | have been able to establish, refers to any of a
number of compad dictionaries puldished as Stownik angielsko-polski, polsko-
angelski WNT with Teresa Jaworska & author, receved an average rating o
3.95.

The new Podreczny stownik angielsko-polski, polsko-angelski (‘LongPodr’)
carying the Longman brand reme recaved a mean rating o 3.92. Close behind
are ‘Katuza’ (Stownik angielsko-paski, pasko-angelski by Jan Katuza, pub-
lished by Exlibris), with 3.89, and the generic pseudo-caegory ‘Podr’ (a mean
rating d 3.86), which could refer to any of a number of dictionaries with the
word podreczny in theftitle.

The mde ‘Uniwersalny’ stands for Stownik uniwersalny angielsko-polski,
posko-angelski pudished by Harald G., Andrzg Kamowski’s adaptation o Ta-
deusz Grzebieniowski’ s older work. This dictionary recaved an average rating o
3.83. Very close behind, and qute gpropriately, with a mean rating o 3.82, is
Grzebieniowski’s prototype of ‘Uniwersalny’, revived after several decales as
‘Langenscheidt’. This dictionary is the second most popuar category among the
more spedfic dictionary caegories, seoondto the BGW, athoughthe latter cate-
gory adually represents not one, but two popuar paper titles (excluding the
BGWCD). There is yet ancther category, ‘ Grzebieniowski’, rated at 3.74, which
could refer to any o the titles otherwise included uncer ‘Uniwersalny’, and
‘Langenscheidt’, but there was not enoughinformation to classfy them as such,
since subjeds would orly give the single name in thase caes. ‘Uniwersany’,
‘Langenscheidt’” and ‘Grzebieniowski’ jointly account for 112 a@currences,
which is more than the 100 for paper BGW dictionaries, but somewhat lessthan
the 115for BGW including the CD version.

The three large cdch-all caegories: ‘Other’, ‘BIEP and ‘BiPE’ all show
mean user ratings of 3.78. What isinteresting here is the remarkable mnvergence
of these values, and the diff erence between the ‘BiEP' and ‘BiPE’ ratings against
the more general ‘Bi’ caegory at 3.96. This differenceis gatisticdly significant
(t-value=2.80 at df=464, p=0.005). It is difficult at present to interpret this differ-
encein any meaningful way.

If we ignare the dubious ‘NewHot' caegory (mean rating 300), which is
not atypicd dictionary, but rather a glossary attached to a mursebook wsed by a
spedfic group d leaners, then the two bilingual dictionary categories with low-
est ratings are ‘STAG’ and ‘Kiesz’. ‘STAG’ refers to Jan Stanistawski’s Wielki
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stownik angielsko-poski and Wielki stownik polsko-angelski, an immensely
popuar reference work which has srved generations of users snce the mid-
sixties. This dictionary eaned a disappantingly low mean rating o 3.60, perhaps
becaise it is now very much ou of date, or perhaps the users' expedations of it
are higher compared to the smaller dictionaries. ‘Kiesz’, which stands for
Kiesonkowy Sownik angielsko-paski i pasko-angelski by Janina Ja$lan and Jan
Stanistawski, received a mean rating of 3.71.

It appeas that, overal, leaners evaluate mondingual dictionaries more
highly than hilingual dictionaries. Amongst the dictionaries most frequently used,
the BGW and Langenscheidt dictionaries get the best grades. The differencein
ratings between mondingual and hlinguel dictionaries will be the focus of the
next sedion.

4.3.3 Monolingual vs. bilingual

A detail ed analysis of ratings for individual dictionary caegoriesin sedion 4.3.2
above suggests that mondingual dictionaries tend to recave higher ratings from
subjeds than do hlingual dictionaries. This effedt will be examined next'®. Table
32 gives the mean ratings, standard errors, and 9%% confidence intervals for bi-
lingual and mondingual dictionaries.

Table 32: Suljeds’ ratings of bilingud andmondingud dictionaries

Type Mean Rating  Std. Error -95% +95% N
bilingual 3.90 0.02 3.86 3.95 848
monolingual 4.40 0.08 425 456 84

The number of ratings, 932, is here somewhat smaller than the total 1008 since
those ratings for which the mondingual-hili ngual status could na be determined
had to be rejeded. The results show that the typicd rating for amondingual dic-
tionary (4.40) is higher than that for a bili ngual dictionary (3.90) by exadly half a
grade. This effed is highly significant by ore-way ANOVA (Fu, 939=36.8,
p<0.0001). The finding is consistent with that of Tomaszczyk (1979, who aso
found that Polish dctionary users value mondingual dictionaries more highly
than they do Hlingual dictionaries. Similar observations have been reported by
other reseachers (Baxter 198Q Béjoint 1981 Kharma 1985.

The dfed is open to severa interpretations. It could be that learners express
greder satisfadion with mondingual dictionaries smply becaise mondingua
dictionaries are objedively more dfedive & tods than hilingual dictionaries.
This interpretation, however, appeas to be contradicted by the results of sedion
4.5 below, athoughthe results may nat hold for al types of tasks. It could be that
the mondingual dictionaries avail able on the Polish market represent, on aver-
age, a better professonal level of lexicography than do the available bilingual

16 Some of the data and analysis appeaing in this ®dion were presented at the Euralex
2004Congessand are to beincluded in the proceedings volume pulished by Euralex.
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dictionaries. There is much aneadatal evidenceto suppat this as at least a partial
explanation. One shoud consider the extensive resources avail able to the major
pubishers of mondingual dictionaries, and the fad that urtil fairly recently most
bilinguel dictionaries were severa decales out of date. In terms of the mverage
of current terms and senses, such dder dictionaries must be & a disadvantage.
Even with these ansiderations, there is one important consideration that puts this
interpretation into question: if subjeds redly believed that mondinguel diction-
aries are more useful, why isit that so many of them were unwilli ng to use them,
and even if they did, they tended to use them as sscondchoice?

Anather interpretation is that Polish leaners ssemondingual dictionaries as
better because the level of their language and reference skill s may make it easier
for them to register the fail ures of bilingual dictionaries than of mondingual dic-
tionaries. Becaise semantic explanation in mondingual dictionaries takes the
form of a (sometimes complex) syntadic construction in the foreign language (or
rather a spedal metalanguage based onthe foreign language), users may tend to
lay the blame on their ladk of foreign language skill s whenever they experience
problems with interpreting a dictionary entry and fitting it to the textual context,
rather than blame the dictionary itself. In contrast, they my fed more in a posi-
tion to find fault with hilingual dictionaries, where much of the content is pro-
vided in their native language.

Yet ancther asped of dictionary evaluation by sers is the impad of the
opinions of various authorities on leaners evaluations. to what extent are lean-
ers opinions arefledion d their own experience with dctionaries, and to what
extent are they a pasdve restatement of the opinions of others? Aneadatally, Pol-
ish language teaders often speak of mondingual dictionaries making it possble
for leaners to “think in the foreign language.” The transition from bili ngual to
mondingual dictionaries is ®en as a sign d progress(and, in away, it is pro-
gress of course, as also confirmed by some results of this dudy), and thus ren-
ders an aura of superiority to mondingual dictionaries, which may well filter into
subjeds’ ratings.

4.3.4 Ratings by choice

It was expeded that subjeds would tend to gve higher ratings to the dictionary
they named as the most frequently used (first chaice) than to the one they named
as the second most frequently used (seaond choice). Mean ratings broken dowvn
by choice together with standard error values and 9% confidence intervals are
givenin Table 33.

Table 33: Suljeds' ratings of first-choiceandsecond-choicedictionaries

Choice Mean Rating Std. Error -95% +95% N
1 3.98 0.03 3.93 4.04 645
2" 3.87 0.04 379 3.95 363
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The mean rating for the dictionary of first choice is 3.98, for second choiceit is
3.87. Althoughthe dfed sizeis snall, only atenth of a grade, it is datisticdly
significant (one-way ANOVA, F, 1009=5.6, p=0.02).

When orly thase resporses are included that can be unambiguowsly assgned
to either the bilingual or mondingual type, the correspondng data would ook as
in Table 34.

Table 34: Suljeds' ratings of first-choiceandsecond-chaoicedictionaries, restricted to
bilingud or mondingud only

Choice Mean Rating Std. Error -95% +95% N
1% 4.25 0.06 414 4.36 608
2o 4.03 0.06 391 4.15 324

Mean ratings are here somewhat higher than in Table 33, the dfed is more sig-
nificant (F, 929=7.3, p=0.007), and the dfed sizeis twice @ large. A posshle
explanation for the increase in mean ratings is that the dictionaries that the sub-
jeds canna even identify as bilingual or mondingual tend nd to be the diction-
aries that leaners care much about, hence perhaps the lower evaluationsin Table
33

4.3.5 Ratings by type and choice
Mean subjeds’ ratings broken down bytype and choice ae givenin Table 35.

Table 35: Suljeds’ ratings by dictionary type andchoice

Dictionary Type Choice Mean Rating N

bilingual 1* 3.95 565
bilingual 2" 3.82 283
monolingual 1% 4.56 43
monolingual 2" 4.24 41

The type by chaice interadion is not significant (F, 929=1.2, p=0.27), so the
main effeds hold irrespedive of the particular combination o fador levels.

4.3.6 Ratings by choiceand level
Table 36 gives mean ratings for al combinations of choice and level.
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Table 36. Suljeds’ ratings by choiceandlearner leve

Choice Level Mean Rating N

1% 1 4.01 130
1% 2 3.89 121
1% 3 3.93 161
1% 4 3.97 132
1% 5 4.18 101
2" 1 3.82 80
2" 2 3.89 80
2" 3 3.70 60
2" 4 4.06 64
2"d 5 3.87 79

A General Regresson Model (GRM) ANOVA with rating as dependent variable
and level and choice & categoria predictors produces a significant whole model
(p=0.009), significant main effeds of chaice (F(, 995=6.65, p=0.01) and level (F,
999=2.64, p=0.03) but a non-significant choice by level interadion (F, 999=2.23,
p=0.06). The main effeds have drealy been discused above. The chaoice by
level interadion, although no significant at the 5% level, approades this level
closely andis quite interesting (seeFigure 20).

5.0 T T T T T

487

46 —O— Choice 1
-0O- Choice 2

4.4t
4.2 |
401
387
36T
34r
3.2

3.0 1 1 1 1 1
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Rating

Level
Figure 20: Subheds' ratings by choiceandlearner levd

There gpeas to be atendency for first-chaoice dictionary ratings to dedine for
lower-range proficiency level leaners and then to go upfor higher-level leaners.
For second-choice dictionaries, it is difficult to olserve any regular tendencies.
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The mean ratings for first-choice dictionaries are higher than those for second
choicedictionaries at levels 1, 3 and 5 The ratings for the two choices are identi-
cd at level 2, and at level 4 the mean rating for second-choice dictionaries is ac
tually higher than for first-choice dictionaries, which is smewhat surprising. At
first sight, one muld try to explain this effed by the influence of mondingual
dictionaries, which recave nsistently higher ratings and are & the same time
more likely to be named as oond choice However, a caeful examination d
Table 28 reveds that this explanation is unlikely, as very few level 4 subjeds
named mondingual dictionaries at al. Simply, there ae too few ratings given for
mondingual dictionaries at level 4 to make adifference here. In order to examine
the relationships more dosely, a threeway interadion must be analyzed, taking
into acourt choice, level, and dctionary type & the sametime.

4.3.7 Ratings by dictionary type, choiceand level
Ratings broken dowvn by choice level and dctionary type aelisted in Table 37.

Table 37: Breakdown of subjeds' ratings by dictionary type, choiceandlearner leve

Dictionary Type Choice Level Mean Rating N

bilingual 1 1 4.02 121
bilingual 1* 2 3.90 113
bilingual 1 3 3.94 152
bilingual 1* 4 3.94 120
bilingual 1 5 3.92 59
bilingual 2 1 3.84 69
bilingual 2 2 3.87 67
bilingual 2 3 3.69 52
bilingual 2" 4 4.04 51
bilingual 2" 5 3.59 44
monolingual 1* 4 4.50 4
monolingual 1 5 4.56 39
monolingual 2" 1 3.67 3
monolingual 2" 3 4.50 2
monolingual 2" 4 4.50 4
monolingual 2 5 4.25 32

Some @mbinations with mondingual dictionaries are missng from the table,
becaise they did na occur in the sample: for example, no subjed at level 1 gave
amondingual dictionary as their first choice, and nosubjed at level 2 named a
mondingual dictionary as any chaoice (see &so Table 28). The data ae somewhat
difficult to asgmilate in tabular form, and so for easier viewing the mean ratings
areplotted in Figure 21.
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Figure 21: Subheds' dictionary ratings plotted by dictionary type, choice, andlearner
leve

Asin Table 28, so in Figure 21 some of the mean ratings for mondingual dic-
tionaries are not estimabl e because these particular combinations of levels did na
occur in the sample, and so they are missng from the plots. For this reason, a
complete model with three predictors (type, choice and level) canna be evalu-
ated statisticdly. Looking at the plots, however, two interesting tendencies
emerge. Firstly, a tendency for mondingual dictionaries to be rated more highly
is reconfirmed here, with the exception d level 1, althoughthis last mean only
represents three data points, so it shoudd na be taken too seriously. Secondy,
first-choice dictionaries appea to be evaluated more highly than seand-choice
dictionaries, as one might reasonably exped, with the exception d level 4 sub-
jeds, where the reverse tendency is observed, as already naed in 4.3.6 abowe.
There, it was suggested that this courterintuitive tendency canna be explained
by the invalvement of mondingual dictionary ratings, and the graph for level 4
clealy shows that the tendency adually comes from the ratings for bilingud dic-
tionaries, which tend to be granted lower ratings by level 4 subjeds when named
as first choice mmpared to seaond choice A close inspedion d the individual
resporses of level 4 subjeds does not shed any further light on why these sub-
jeds, when choasing between two hili ngual dictionaries, would rate their seaond
choice more highly. Perhaps there ae some external fadors in the context of the
dictionary consultation ad that make those leaners refer more frequently to a
dictionary which is their seand favourite, such as when substantial dictionary
work is dore in the dasgoom while the best liked dictionary is reserved for the
lessfrequent home use, but thisis mere speaulation.
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4.3.8 Conclusion

Subjeds rated the dictionaries they named as the most frequently used. The most
frequent resporse was good correspondngto a4 onascde of 1 to 5 which in-
dicates afairly high owerall level of satisfadion with dctionaries. The ratings do
not vary significantly by raters proficiency level. Between individual titles,
where these could be paositively identified, ratings vary quite substantialy, as
givenin detail in Table 31. This data may be of pradicd relevanceto pubishers,
teaders, leaners, and other would-be dictionary users. Reseachers may also
find it worthwhil e to take a d¢oser ook at the different titles feaured in the table
and perhaps try to consider which passble feaures of the products were highly
valued, and which were didliked. Out of the dictionaries most frequently named,
the best ratings were given to the Collins-BGW and Langenscheidt bili ngual dic-
tionaries.

Mondingual dictionaries recaved significantly higher ratings than hili ngual
dictionaries. Various interpretations of this effed have been considered. The in-
terpretation that mondinguel dictionaries are simply more helpful to subjeds
must be viewed with scepticism in the light of the experimental results presented
in 4.5 below. Instead, the difference in ratings has been ascribed to the relative
difficulty with which faili ngs of mondingual dictionaries can be registered, and
the positive image of the mondingual dictionary, perhaps fostered by many
teaders.

As could be predicted, dictionaries of first choice recaved higher ratings
than dctionaries of second choice However, when proficiency level is fadored
in, the reverse is true for level 4. A threeway analysis reveds this unexpeded
effed to be due to lower ratings being awarded to bilingual dictionaries when
used asfirst chaice It isdifficult to gve adefinitive interpretation d this effed.

4.4 Reference needs: Information sought

In sedion G, subjeds were aked abou the frequency with which they were
looking for spedfic types of information in their dictionaries. Options in the
Leaners Questionraire were phrased and presented in such a way as to elicit
relative frequency, which was meant to gve an indicaion d the frequency of
consultation for the particular types of information relative to any ather types of
information available in a dictionary, with the formulation most often (see
Appendix 3 for the original formulations of questionraire items) intended to in-
dicate the type of information looked up more often than, or at least as often as,
any aher type of information. Whether the formulations were in al cases inter-
preted as intended by the reseacher is, of course, not known, bt it is hoped that
the majority of the subjeds did interpret them in this way, so there is no system-
atic eror in the results.

One type of information feauring in some other similar surveys for which
frequency information was nat dlicited, given the space ad time cnstraints of
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the study, was elling. The reason for omitting spellingisthat, unlike any of the
other types of information, spelling informationisin any case inherently and im-
plicitly present in dctionary entries. Since spelli ng representation is the primary
mode of representing headwords, it is the @rnerstone of just abou any diction-
ary’s access sructure. Because of this gpedal status of spelling, it isits rolein
access s$ructure that is of primary importancein dctionary consultation, and that
indexicd role shoud gude dedsions regarding the salience of the spelli ng repre-
sentation. Access sructure is nat my main concern here, yet because of the spe-
cial status of spelling representation in access $ructure, a question like whether
spelling information can be excluded from dictionaries is clealy na of para-
mourt pradicd interest."’

Below, results for the nine individual types of information in turn are pre-
sented in tables and histograms. Then, a comparison d the average reported con-
sultation frequencies is attempted. Next, we look at the influence of level on the
relative and absolute aonsultations frequencies for the nine information types. Fi-
naly, the degree of interdependence between the nine information types is as-
sessed by computing mutual correlations.

4.4.1 Pronunciation

The first item out of the nine types of information elicited in this sudy was pro-
nurciation (item G1 o the Leaners Questionraire). Leaners were asked howv
often they were looking in their dictionaries for information on hev a word was
pronourced (see Appendix 3 for the original formulations of this and the remain-
ing questionreire items). The breakdown of resporses is presented in Table 38,
with raw frequencies given for ead o the four questionnaire options, followed
by percentages of subjeds in parentheses. The missng column indicates the
number (and percentage) of the subjeds who dd na tick any boxfor that par-
ticular questionreire item.

Table 38: Breakdown of resporsesto item GL: Pronurciation

never rarely often most often  missing
179 (25.1%) 336 (47.2%) 160 (22.5%) 35(4.9%) 2 (0.3%)

The @rrespondng hHstogram is given in Figure 22. Missng dita ae omitted
from the histogram, because the number is here very low and it would na be
visible, nor doesit significantly cortribute to the overall picture.

7 Interestingly, contrary to many teaders expedations, the use of dictionaries appeas
to lower students' ability to detedt spelling errors (McNaughton, Hughes and Clark
1997.
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Figure 22 Histogram of resporsesto item GL: Pronurtiation

Nealy half of the subjeds said that they looked up ponurciationrarely. A quar-
ter of the sample neve consult their dictionaries for pronurtiation. Another quar-
ter look up ponurciation at least often.

4.4.2 Meaning

In item G2 o the Leaners Questionraire, subjeds were asked how often they
looked for word meaning in their dictionaries. It must be pointed ou that an at-
tempt was made in this gudy to dstinguish between consultations for word
meaning (semasiologicd consultation ads) and consultations for lingustic forms
(onamasiologicd consultation ads). Consultations for Polish linguistic forms are
covered in item G3, and consultations for English lingustic forms are wvered in
item G4 o the questionraire. The threeitems have been presented close together
in the questionraire so as to draw the attention d the subjeds to the distinction.
However, it must be redized that the distinction between wanting to know what
the English word means and wanting to know how that English word translates
into Polish, while pefedly valid to a linguist or metalexicographer, may na be
valid at all to an ardinary dictionary user. Due to the primacy of the native lan-
guage lingustic system (and perhaps also, as Baxter (1980 would seeit, due to
the bilingual dictionary habit), the questions “What does this word mean?’ and
“What’s this word in Polish” may adually be two sides of the same win for the
typicd Polish leaner of English: the meaning d the foreign word may well be
perceved as its Polish equivalent. Further, even if the concepts of meaning and
L1 trandation are separate for a lay dictionary user, the separatenessmay na be
apparent at the level of consciousness sifficient to be helpful in completing a
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guestionnaire. Further till, a seach for meaning d a foreign lexicd item may
well be cmmbined with a search for native language eguivalent in what is effec
tively a single mnsultation ad, thus integrating the two reference needs pradi-
cdly, evenif nat theoreticdly.

All the @owe reservations notwithstanding, the nortrivial differences be-
tween the distributions of resporses to items G2 and G3 presented in this ®dion
and the foll owing ore, suggest that subjeds, onthe whale, had been successul in
telling apart a seach for meaning from a search for Polish equivalents, perhaps
thanks to the two items (G2 and G3) being pesented together. Nevertheless
some caition is advised in evaluating these results.

The breakdown of resporses to item G2 is presented in Table 39, and the
correspondng hstogram is given in Figure 23 in the same format as discussed
abowe for item G1.

Table 39: Breakdown of resporsesto item G2: Meaning

never rarely often most often missing
14 (2.0%) 52 (7.3%) 168 (23.6%) 477 (67.0%) 1 (0.1%)
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Figure 23: Histogram of resporsesto item &: Meaning

The results indicae that as many as two thirds of the subjeds look for meaning
most often. The second most popuar option was often, which was chasen by
nealy 24%. As aresult, these two options jointly accourt for over 90% of the re-
sporses, with few subjeds admitting to consult dictionaries for meaning rarely
(7%), and even fewer (a mere 2%) claiming they neve look for meaningin adic-
tionary.
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The present results would tally well with those of Quirk (1974, where a
similar propation 66 of the native spesker subjeds gave meaning as the pri-
mary reason for look-up in their mondingual dictionaries. Other studies of refer-
ence nedls of native spe&kers (Greenbaum 1977 Kipfer 1987 aso pdnt to the
primagy of meaning amongst the look-up reasons. In studies of reference needs
of EFL leaners, the dominance of meaning is at least as pronourced, with the
following percentages of use of dictionaries for meaning reported by the respec
tive researchers. Tomaszczyk (1979 85%, Bé&oint (1981) 87%, Nuccorini (1992
75%. These figures, however, canna be wmpared dredly, as they result from
various aurvey procedures, which dffer in terms of how many options a subjed
is allowed to chedk at atime. Also, what is reported as “meaning’ in the various
studies may be dicited in dfferent ways, sometimes including dfinitions and
equivaents.

4.4.3 Polish equivalent

In item G3 o the Leaners Questionraire, subjeds were aked how often they
looked for Polish equivalents in their dictionaries. As discussed in 4.4.2 abowe,
this item was meant to elicit resporses relating to dictionary consultations for
Polish equivalents, independently from searches for meaning. Problems with the
independence of these two types of reference needs have dso been discussed
abowe.

The bregkdown o resporses is presented in Table 40 and the correspondng
histogramis given in Figure 24

Table 40: Breakdown of resporsesto item G3: Polish equivalent

never rarely often most often missing
18 (2.5%) 111 (15.6%) 291 (40.9%) 291 (40.9%) 1 (0.1%)
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Figure 24: Histogram of resporsesto item G3: Polish equivalent

An identicd number of subjeds (41% ead) ticked the options often and most of-
ten. 16% of the subjeds rarely look up Polish equivalents, with ore in twenty
claiming they neve refer to a dictionary in seach o a Polish equivaent. It
shoud be recdled that in their responses to the meaning item (4.4.2 abowe) a-
most threetimes as many subjeds chose most often than dd often, wherees here
these options have receved equal votes. It may be asaumed that looking upPol-
ish equivalents is a reference need most charaderistic of decoding adivities. A
Polish equivalent would serve & a key to meaning (for alingusticdly untrained
person, meaning and retive language expresson are virtually one and the same
thing). A Polish equivalent could also be souglt in a situation when the user ba-
sicdly understands the English item but canna think of a Polish equivalent, or
wants to doulde-chedk onit, such asduring an L2—L1 translation task.

4.4.4 English equivalent

In item G4, subjeds were aked to indicae how often they consulted their dic-
tionaries for Engish equivalents. The bre&kdown of resporses is presented in
Table 41 andthe @rrespondng histogramisgiven in Figure 25.

Table 41: Breakdown of resporsesto item G4: English equivalent

never rarely often most often missing
15 (2.1%) 79 (11.1%) 283 (39.7%) 334 (46.9%) 1 (0.1%)




116 Chapter Four

500
450
400
350
300
250
200 1
150
100

-

never rarely often  most often

No. of subjects

Figure 25: Histogram of resporsesto item G4: English equivalent

The modal value of the distribution d respornses for English equivalents is most
often, chasen by close to half of the subjeds (47%), the second most popuar op-
tion is often, with 40% of the subjeds’ votes. The other two ogtions, rarely and
neve are not nealy as popuar, acourting for only 11% and 26 of the re-
sporses, respedively. English equivalents are atype of information that Polish
leaners of English would typicdly accesswhen engaged in encoding adivities,
as part of an onanasiologicd seach.

4.4.5 Part of speeh

In item G5, subjeds were asked how often they had a need to look for part-of-
speed information in their dictionaries. The bre&kdown of resporses for this
guestionnaire item is presented in Table 42 and the @rrespondng histogram is
givenin Figure 26.

Table 42: Breakdown of resporsesto item Gb: Part of speet

never rarely often most often missing
254 (35.7%) 383 (53.8%) 55 (7.7%) 18 (2.5%) 2 (0.3%)
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Figure 26: Histogram of resporsesto item Gb: Part of speet

Over haf (54%) of the subjeds said they looked for part-of-speed information
only rarely. Ancther 36% neve seethe neal to consult their dictionaries for part
of speed. The two options jointly acourt for close to 90% of all resporses.
Only 8% of the subjeds look for part-of-speed information often, and lessthan
3% most often.

The &owe results suggest that syntadic caegorizion (part of speed) is a

type of information that is only rarely, if at all, sough by Polish learners of Eng-
lish. Ancther type of syntadic information was covered byitem G6.

4.4.6 Syntactic structure

While item G5 discussed above referred to part-of-speed information, this next
item asked subjeds how often they would look in their dictionaries for guidance
on hawv to construct a sentence The bre&kdown of resporses is presented in
Table 43 and the correspondng histogramis givenin Figure 27.

Table 43: Breakdown of resporsesto item G5: Syntactic structure

never rarely often most often  missing
207 (29.1%) 339 (47.6%) 147 (20.6%) 18 (2.5%) 1 (0.1%)
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Figure 27: Histogram of resporsesto item G6: Syntactic structure

Close to half (48%) of the subjeds look for syntadic structure information
rarely, and 2%6 neve neal such information. A substantia fifth of the sample
(21%) said they often used dctionaries for sentence structure information. Only a
small margin (lessthan 3%) opted for most often.

Previous dudies with which | am familiar did na distinguish between basic
syntadic caegorizetion (part of speed) and more detail ed syntadic information
(syntadic subcaegorizaion, complementation). Perhaps partly for this reason,
previous gudies produced varying results as regards the neal for syntadic infor-
mation, with some studies reporting syntadic information to be quite popuar
(e.g. Bgjoint 1981), and ahersfinding that it ishardly used at all (e.g. Battenburg
1997).

When resporses are compared for item G5 abowve and item G6, the most
striking dfferenceis in the popdarity of the often option: nealy threetimes as
many subjeds chose this option for syntadic structure than did for part of speed,
sugeesting that the interest in detail ed syntadic information helpful in construct-
ing sentence structure may be greder than in the basic part-of-speed informa-
tion.

4.4.7 Collocation

Initem G7, subjeds were asked abou their use of dictionaries for finding typicd
word combinations. The breakdown o resporses to this item is presented in
Table 44 and the wrrespondng histogram is given in Figure 28.
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Table 44: Breakdown of resporsesto item G7: Collocation

never rarely often most often  missing
174 (24.4%) 312 (43.8%) 199 (27.9%) 25(3.5%) 2 (0.3%)
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Figure 28: Histogram of resporsesto item G7: Coll ocation

The most popuar resporse for this item was rarely, picked by 44% of the sub-
jeds, followed by often (28% of the resporses). A quarter of the subjeds sid
they neve looked for collocaional information in their dictionaries. Less than
4% reported coll ocaionto be the type of information they looked for most often.

4.4.8 Situation

Initem G8, subjedswere asked how often they consulted dictionariesto ched in
what types of situations a word was typicdly used. This item was designed to
elicit information onthe need o the subjeds for information onstyle and regis-
ter, thoughthe technicd phrasing was avoided as a rule. The brekdown o re-
sporses is presented in Table 45 and the crrespondng histogram is given in
Figure 29.

Table 45: Breakdown of resporsesto item G8: Stuation

never rarely often most often  missing
128 (18.0%) 310 (43.5%) 246 (34.6%) 27 (3.8%) 1 (0.1%)
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Figure 29: Histogram of resporsesto item G8: Stuation

The top opionfor item G8 was rarely, acourting for 44% of the resporses. The
second most common resporse was often (35%), followed by neve (18%). Only
4% of the subjeds ticked most often. The distribution for thisitem is quite similar
to the one for collocational information in 4.4.7 above, except that the often op-
tion was here somewhat more popuar at the st of neve.

4.4.9 Synonyms

In the final item in sedion G of the Leaners Questionraire, subjeds were asked
how often they looked for synonyms (‘ words with similar meaning') in their dic-
tionaries. The breskdown of resporses is presented in Table 46 and the wrre-
spondng histogram is given in Figure 30.

Table 46. Breakdown of resporses to item (: Synoryms

never rarely often most often  missing
119 (16.7%) 306 (43.0%) 257 (36.1%) 29 (4.1%) 1 (0.1%)




Results and discusson 121

500
450
400
350
300
250
200 1
150
100

W o

never rarely often  most often

No. of subjects

Figure 30: Histogram of resporsesto item (3: Synornyms

The modal value in the distribution d resporses falls on the rarely option, which
acourts for 43% of the subjeds’ resporses. Often is a dose secondwith 36% of
the subjeds in the sample seleding this resporse. 17% of the subjeds sid they
neve looked for synonyms in their dictionaries. The least popuar resporse was
most often, with ony 4% of the resporses. Overall, the distribution d resporses
to this item is remarkably similar to the one for style and register (4.4.8 abowe).
Thereisaposshility that this might be due to subjed fatigue.

4.4.10Ranking o consultation frequencies

To more diredly compare subjeds’ reported frequency with which they looked
for the nine information types in dictionaries, the four resporses were assgned
numericd values from 1 to 4 asfollows. neve = 1, rarely = 2, often = 3, most of-
ten = 4. These numericd values were used to compute mean consultation fre-
qguencies for ead information type. The information types were then ranked by
mean consultation frequency, and the ranking is presented in Table 47.
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Table 47: Ranking d the nine information types by mean consultation frequency

Rank Information Type Mean Std.Dev. Valid N

1 G2: Mng 3.56 0.72 711
2 G4: Eng 3.32 0.75 711
3 G3: Pol 3.20 0.79 711
4 G9: Syn 2.28 0.79 711
5 G8: Sitn 2.24 0.79 711
6 G7: Coll 2.11 0.81 710
7 G1: Pron 2.07 0.82 710
8 G6: Synt 1.97 0.77 711
9 G5: POS 1.77 0.70 710

According to the ranking, the type of information most frequently sough by the
subjeds is meaning, with a mean frequency score of 3.56. This is followed
closely by English equivalent (3.32) and Polish equivalent (3.20). Such a @mn
figuration d top entries suggests that users in the study are most interested in
semantic information for known word forms (semasiologicd consultation ads)
and in locaing word forms, either to express pedfic meanings (onamasiologicd
consultation ads, using Polish words as indices for accesg, or to serve astranda-
tions for forms in the other language. These threetypes of information appea to
form the cre of users’ reference needs, with all the other information caegories
being more or less sibsidiary or marginal.

Beyond the three catral types of information that are accesed most fre-
guently, synonyms are the most popuar (2.28), followed close behind by style
and register information (2.24). Collocaional information is next with a fre-
guency score of 2.11, and pronurciation is the next favourite (2.07). Syntadic in-
formation is the least popuar of all those aldressd in the questionreire, with
sentence structure information scoring 197, the second lowest score. Part-of-
speed information is at the very battom of the ranking list with a low score of
just 1.77.

4.4.11 Effea of level on consultation frequency

It is interesting to lean how the ansultation frequencies for the different infor-
mation types of information vary by leaner level. The design d the present study
alows such an analysis, and this is the focus of this ®dion'. First, | look at the
relative frequency scores computed as in 4.4.10 above. However, since the over-
al consultation frequency increases with level (see 4.1.6 abowe), absolute fre-
guency scores will also be mmputed, taking into acourt the overall frequency of
dictionary consultation.

18 Preliminary results of this part of the study appeared in Lew (20021).
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4.4.11.1 Relativefrequency

Relative ansultation frequency scores for all nine information types covered in
the questionreire, computed as in 4.4.10 abowve, are plotted against learner level
in Figure 31. A GLM analysis on relative frequency scores shows the dfead of
leaner level on relative consultation frequencies to be highly significant (Wilks
Iamt)da=073, F(36' 26062)=6-44, p<0000]) Univariate tests are dso hghly S|gn|f|-
cant (p<0.000)) for all nine information types.
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Figure 31: Relative mnsultation frequency by learner levd

The graph indicates that for al levels except the highest level five, information
types appea to cluster into two groups. Meaning, Engli sh equivalents and Polish
equivalents form the high-frequency cluster, whereas the remaining information
types constitute the low-frequency group d information types. This clustering
into core and periphera types of information hes already been reveded in the in-
formation types ranking dscussed in sedion 4.4.10 above.

Something that has not been reveded in the ranking by mean only, withou
reference to leaner level, is the breakdown of the two-way clustering at level 5:
consultation frequencies for peripheral nonsemantic types of information shoa
up to amost cach upwith the three ore information types. It isjust the two syn-
tadic types of information (sentence structure and part of speed) that appea to
lag behind the others at level 5.

The blurring d the basic division into core and peripheral information types
a level 5 indicaes advanced leaners' increased interest in the lesscentral types
of information provided in dctionaries. This could be indicative of atransitionin
the way dictionaries are used: from a fairly superficial, semantic-centred use
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typicd of nonadvanced users, to a more sophisticaed, more comprehensive
mode of dictionary use.

It is aso interesting to examine the dynamics of the changes in consultation
frequencies for the different information types aaossthe range of levels, but this
is better expressed with absolute frequency scores, to which | now turn.

4.4.11.2 Absolute frequency

The way sedion G of the Leaners Questionraire was constructed, information
on consultation frequencies was €licited as relative frequency. For example, if a
leaner used a dictionary once aweek on average, and wsed an English-Polish
dictionary to look upPolish equivalents, that leaner would have ticked the most
often option for the Polish equivalents item in sedion G, and would at the same
time indicate once a weekin item E2 (frequency of consultation for English-
Polish dictionaries). Anather learner using the same type of dictionary in exadly
the same way, only more frequently, say daily, would have ticked the same op-
tionin sedion G, but would have indicaed daily uncer item E2. It isin this snse
that | claim resporsesto item G to refled relative frequencies of consultation.

To oltain a measure of absolute frequency with which spedfic information
type was ough, its correspondng relative value reported by ead subjed (items
G1-G9) was multiplied by the maximum value reported for frequency of diction-
ary consultation (i.e. the largest of E1-ES3; see4.1.6) for this subjed. A measure
computed in this way is likely to correspond more diredly to absolute wmnsulta-
tion frequencies for the diff erent information types.

A plot of absolute nsultation frequency scores versus leaner level for the
nine information types is given in Figure 32. In a GLM analysis on absolute
scores, the dfed of leaner level on absolute cnsultation frequencies is again
highly significant (Wilks lambda=0.66, Fse 26025=8.62, p<0.0001), and so are
univariate tests (p<0.0001) for al nine information types.
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Figure 32 Absolute mnsultation frequency by learner leve

Compared with the graph in Figure 31, we nate the higher slope values for abso-
lute scores, espedally for level 5, which is probably primarily related to an in-
crease in genera consultation frequency at this level. It is worth nding that the
increase is only evident at the highest level. Previous dudies have returned
highly inconsistent results on the relationship between proficiency level and dc-
tionary use. Perhaps part of the reason for this ladk of consistency liesin the in-
compatibility between the level ranges of the subjeds covered in the different
samples.

While wnsultation frequencies for all peripheral information types surge &
level 5, they do na all behave dike & lower levels. Some types of information,
such as gynonyms, collocation, style and register enjoy a steady rise acossthe
whale level range. In contrast, pronurciation, sentence structure, and part-of-
speed information dedine from level 1 through 4 only to jump upat level 5.
This effed is espedally salient for pronurtiation. This could indicate that lean-
ers lose their initia interest in looking up ponurciation at afairly ealy stage of
their leaning, maybe becaise they fed their control of English phoretics to be
sufficient for that stage.

4.4.12 Correlation between types of information

To investigate the relative independence between the nine types of information
for which consultation frequency was €licited, Peason correlation coefficients
were computed for al pairs of information types. A matrix of Peason coeffi-
cientsisgiven in Table 48. For easier reference, coefficient values are given as a
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complete square matrix, even thoughthe values are symmetricd abou the main
diagoral.

Table 48: Pearson corr elation coefficients for relative mnsultation frequency scores for
the nine information types

Pron Mng Pol Eng POS Synt Coll Sith Syn
Gl:Pron 1.00 0.14 -0.00 0.09 0.34 0.26 0.26 0.29 0.19
G2:Mng 0.14 1.00 044 041 -000 0.14 0.19 0.22 0.12
G3: Pol -0.00 044 100 057 0.05 019 0.05 0.10 0.01
G4: Eng 0.09 041 057 1.00 0.07 0.20 0.19 0.19 0.08
G5:POS 034 -0.00 0.05 0.07 100 0.42 030 0.31 0.18
G6:Synt 026 0.14 0.19 0.20 042 1.00 042 0.38 0.23
G7: Coll 0.26 0.19 0.05 0.19 030 0.42 1.00 0.60 0.40
G8: Sitn 0.29 0.22 0.10 0.19 0.31 0.38 0.60 1.00 0.40
G9: Syn 0.19 0.12 0.01 0.08 0.18 0.23 0.40 0.40 1.00

The strongest correlation in the matrix oktains between collocaion and
style/register (0.60). This means that there is a marked degreeof kinship between
the two types of information, in the sense that leaners in the sample tend to look
them up with similar frequencies. It is worth pdanting ou that both caegories are
amongst the lessbasic types of information dfered in dictionaries, and bah are
primarily useful in encoding tasks. Also, synonym is fairly strondy correlated
(0.40) with bah coll ocation and style/register.

The second hghest correlation coefficient (0.57) was obtained for the Polish
equivalent — English equivalent pair. These two, in contrast to the previous pair,
are among the ore information types. They would bah be typicaly used in
trandation tasks, and would likely represent the primary usage mode of a bi-
diredional bilingual dictionary, espedally by the unsophisticated user.

Relatively high correlation coefficients were dso oltained between meaning
and Polish equivalent (0.44), as well as meaning and English equivalent (0.41).
That the former is higher is understandable in view of the dose pradicd and
theoreticd affinity, for the Polish leaner, between meaning and Polish equiva
lent. The latter correlation is probably mainly due to the joint membership in the
core information cluster.

A high correlation coefficient of 0.42 was found ketween syntax and part of
speed, on the one hand, but also between syntax and collocaion, on the other.
The first correlation can be acouned for by the fad that both information types
provide syntadic information d some kind. The second ir may be asciated
through podvctive dictionary use, where the two types of information address
two aspeds of text construction: the syntadic and semantic conventions of word
combination.

In terms of the items with the lowest correlation coefficients, pronurciation
and Polish equivalent exhibit a nea-zero value, as do meaning and part of
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speed, as well as Polish equivalents with synonym. Very low values were found
for Polish equivalents and collocaion (0.05), English equivalents and part-of-
speed information (0.07), English equivalents and synonyms (0.08), and English
equivalents and pronurciation (0.09). In terms of statisticd significance, correla-
tions lower or equal to 0.07 are not significant at the 5% level, those of 0.08 o
higher are significant at thislevel.

In the next sedion, | supdement the present analysis of the relationships be-
tween the diff erent information types. Rather than simply list the Peason correla
tion values, fador analysis and cluster analysis will be used to explore the multi-
dimensional aspeds of the information types.

4.4.13Information types: extraction of factors and clusters

In order to investigate more dosely how the different information types position
themselves in relation to ore ancther, a fador analysis was performed using the
PCA (Principa Comporents Analysis) extradion method Projedion d the nine
information types on the fador plane of two fadors with the greaest loadings is
presented in Figure 33.
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Figure 33: Factor andysis (PCA) on consultation frequencies for information types. pro-
jedion d the nine types on the factor plane

The two principal fadors acount for 52% of the total variance The graph in
Figure 33 indicaesthat Fador 1 is mainly composed of the six information types
previoudy identified as the peripheral types (Synt, Sitn, Coll, Syn, POS, Pron:
some of the labels are alittl e hard to read in the graph, since their coordinates
overlap so closely); for Fador 2, the main contribution comes from the threein-
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formation types identified as core types (meaning, Polish equivaent, English
equivalent).

In order to investigate further the nature of the dustering d the information
types, a duster analysis was performed onthe cnsultation frequencies for the
nine information types, with Euclidean distances used as metric and single link-
age. Theresulting verticd icicle plot isgivenin Figure 34.
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Figure 34: Cluster andysis on consultation frequencies for information types

The icicle plot in Figure 34 reveds two clea clusters. the @mre Eng-Pol-Mng
triad against the peripheral group d the remaining six information types again,
just as was identified by means of the fador analysis above. However, the plot in
Figure 34 clealy showsthe dustering configuration d the information types. We
seethe first-level clustering d English with Polish equivalents within the cre
main cluster on the one hand, and style/register with coll ocaion in the periphera
group d information types. We dso nde the dfinity between the two types of
syntadic information (Synt and POS), and the relative aitonamy of pronurcia-
tion information within its peripheral cluster. This last effed has nat been appar-
ent in the analysis © far.

4.4.14 Conclusion

In this gudy, the lexicographic information types cluster into two groups in terms
of how often subjeds consult them. The three ©re types of information, which
are looked upmost frequently, include: meaning, English equivalents, and Polish
equivalents. The remaining six types of information (of those @vered in this
study), looked uplessoften, form the peripheral group synonyms, style and reg-
ister, coll ocaion, sentence structure, part of speed, pronurtiation. Syntadic in-
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formation is looked up the least. At the most advanced level, leaners beamme
more interested in the peripheral types of information, and the gap between the
two clusters narrows. However, they still retain their interest in the basic types of
information.

It would be interesting to see how the need for the different types of infor-
mation depends on the type of task a dictionary user is engaged in. The design d
the present study dd na, however, alow for such informationto be dicited.

4.5 Lexical dictionary effectiveness

In this part of the study, the dfediveness of six dictionary versions (see 3.7.2
abowe for a detailed description d the six versions, which are reproduced in
Appendix 7) isasessd in a number of lexica tasks with varying amourt of con-
text. The dfeds of dictionary versionand d learner level will be evaluated.

4.5.1 Overall | exical effediveness

Overdl lexicd effedivenessof the test dictionaries was meeasured by the mean
subjed scores aaossall tasks. Effeds of level (with version controlled) and ver-
sion (with level controlled) on lexicd effediveness sores will be discussed be-
low, followed by the interadion effed of level by version. All three dfeds have
been found to be highly significant by GLM analysis. A detailed ANOVA table
isgivenin Table 49.

Table 49: ANOVA table for overall | exical effediveness gores

Effect SS df MS F p
Intercept 123387.1 1 123387.1 20148.33 <0.0001
Level 2558.1 4 639.5 104.43 <0.0001
Version 843.3 5 168.7 27.54 <0.0001
Level*Version 2466 20 12.3 2.01 0.0055
Error 4176.5 682 6.1

4.5.1.1 Effed of levd

It was expeded that subjeds lexicd performance on the Dictionary Effedive-
ness Test would improve steadily with leaner level, based onthe rationale that
subjeds’ reference skill s would tend to be generally pasitively correlated with
their level. This expedation was fully confirmed by the experimental results.
Mean values for eat o the five levels with their respedive 95% confidence in-
tervals are presented in Table 50.
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Table 50: Overall |excal effedivenessby levé

Level Score Std. Error -95%  +95% N
1 10.29 0.32 9.66 10.92 145
2 12.68 0.25 12.17 13.18 131
3 13.89 0.21 13.47 1431 175
4 14.93 0.16 14.62 15.24 154
5 15.87 0.12 15.63 16.10 107

Total 13.46 0.12 13.21 13.70 712

The dfed size of level on oweral lexicd performance scores measured by the
Dictionary EffedivenessTest is considerable, with an ower fifty percent increase
in mean scores aaossthe whale range of leaner levels. The rate of increase is
fairly uniform, with a dightly steegoer climb from level 1 to level 2. This is
clealy seenin aplot of the level effed presented in Figure 35.
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Figure 35: Plot of overall |excal effedivenessby levd

The dfed of leaner level onlexicd scoresis highly significant (F, 6s2=10443,
p<0.0001). An examination d the 95% confidence intervals given in Table 50
reveds that the confidence intervals for the cnseautive levels never overlap,
with ead interval range being dacal higher than the one for the previous level.
This is an indicdion that the popuation means increase monaonicdly with in-
creasing levels, in amanner simil ar to that shown in Figure 35.



Results and discusson 131

4.5.1.2 Effed of dictionary vesion

One of the primary aims of the present study hes been to test the df edivenessof
various dictionary typesin lexicd tasks completed with the ad of dictionary en-
tries. Here, the dfedivenessof the six versions of dictionary entries used in this
study will be compared. Table 51 lists mean lexicd scores for ead of the six ver-
sions, and their 95% confidenceintervals.

Table51: Overall | excal effedivenessby vesion
P=Polish; E=English; eg=equivalent; df=definition; +=foll owed by

Version  Score Std. Error -95% +95% N
1.Peq 14.11 0.24 13.62 1459 119
2.Edf 11.01 0.41 10.21 11.81 121
3.Peg+Edf 14.02 0.22 13.59 14.45 116
4.Peg+Pdf 13.95 0.26 13.44 14.46 118
5.Edf+Peq 13.90 0.27 13.36 14.44 118
6.Pdf+Peq 13.80 0.29 13.23 14.38 120

Total 13.46 0.12 13.21 13.70 712

In the table, dictionary versions are identified by number (from 1 to 6). For easier
identification, abbreviated types of semantic information have dso been provided
as follows: P=Polish; E=English; eg=equivalent; df=definition; +=followed by;
e.g. Peg+Edf=Poli sh equivalent followed by English definition, etc.

The size of the dfed of versionis substantial, with the top-performing ver-
sions acdhieving scores 28% higher than the bottom-scoring version 2 A plot of
means for the dictionary version effed is shown in Figure 36.
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Figure 36: Plot of overall | exical effedivenessby vesion

The dfed of version onscores is highly significant (Fs, 6s3=27.54, p<0.0007).
The one dictionary type that clealy stands out from the rest is version 2 (the
mondingual dictionary with English definitions). The mean lexicd effediveness
score for this dictionary version is outperformed by any ather version by abou
one third. A Tukey HSD (Honest Significant Difference) post hoc test for differ-
ences between the individual versions finds a highly significant difference be-
tween version 2and every other version, but no significant differences between
any ather versions (see Table 52; please note that the matrix is ymmetricd abou

the main dagoral, with the values given twice eab for easier reference).

Table 52: Post hoc test on overall | exical effediveness ores for dictionary versions:

TukeyHSD probadtiliti es; significant differences are starred

Version 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 *0.00002 0.99980 0.99711 0.98883 0.93620
2 *0.00002 *0.00002 *0.00002 *0.00002 *0.00002
3 0.99980 *0.00002 0.99996 0.99927 0.98606
4 0.99711 *0.00002 0.99996 0.99999 0.99730
5 0.98883 *0.00002 0.99927 0.99999 0.99964
6 0.93620 *0.00002 0.98606 0.99730 0.99964

The Tukey test splits the set of six versions into two hamogenous groups; the
first group only consists of version 2 while the seaond goup hdds the other five
versions of the test dictionary. The @ove dealy pantsto subjeds performance
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with version 2 dctionaries being much worse than with any aher version. Since
version 2is the only one that ladks the Polish equivalent in its semantic informa-
tion, thisis what has to be singled out as the underlying fador for the significant
difference in performance obtaining ketween version 2 and the remaining ver-
sions.

4.5.1.3 Interaction d levd by vasion

In this ®dion, the interadion effed of level by version onlexicd effediveness
scores will be examined. Mean values for ead of the 30 combinations of the five
levels and six versions are presented in Table 53. 95% corfidence intervals are
alsoincluded in the table.

Table53: Overall |excal effedivenessby levd andversion

Version Level Score Std. Error -95% +95% N
1.Peq 1 11.00 0.74 9.45 1255 22
1.Peq 2 13.17 0.41 12.32 14.02 24
1.Peq 3 15.07 0.27 1452 1562 28
1.Peq 4 15.24 0.32 1458 15.90 25
1.Peq 5 15.88 0.25 15.36 16.39 20
2.Edf 1 6.36 0.83 464 8.08 25
2.Edf 2 9.83 0.81 8.15 1152 21
2.Edf 3 10.93 0.73 9.43 1242 28
2.Edf 4 13.09 0.53 12.00 14.19 27
2.Edf 5 15.38 0.26 1483 15.92 20
3.Peq+Edf 1 11.72 0.47 10.77 12.68 29
3.Peq+Edf 2 13.41 0.41 1254 14.28 17
3.Peq+Edf 3 14.44 0.32 13.77 15.10 24
3.Peq+Edf 4 15.08 0.25 1456 15.60 30
3.Peq+Edf 5 16.19 0.25 15.66 16.71 16
4.Peq+Pdf 1 11.73 0.54 10.64 12.83 30
4.Peq+Pdf 2 13.00 0.55 11.86 14.14 25
4.Peq+Pdf 3 14.50 0.46 1355 1545 23
4.Peq+Pdf 4 15.60 0.24 15.09 16.11 20
4.Peq+Pdf 5 16.20 0.21 15.76 16.64 20
5.Edf+Peq 1 10.69 0.76 9.10 1228 21
5.Edf+Peq 2 13.50 0.54 12.38 14.62 25
5.Edf+Peq 3 14.02 0.42 13.15 1488 31
5.Edf+Peq 4 15.50 0.28 1493 16.07 28
5.Edf+Peq 5 16.15 0.32 15.46 16.84 13
6.Pdf+Peq 1 9.72 0.92 7.77 11.67 18
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Version Level Score Std. Error -95% +95% N
6.Pdf+Peq 2 13.03 0.58 11.80 14.25 19

6.Pdf+Peq 3 14.34 0.42 1350 1518 41
6.Pdf+Peq 4 15.25 0.34 1454 1596 24
6.Pdf+Peq 5 15.56 0.41 14.68 16.43 18
Total - 13.46 0.12 13.21 13.70 712

Performance scores for the different combinations of dictionary type and learner
level are spread over a wide span, ranging from a low of abou 6 to a high d
around 16 The nature of the interadion effed is easier to asgmilate from a
graphicd plot presented in Figure 37. The dfed is gatisticdly significant (Fq,
682=2.01, p<0.006).
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Figure 37: Interaction dot of overall lexical effedivenesshy leve andversion

The plot reveds a steady increase in scores as a function d level, and this effea
is observed for al dictionary versions. The seand feaure showing upclealy in
the graph is the striking gap between scores obtained with the dd of the mono
lingual dictionary and those for al the other dictionary versions: it appeas that
the mondinguel dictionary is much lesseffedive onthe lexicd tasks tested. This
substantial gap is largest for levels 1 to 3. It becomes sosmewhat smaller at level
4, to finaly disappea at the highest level 5. One shoud, however, note, that the
performance adieved with the mondingual dictionary by level 5isonly abou as
good as that of level 3 subjeds using the bilingual dictionary: the respedive
mean scores are 15.38 and 1507, with confidenceintervals largely overlapping.
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Foreign language teaders often hdd and express very asaured ognions
abou the relative advantage of the mondingual dictionary over the bili ngual dic-
tionary for advanced leaners (Thompson 1987. In terms of the results of the
present study, we do indeed find the performance diff erence between the mono-
lingual and Hlingual dictionary to be related to the proficiency level of the user,
and the diredion d the interadion effed is properly predicted. However, the na-
ture of this relationship as reveded by this gudy is such that the disadvantage of
the mondingual dictionary deaeases with growing leaner level, but it never
redly turnsinto an advantage in absolute terms. Thisis surely na the kind d ad-
vantage that proporents of the ealy weaning d leaners onto mondingual-only
dictionaries have in mind. The present results also add some ampiricd substance
to leaners’ apparent desire to kegp using their bilingual dictionaries even at an
advanced level.

In the following sedions, | will examine results for individual tasks, which
vary in the anourt of lexicd context provided, to investigate whether the meas-
ured effediveness of the different dictionary versions is ensitive to hov much
contextual information is provided, and if so, what the nature of the relationship
is.

4.5.2 Out of context: word match

Out-of-context lexicd effedivenesswas assessd with the ad of the word match
task (part H of the Dictionary Effediveness Test), wherein subjeds were in-
structed to match the word with the dosest meaning to the target word. Just as for
overal lexicd effediveness effeds of level (with version controlled) and version
(with level controlled) on lexicd effediveness gores are of interest here, as well
as the interadion effeda of level by version. GLM analysis reveds all three é-
feds to be significant, with the main effeds being highly significant. A detailed
ANOVA tableisgivenin Table 54.

Table 54: ANOVA table for out-of-contex lexical effediveness sores

Effect SS df MS F p
Intercept 18658.09 1 18658.09 10865.90 <0.0001
Level 374.14 4 93.53 54.47 <0.0001
Version 124.89 5 24.98 14.55 <0.0001
Level*Version 62.44 20 3.12 1.82 0.0158
Error 1171.08 682 1.72

45.2.1 Effed of leved

Table 55 gives mean scores for ead of the five levels and their respedive 95%
confidence intervals. We find performance improving stealily with level, as for
overal results, and the cnfidence intervals are nonoverlapping, indicaing a
clea separation d levels in terms of estimated popuation word-match task



136 Chaper Four

scores. The table indicates that the mean score for level 5isover 50% higher than
that for the lowest level.

Table 55: Word match task scores by leve

Level Score Std.Error -95% +95% N

1 4.05 0.11 3.83 426 145
2 491 0.12 468 513 131
3 5.26 0.10 506 545 175
4 5.79 0.11 558 6.00 154
5 6.28 0.13 6.03 6.54 107
Total 5.21 0.06 510 533 712

The shape of the level by word match task score relationship can be gpredated
in Figure 38. The dope remains fairly constant throughou the whale range of
levels present in the sample, with score values increasing stealily. The plot does
not appea to depart markedly from that obtained for overall results. The dfed is
highly significant (p<0.0001).
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Figure 38: Plot of word match task scores by leve

4.5.2.2 Effed of dictionary vasion

Mean scores with 93% confidence intervals for the six dictionary versions are
presented in Table 56.The wnfidenceintervals for versions 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6 oer-
lap with ead ather, but the score for version 2is markedly lower, similarly asfor
overal results. The top-scoring version ouperforms version 2 by 2%, so the
sizeof the dfed of versionis pradicdly the same a for overall scores.
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Table 56: Word match task scores by vasion

Version Score Std. Error -95% +95% N
1.Peq 5.21 0.12 498 545 119
2. Edf 4.37 0.12 413 461 121
3.Peq+Edf 5.34 0.13 5,09 559 116
4.Peq+Pdf 5.64 0.12 540 5.88 118
5.Edf+Peq 5.39 0.13 5.14 5.64 118
6.Pdf+Peq 5.58 0.13 5.34 5.83 120

Total 5.21 0.06 510 5.33 712

137

Figure 39 ill ustrates the means for the individual versions in the form of a line
plot. Just as was e in overal results, version 2 clealy lags behind the other
versions, but there is smewhat lessof a uniformity here in the scores for the re-
maining versions than was evident for overall results (cf. Figure 36). The dfed is
highly significant (p<0.0001).
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Figure 39: Plot of word match task scores by vesion

The Zgzag pettern in the graph may suggest that versions 4 and 6 hdd some a-
vantage on this task. These two versions are different from the rest in that they
contain definitions in Polish alongside Polish equivaents as part of the semantic
information. Given the &ove emerging pattern, two contrast analyses were per-
formed, excluding version 2 because it ladks Polish equivalents, whose presence
has already been established as the strongest predictor of success on the word
match task as well as overall.
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In the first contrast analysis, versions 4 and 6 were mmpared against ver-
sions 1, 3 and 5 effedively testing subjeds performance on the word match task
under two condtions: with Polish definitions and without Polish definitions. All
subjeds had accessto Polish equivalents, and some subjeds in the second goup
had accessto Engdlish definitions. The set of contrast coefficients for this analysis
isgivenin Table 57.

Table 57: Contrast coefficients for contrast andysis of versions4 and 6versus 1, 3 and
5, word match task scores

Version N Contrast coefficient

1 119 -2
2 121 0
3 116 -2
4 118 3
5 118 -2
6 120 3

Table 58 gives sgnificance test results for the wefficients st as given in Table
57, showing this contrast to be significant at p=0.009, and suggesting that the
Polish definiti ons were foundto be helpful in raising subjeds’ scores onthe word
match task in the presence of Polish equivalents.

Table 58: Test of significancefor contrast andysis of versions 4 and 6versus 1, 3 and §
word match task scores

SsS df MS F p
Effect  11.89 1 11.89 6.92 0.009
Error 1171.08 682 1.72

In the @ove mntrast analysis, the groupthat did na have acceasto Polish defini-
tions was nat uniform in what it had available in placeof the Polish definitions:
some had access to English definitions, others did na have such access This
coud pcse interpretation problems, and so a second contrast analysis was per-
formed, in which versions 4 and 6 were compared with versions 3 and 5 ony,
excluding version 1 (aswell as version 2. Such atest provides a more balanced
design, with ore group having accessto Polish definiti ons and the other groupto
English definitions, on top d Polish equivalents. The set of contrast coefficients
for thisanalysisis givenin Table 59.
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Table 59: Contrast coefficients for contrast andysis of versions 4 and 6versus 3 and 5
word match task scores

Version Cell N Contrast coefficient

1 119 0
2 121 0
3 116 -1
4 118 1
5 118 -1
6 120 1

Significance test results using the cefficients from Table 59 are reported in
Table 60, revedingthis contrast to be significant at p=0.05.

Table 60: Test of significancefor contrast andysis of versions 4 and 6versus 3 and §
word match task scores

SS df MS F p
Effect 6.75 1 6.75 3.93 0.05
Error 1171.08 682 1.72

The ontrast analysis would thus suggest that subjeds who had accessto Polish
definitions as well as Polish equivalents performed better on the word match
tasks than dd subjeds who had accessto English definitions as well as Polish
equivalents.

This last effed will now be examined in greder detail in an aternative fac
torial analysis, using the underlying facors of languege of definition (DefLang)
in conjunction with pasition d definition (DefPos), bath of which have been in-
troduced in Table 12. The analysis excludes version 2 for which the paosition o
definition is undetermined (there is no second semantic information element with
which the definition could switch places), and version 1, for which bah DefPos
and DefLang are undetermined (asin version 2abowe, plus there is no cefinition
a al). An ANOVA tablefor thisanalysisis givenin Table 61.

Table 61: ANOVAtable for definition paition and @finitionlanguage, word match task

scores

Effect SS df MS F p
Intercept 13961.68 1 13961.68 7132.02 <0.0001
DefPos 0.87 1 0.87 0.44 0.51
DefLang 9.30 1 9.30 4.75 0.03
DefPos*DefLang 0.02 1 0.02 0.01 0.93

Error 916.16 468 1.96
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The only effed foundto be significant isthe main effeda of DefLang (language of
definition, p=0.03). Group means with 95% confidenceintervals are presented in
Table 62

Table 62: Word match task scores by languagp of definition

DefLang Score Std. Error -95% +95% N
Pol 5.58 0.09 540 576 238
Eng 5.30 0.09 5.12 548 234

The results indicate that the mean word-match task score under the Polish defini-
tions condtionis higher than the mean score under the English definitions cond-
tion, al in the presence of Polish equivalents. The difference, thoughstatisticdly
significant, is nat a grea one, with Polish definitions outperforming English
definiti ons by some 5%.

Finaly, we will briefly examine the alvantage of Polish definitions over
English definitions as a function d leaner level. The scores on the word match
task uncer the two conditions are plotted bylevel in Figure 40.

7.0

6.5 |

6.0 |

55 |

50

45 |

Word match score

40 t —o— Polish definitions
-0+ - English definitions
35

3.0 : : . . .
1 2 3 4 5
Level

Figure 40: Word match score by levd andlanguage of definition

The two lines in the graph runin peralle for levels 1-4, and converge & level 5.
This would indicate that in the presence of Polish equivalents, Polish definitions
are providing dctionary users more aditional help than English definitions for
all levels except the most advanced ore, at which the users' competence in Eng-
lish is presumably high enoughto compensate for the gap.
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The intriguing question in view of these findings is why Polish definitions
shoud be giving wsers the extra boost on this out-of-context task. Thisis a ques-
tion that is not an easy one to answer under the present design, but | will never-
thelessaddressit briefly, athoughwhat follows is highly speaulative and shoud
be treaed with caution. It will be helpful to examine the plots of individual
scores for al H items, which are given in Figure 41.
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Figure 41: Word match scores by vesion for individud task H items

A close analysis of the graph suggests that the boost effed for versions4 and 6 d
the dictionary shoud be dtributed primarily to items H1 and H6 of the out-of-
context task. In item H6, the dement that might be resporsible for the improved
performance of entries with Polish definition is the presence of the Polish lexicd
item zabronic in the Polish definition d the synonym option word bart the same
word zabronié is the Polish equivalent of the target pseudo-word strod. Some us-
ers might therefore match the two entries by identifying the same Polish word in
the broader semantic information part of the two entries, which is perhaps not en-
tirely unlike the kidrule strategy for production (Mill er and Gildea1987 Mitchell
1983H*.

Item H1 appeas to be helped by Polish definition in a rather more subtle
way. The target pseudo-word helk has two senses. The sense that is matched with
the Polish synonym is the seand sense. When the meaning is only given as the
Polish equivalent, the paysemy of the Polish equivalent delikatny comes into
play. It is pasgble that the Polish definitionis helpful here & a sense indicator of
the Polish equivalent. It would na be surprising if the paysemy isaues came to

19 Wingate (2002 304) reports evidence of the kidrule strategy in comprehension.
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the surfacein atype of task where no context was provided for the target words,
becaise textual clues present in contextually richer tasks would be misdng.
However, the dowe is highly speaulative; perhaps the isaie can be darified in
future reseach involving a more naturali stic research set-up.

4.5.2.3 Interaction d leve by vasion

In this ®dion, the interadion effed of level by version on ow-of-context lexica
task scores will be examined. Two-way tables of means (like Table 53 for overall
scores) will nat be reported for individual tasks, as they take up a lot of spacée®.
Such interadion effeds will only be presented in gaphicd form. Figure 42
shows the plot of word match task scores for different dictionary versions and
leaner levels.
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Figure 42: Interaction dot of word match task scores by leved andversion

The interadion effed is sgnificant (p=0.016). The graph keas a general resem-
blance to that for overall scores (cf. Figure 37). Two pdnts are worthy of note,
though The first is the dlightly poaer performance of the bili ngual-only diction
ary vis-avis the other versions (except the mondingual-only version 2 of
course), thoughlevel 3 appeas to be unaffeded by this. The second pant is the
bregk in an otherwise monaonic increase of the version-2 line between levels 2
and 3 It appeas that for this level range there is no improvement in performance
with the mondingual-only dictionary on the word match ou-of-context task.
However, if we conred the littl e squares for level 1 and 3 the resulting trend line

20 Approximate values can be real off the plot; contad the author if you reed exad nu-
mericd values.
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will be gproximately straight throughou the whole range of levels, so this ope
irregularity appeasto be related to alarge improvement in performance between
levels 1 and 2, followed by nochange between levels 2 and 3

4.5.3 Sentence-length context: lexical gap completion

Sentencelength context lexicd effediveness was assessed with two dfferent
tasks: lexicd gap completion (multiple choice), and sentence trandation. The
lexicd gap task is covered in this dion, the sentence trandlation task is treaed
in sedion 4.5.4 below, and owral results for sentence-length context tasks are
summarized under 4.5.5 below.

In the lexicd gap completion task (part | of the Dictionary Effediveness
Test) subjeds were instructed to pick a suitable (pseudo)word for a sentence
frame. In a GLM analysis for this task, the main effed of versionis foundto be
significant, and level is highly significant. The version byleve interadion effeq,
however, isnat significant. A detailed ANOVA tableis presented in Table 63.

Table 63: ANOVAtable for sentence-length contex, lexcal gap completion effeciveness

scores
Effect SS df MS F p
Intercept 1365.179 1 1365.179 4051.395 <0.0001
Level 69.092 4 17.273 51.260 <0.0001
Version 4256 5 0.851 2.526 0.0281
Level*Version 5939 20 0.297 0.881 0.6119
Error 229.810 682 0.337

4.5.3.1 Effed of leved

Table 64 gives mean lexicd gap completion task scores with 95% confidencein-
tervalsfor the five leaner levels.

Table 64: Lexcal gapcompletion scores by levd

Level Score Std.Error -95% +95% N

1 0.93 0.05 0.84 1.03 145
2 1.18 0.05 1.08 129 131
3 1.48 0.04 1.39 156 175
4 1.67 0.05 1.58 177 154
5 1.84 0.06 1.73 1.95 107
Total 1.41 0.02 1.36 146 712

The scores are increasing with level, just as was the cae for overall results. The
confidence intervals are generally nonoverlapping, so the scores for ead con
seautive level are dealy separated. The size of the dfed of level islarge for the
lexicd gap completion task, with level 5 scores nealy 100% higher than level 1
scores, and the dfed ishighly significant (p<0.0001).
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Figure 43 presents the plot of lexicad gap completion task scores as a func-
tion d leaner level.
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Figure 43: Plot of lexical gapcompletion scores by leve

Note the high degreeof constancy of the slope, with the plot line dmost perfedly
straight. This indicates that performance on this task improves gealily with
leaner level.

4.5.3.2 Effed of dictionary veasion

Mean lexicd gap completion task scores with 93% confidence intervals for the
six dictionary versions are listed in Table 65. Here the best-performing versions
appea to be versions 1 and 2; versions 4, 5, 6 resulted in lowest scores, and ver-
sion 3eaned moderate scores. The mnfidenceintervals tend to overlap, indicat-
ing smaller differences between the versions than for overall scores. The top-
scoring version ouperformed the worst-performing version by orly 14%, so the
sizeof the dfea of versionis smaller than for overall scores, and so is the statis-
ticd significance of the dfed, with p=0.03.
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Table 65: Lexcal gap completion scores by vasion

Version Score Std. Error -95% +95% N
1.Peq 1.53 0.05 143 1.64 119
2. Edf 1.52 0.05 141 162 121
3.Peq+Edf 1.43 0.06 1.32 154 116
4.Peq+Pdf 1.34 0.05 1.24 145 118
5.Edf+Peq 1.37 0.06 1.26 1.48 118
6.Pdf+Peq 1.34 0.06 1.23 145 120

Total 1.41 0.02 1.36 1.46 712

The plot of mean lexicd gap completion task scores for the six dictionary ver-
sionsisgivenin Figure 44.
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Figure 44: Plot of lexical gapcompletion scores by vesion

The shape of the plot is radicdly different from that for overall results (cf. Figure
36). The two striking dfferences are the surprisingly good rformance of ver-
sion 2subjeds and the low scores for versions 4, 5 and 6 This is an interesting
phenomenonand it cdls for a doser inspedion. An analysis of individual items
uncovers an unusua pattern for item 12 of the Dictionary EffedivenessTest. The
breakdown of resporses for this item is given in Table 66, where scolb was the
resporse avarded ore point on the test, the other resporses did na ean any
points.
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Table 66: Breakdown of item |2 resporses by vasion

Version scolb marbish cullen gerd blank N

1.Peq 77 37 0 2 3 119
2.Edf 85 24 6 5 1 121
3.Peq+Edf 65 48 1 1 1 116
4 Peg+Pdf 49 64 3 1 1 118
5.Edf+Peq 57 53 5 2 1 118
6.Pdf+Peq 58 58 2 0 2 120

Total 391 284 17 11 9 712

Comparing the results for the diff erent dictionary versions, we note that version 2
(English definitions only) resulted in the highest number of corred respornses for
scolb. My preferred interpretation for this untypicd helpfulness of the English
definition is the presence of the lexicd item car in the definition d the norce
word scolb: the same word car was used in the test sentence of item 12.

Further light on the issue may be thrown by examining mean 12 scores as a
function d versionand level (Figure 45).
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Figure 45: Item 12 scores plotted by levé andversion

The graph indicaes that the relative advantage of version 2is most pronourced
for level 1 subjeds (beginning leaners of English). In faad, level-1 subjeds using
version 2 entries outperform level-2 subjeds and are dmost as good as level-3
subjeds. In view of this finding, it becomes al the more likely that what we ae
deding with here is the mecdhanicd matching d individual familiar words, an-
other variation onthe kidrule strategy (Mill er and Gildea1987 Mitchell 19831,
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rather than sophisticaied use of reference skill s. In this particular case, the me-
chanicd matching produces fairly satisfadory results: if we tracethe line for ver-
sion 2 onthe plot, we find that it performs just as well as the bili ngual dictionary
for levels 2 through 5 and for level 1 it produces superior results because the
kidrule-type familiar word matching wins out in the face of the poa language
and reference skill s of these beginner subjeds.

Regarding the eguivalent + definition versions, these complex semantic in-
formation entries appea to be related to lower performancefor this item than the
simplex versions 1 and 2 Let us examine the results of the Tukey HSD post hoc
test for diff erences between the individual versions, givenin Table 67.

Table 67: Post hoc test on 12 item scores for dictionary vasions: TukeyHSD probalili -
ties; significant differences are starred

Version 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 0.93651 0.69411 *0.00135 0.06396 0.06279
2 0.93651 0.15894 *0.00004 *0.00286 *0.00275
3 0.69411 0.15894 0.14701 0.78921 0.78887
4 *0.00135 *0.00004 0.14701 0.86525 0.86105
5 0.06396 *0.00286 0.78921 0.86525 1.00000
6 0.06279 *0.00275 0.78887 0.86105 1.00000

The Tukey test finds sgnificant differences between version 2and eat o 4, 5
and 6 and between version 1and version 4

For thase versions that combine the Polish equivalent with the English defi-
nition, the presence of the Polish equivalent may render the English definition
less slient, probably making it lesslikely for subjeds to resort to the mecdhanicd
pattern matching strategy. The aldition d the Polish definition to the eguivalent
also appeas to be making matters worse for the users, perhaps by owverloading
them with too much semantic information, or distrading them in some way.

It is interesting to nae that the cmbination d two of the most succes<ul
elements in isolation, English definition (version 2) and Polish equivalent (ver-
sion 1), in this order in a single entry (version 5 results here in significantly
poaer performance suggesting that, in at leasst some combinations of semantic
informationin dictionary entries, lessmay be more.

4.5.3.3 Interaction d leve by vasion

The interadion effed of level by version onlexicd gap completion task is plot-
ted in Figure 46.
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Figure 46: Interaction dot of lexical gapcompletion scores by leved andversion

Unlike for overall scores, the interadion effed here is not significant (p=0.61),
which shows up in the graph as the six lines for the six versions tending to cluster
together andrunin parallel. Theirregularity exhibited at level 1, version 2 is due
to item 12 and has alrealy been acourted for in 4.5.3.2 abowe.

4.5.4 Sentence-length context: translation

Part J of the Dictionary Effediveness Test consisted dof a sentence trandation
(English to Polish) task, which was the second lexicd task with sentence-length
context. Only lexicd chaice for target words was evaluated. GLM analysis for
this task reveds the two main effeds of level and version, as well as the interac
tion ketween the two, to be highly significant. A detailed ANOVA tableis given
in Table 68.

Table 68: ANOVAtable for sentence-length contex, translation lexical effediveness

scores

Effect SS df MS F p
Intercept 13631.05 1 13631.05 15797.92 <0.0001
Level 104.44 4 26.11 30.26 <0.0001
Version 178.69 5 35.74 41.42 <0.0001
Level*Version 46.56 20 2.33 2.70 <0.0001

Error 588.46 682 0.86
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4.5.4.1 Effed of levd

Mean sentence trandation task scores for the five levels and their 95% confi-
denceintervals are provided in Table 69.

Table 69: Sentencetranslation task scores by levd

Level Score Std. Error -95% +95% N
1 3.76 0.08 3.61 391 145
2 4.46 0.08 430 4.63 131
3 4,59 0.07 445 473 175
4 477 0.08 462 4.92 154
5 4.89 0.09 471 5.07 107

Total 4.49 0.04 441 457 712

As elsewhere, the scores go upwith level, and the dfed is highly significant
(p<0.0001), thoughconfidence intervals overlap for the higher levels. The influ-
enceof level onscoresis clealy represented in Figure 47.
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Figure 47: Plot of sentencetrandlation task scores by levéd

The scores go upsharply between levels 1 and 2 then climb at a much slower
rate for the remainder of the level range. Thetotal gain in performancefrom level
1tolevel 5is30%, which islessthan the 509 for overall scores.

4.5.4.2 Effed of dictionary vasion

Mean sentence trandation task scores with 95% confidence intervals for the six
dictionary versions are listed in Table 70.
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Table 70: Sentencetranslation task scores by vasion

Version Score Std. Error -95% +95% N
1.Peq 4.80 0.09 463 4.97 119
2. Edf 3.41 0.09 3.24 357 121
3.Peq+Edf 4.83 0.09 466 5.01 116
4.Peq+Pdf 4.71 0.09 454 488 118
5.Edf+Peq 4.79 0.09 461 496 118
6.Pdf+Peq 4.43 0.09 425 460 120

Total 4.49 0.04 441 457 712

The size of the dfed of version onthis task is relatively high, with the top-
scoring version keing 4246 better than the worst-performing version. This is
higher than the 28% for overall scores. The dfed is highly significant
(p<0.0001). Pairwise post hoc tests (Tukey HSD) reved version 2to be signifi-
cantly different from every other version, but no aher pairs of means are signifi-
cantly different.

The means for the six versions are plotted in Figure 48.
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Figure 48: Plot of sentencetrandation task scores by vesion

The graph dsplays a marked dip at version 2 showing the English-only version
to beinferior for this task. Of the other versions, version 6with Polish definitions
precaling Polish equivaents eaned a lower mean score than the other versions
with Polish equivalents, but these differences did na read significance in the
correded pcst hoc test. The shape of the graphisin general similar to that for
overall scores, but version 21ags behind the others more on this task than owerall.
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4.5.4.3 Interaction d leve by vasion

Figure 49 ill ustrates the interadion effed of level and version onthe sentence
trandation task scores. The dfea is highly significant (p<0.0001).
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Figure 49: Interaction dot of sentencetranslation task scores by levd andversion

The graph clealy shows the disadvantage of version 2 which for this task per-
sists even at the advanced level 5. The other versions cluster close together, with
the exception d version 6for beginners, where the delaying d the Polish equiva-
lent past the Polish definition apparently causes problems for low-proficiency
subjeds. | susped that those beginning users are ale to skip the English defini-
tionand cet right to the equivalent in version 5 but get stalled if the definitionis
in Polish.

4.5.5 Sentence-length context: overall

The results from sentence-length context lexicd tasks | and J are cnflated here.
Effeds of level (with version controlled) and version (with level controlled) on
lexicd effediveness gores are reveded to be highly significant by GLM analy-
sis. The interadion effed of version bylevel, however, is nat significant, though
it does approad the anventional 5% threshold with p=0.07. Detail ed Univariate
ANOVA results are presented in Table 71
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Table 71: ANOVAtable for sentence-length context overall lexcal effediveness sores

Effect SS df MS F p
Intercept 23623.82 1 23623.82 17096.18 <0.0001
Level 332.68 4 83.17 60.19 <0.0001
Version 160.07 5 32.01 23.17 <0.0001
Level*Version 41.73 20 2.09 1.51 0.0709
Error 942.40 682 1.38

455.1 Effed of leve

Table 72 gives the mean sentence-length context effediveness gores for the five
levels, andtheir 95% confidenceintervals.

Table 72: Sentence-length contex effediveness €ores by leve

Level Score Std. Error -95% +95% N
1 4.69 0.10 450 4.89 145
2 5.65 0.10 545 5.85 131
3 6.06 0.09 589 6.24 175
4 6.44 0.10 6.25 6.63 154
5 6.73 0.12 6.50 6.95 107

Total 5.90 0.05 579 6.01 712

Scores get better with increasing level, and the cnfidence intervals for the indi-
vidual levels tend to be nonoverlapping. The score for the highest level is 43%
higher than the score for level 1, andthe dfead is highly significant (p<0.0007).

Figure 50 gives a plot of mean score versus level on the sentencelength
context tasks.
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Figure 50: Plot of sentence-length contex effediveness sores by leve

The scores increase monaonicdly with level, with the fastest rate of increase oc-
curring between levels 1 and 2

4.5.5.2 Effed of dictionary vasion

Mean scores with their 95% intervals for sentence-length context tasks broken
down by dctionary versionare givenin Table 73.

Table 73. Sentence-length contex effediveness €ores by vasion

Version Score Std. Error -95% +95% N
1.Peq 6.33 0.11 6.12 6.54 119
2.Edf 4,93 0.11 471 514 121
3.Peq+Edf 6.26 0.11 6.04 6.48 116
4.Peq+Pdf 6.05 0.11 5.84 6.27 118
5.Edf+Peq 6.16 0.11 593 6.38 118
6.Pdf+Peq 5.77 0.11 555 599 120

Total 5.90 0.05 579 6.01 712

The dfed of version onsentencelength context effediveness gores is highly
significant (p<0.0001). The highest mean score (version 1) outperforms the low-
est score (version 2 by 28%, so the dfed size is the same here & for overall
SCOres.

A graphicd plot of score means by versionis presented in Figure 51.
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Figure 51: Plot of sentence-length contex effediveness gores by vesion

There is a distinct dip in performance & version 2 (English definition). Also,
there gpeas to be some disadvantage to precaling the Polish equivalent with a
definition, asindicated by the Tukey HSD post hoc test (Table 74), which shows
version 6to be significantly lesseffedive than version 1(Polish equivalent only).

Table 74: Post hoc test on sentence-length context scores for dictionary vesions. Tukey
HSD probaliliti es; significant differences are starred

Version 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 *0.00002 0.97836 0.13919 0.74605 *0.02269
2 *0.00002 *0.00002 *0.00002 *0.00002 *0.00002
3 0.97836 *0.00002 0.52712 0.98868 0.16917
4 0.13919 *0.00002 0.52712 0.88959 0.98689
5 0.74605 *0.00002 0.98868 0.88959 0.50723
6 *0.02269 *0.00002 0.16917 0.98689 0.50723

4.5.5.3 Interaction d levd by vasion

The interadion effed of level by version onsentence-length context effedive-
ness goresisplotted in Figure 52,
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Figure 52 Interaction dot of sentence-length contex effediveness sores by leve and
version

The interadion effed of level by version is nat significant for sentence-length
task scores (p=0.07). There islittle line aossng in the plot, and the lines tend to
runin perallel.

4.5.6 Text context

Text context lexicd effedivenessof the dictionary entries was asessed through
the text trandlation task (part K of the Dictionary Effediveness Test), in which
again subjeds lexicd choices were evaluated. As down in Table 75, the two
main effeds (level and version) are highly significant, but the interadion effea
(level by version) isnat significant.

Table 75: ANOVA table for text context lexical effediveness sores

Effect SS df MS F p
Intercept 3717.338 1 3717.338 5430.854 <0.0001
Level 176.102 4  44.025 64.319 <0.0001
Version 47.241 5 9.448 13.804 <0.0001
Level*Version 14.832 20 0.742 1.083 0.3620
Error 466.819 682 0.684

4.5.6.1 Effed of levé

Table 76 gives mean text context effediveness gores with their 95% confidence
intervalsfor the five leaner levels.
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Table 76: Text contex effediveness sores by levd

Level Score Std. Error -95% +95% N
1 1.47 0.07 1.33 1.60 145
2 2.10 0.07 1.96 224 131
3 2.56 0.06 244 2.69 175
4 2.73 0.07 259 286 154
5 2.88 0.08 272 3.04 107

Total 2.34 0.04 227 242 712

The means increase with level, and the score for level 5 is almost twice the score
for level 1. The dfed isvery large, and highly significant (p<0.0001J).

Figure 53 plots the mean scores on the text context task as a function o
leaner level.
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Figure53: Plot of text contex effediveness sores by leved

The dope of the plot is degoer for the lower levels (from 1 to 3), and somewhat
flatter for the higher levels (from 3 to 5), indicating that an increase in level isre-
lated to alarger gain in performance for the lessadvanced learners, and a small er
gain for the more alvanced leaners.

4.5.6.2 Effed of dictionary vesion

Mean text context effediveness sores for the six dictionary versions and their
95% confidenceintervals are given in Table 77.
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Table 77: Text contex effediveness sores by vasion

Version Score Std. Error -95% +95% N
1.Peq 2.52 0.08 2.38 2.67 119
2. Edf 1.82 0.08 1.67 197 121
3.Peq+Edf 2.57 0.08 241 272 116
4.Peq+Pdf 2.51 0.08 236 2.66 118
5.Edf+Peq 2.43 0.08 227 258 118
6.Pdf+Peq 2.23 0.08 2.07 2.38 120

Total 2.34 0.04 227 242 712

Again, version 2 poduced the lowest mean score, and was outperformed by the
top-scoring version 3 by 426, so the size of the dfed of version is substantial.
The dfed ishighly significant (p<0.0003).

A plot of mean scores by versionis dxown in Figure 54.
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Figure 54: Plot of text contex effediveness gores by veasion

Apart from the dealy inferior performance of version-2 subjeds, there gpeas
to be adisadvantage to the Polish equivalent being delayed in the presentation o
semantic information within a dictionary entry. This tendency is more marked
when the intervening element is a definition in Polish (version 6, compared to a
definition in English (version 5, and version 6 mean score isindicaed to be sig-
nificantly lower than version 1score by the Tukey post hoc test (Table 78).
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Table 78: Post hoc test ontext context scores for dictionary vasions: TukeyHSD prob-
abhiliti es; significant differences are starred

Version 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 *0.00002 0.99618 0.27884 0.68773 *0.02084
2 *0.00002 *0.00002 *0.00002 *0.00002 *0.00002
3 0.99618 *0.00002 0.59634 0.93194 0.09238
4 0.27884 *0.00002 0.59634 0.98700 0.91328
5 0.68773 *0.00002 0.93194 0.98700 0.55276
6 *0.02084 *0.00002 0.09238 0.91328 0.55276

4.5.6.3 Interaction d leve by vasion

The interadion effed of level by version ontext context scores is ill ustrated in
Figure 55.
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Figure 55: Interaction dot of tex context effectiveness gores by levd andversion

This effed is nat significant for text context scores (p=0.36). The lines are nea-
hyperbdlic in shape, andtendto runin perall el to ead aher.

4.5.7 Position and language of definition

Four of the six versions of the mini-dictionary used in the study (versions 3, 4, 5
and 6 contained two componrents with semantic information: definition and Pol-
ish equivalent. The Polish equivalents were dl the same for the four versions
(and identicd to version 1as well), but the definition comporents varied along
two dmensions; in terms of its language and in terms of its position relative to
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the Polish equivaent. As siown in Table 12 on pge 76, the language of the
definition takes up two values. Polish or English. With regard to its relative posi-
tion, the definition may precale the Polish equivalent, or follow the Polish
equivalent. These two pasitions will be referred to briefly as first and last, re-
spedively.

Here, | will briefly present an analysis of overall dictionary effediveness
scores in terms of these two underlying variables of definition pasition and lan-
guage, as well asthe leaner level variable. Only the four dictionary versions for
which the variables can be defined are included in the present analysis (see
4.5.2.2 for further discusson). A complete fadorial ANOVA table for this analy-
sisispresented in Table 79.

Table 79: ANOVAtable for levd, definition pasition and @finitionlanguagg, overall

scores

Effect SS df MS F p
Intercept 85934.93 1 85934.93 16374.79 <0.0001
Level 1368.36 4  342.09 65.18 <0.0001
DefPos 18.67 1 18.67 3.56 0.0599
DefLang 3.47 1 3.47 0.66 0.4169
Level*DefPos 38.88 4 9.72 1.85 0.1178
Level*DefLang 10.00 4 2.50 0.48 0.7533
DefPos*DefLang 5.10 1 5.10 0.97 0.3248
Level*DefPos*DefLang 6.66 4 1.67 0.32 0.8663
Error 2372.10 452 5.25

As it turns out, nore of the dfeds except the level effed (arealy extensively
covered abowe) is gsatisticdly significant. The only other effea that approaches
significance is DefPos, the position d definition. The score means for this effed
with their 95% confidenceintervals are listed in Table 80.

Table 80: Breakdown of overall dictionary efediveness sores by position d definition

DefPos Score Std. Error -95% +95% N
Last 14.19 0.15 13.89 14.49 234
First 13.78 0.16 13.47 14.08 238
Total 13.92 0.13 13.66 14.17 472

There is a tendency for a definition following the equivalent to produce some-
what higher scores, but, as noted abowe, this tendency does not read signifi-
cance In any case, the diff erence between the two meansis only abou 3%.

A plot of meansin Figure 56 ill ustrates how the position d definition effea
interads with learner level.
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Figure 56: Plot of overall score by definition pcsition andleve

The plot in Figure 56 reveds that a major share of the paosition effed comes from
level 1 subjed scores, where the difference related to the two pasitions is quite
substantial, abou 15%. In fad, contrast analysis test of significance for level 1
turns out to be highly significant (F, 462=9.99; p=0.0017). It would appea that
the definition, when placed in front of the Polish equivalent, may make it more
difficult for beginners to locae the equivalent, the single most helpful element in
the entry.

Finally, for a more cmmplete picture, let uslook at the dfed of the language
of definition, even thoughthis effed does not even approach significance. The
means and confidenceintervals are given in Table 81.

Table 81: Breakdown of overall dictionary efediveness gores by languagp of definition

DefLang Score Std. Error -95% +95% N
Pol 13.88 0.19 13.50 14.26 238
Eng 13.96 0.17 13.62 14.30 234
Total 13.92 0.13 13.66 14.17 472

As one might exped, the means are hardly affeded by the language of the defini-
tions, the difference between the two mean scores being less than 0.6%. The
mean scores are plotted against level in Figure 57.
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Figure 57: Plot of overall score by definitionlanguage andleve

The two lines run very close together, which is consistent with the high plevel
for this interadion effed (p=0.75). A likely interpretation o this amost perfed
indifference of scores to the language of the definition is that nobodyadualy
reads the definition when the Polish equivalent is avail able. The only way that a
definition seans to matter here is that it gets in the way of the eguivalent for
lower-level subjeds. The dightly higher scores for the English definition at lev-
els1 and 2in Figure 57 may be arefledion d the English definition keing easier
to separate from the Polish equivalent, and thus easier to skip when present in
front of the equivalent: we have dready seen data patterns indicating that skip-
ping the definitionto get to the equivalent may present something o a problem to
the beginning learnersin ou sample.

4.5.8 Conclusion

Throughou this ®dion (4.5), | have presented and interpreted the results of the
Dictionary Effediveness Test, which assessd the relative successof subjeds at
different levels, using six versions of the dictionary to complete arange of lexicd
tasks with varying amourt of context. | attempt to visualize the complex interac
tion d the dfeds of level and dctionary version undr varying amourt of con
text in Figure 58.
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Figure 58 Dictionary dfediveness gores by contex, version andleve

The five segments of the graph represent subjeds at the five levels. Within eah

segment,

the six dictionary versions are represented onthe ascissa, and the ordi-

nate indicaes test scores. The threetypes of context are represented with a wn-

tinuouws li

ne (words in isolation), dashed line (sentence-length context), and dad-

ted line (text context).
The main findings of this dion can be summarized as foll ows:

Scores go upwith level. This effed is consistent and expeded: leaner
level probably correlates fairly strondy with bah reference skill s and
language skill s, bath of which would namally make dictionary consul-
tations more dfedive.

Version 2is consistently the least effedive of al. Clealy, the &sence
of a Polish equivalent is a mgjor fador negatively affeding dctionary
effediveness

The disadvantage of version 2is more serious for the lower-level users.
As leaners progress so dotheir foreign language skill s, and their strict
reliance on Poli sh equivalents becomes lessof anecessty.

The disadvantage of version 2 affeds all types of contexts. words in
isolation, sentence-length context, and text context.

Inserting a definitionin front of a Polish equivalent aff eds performance
negatively for bottom-level subjeds in sentence and text contexts. For
beginners, dictionary entries have to be kept simple: a surplus of infor-
mation dstrads and confuses the users. However, an English definition
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may be dightly easier to skip in this case, because it is more distinct
from the Poli sh equivalent, being in a different language.

* When a definition is present as well as a Polish equivalent, there is
some alvantage in the definition keing in Polish rather than in English
for wordsinisolation. This advantage disappeas at level 5.

» Dictionary users, and espedally beginners, appea to resort sometimes
to a strategy of mechanicd matching o lexicd items between source
context and dctionary definition.

4.6 Morphological accuracy: plural inflection

The Dictionary Effediveness Test was primarily meant to test the lexicd effec
tiveness of the different versions of dictionary entries, which was the focus of
sedion 4.5 above. The test has not been designed to systematicdly measure
grammaticd acarracy. However, there was one lexicd item in task K, remes
tians, which was given in the plural form, but al dictionary versions (as would
the grea majority of adtual dictionary products in paper format) employed a sin-
gular citation form for entry headword, here remestian. In this sdion, | would
like to examine to what extent subjeds were ale to transfer the plural feaure to
the Polish trandation d the lexicd item, which refleds their performance on the
item remestians with the dd of the mini-dictionary entries provided. As abowe,
the dfeds of dictionary versionand level onsubjeds performancewill be exam-
ined.

At this point adedsion reeals to be taken on hav to trea those caes where
subjeds have not succealed in trandating the target word. The first optionis to
exclude such cases from the analysis. The second ogtion is to tred such cases as
failures to effedively extrad the morphdogicd information from the dictionary.
Here, the second ogtion was sleded, because the first option would lead to mis-
leading results, as will be shown briefly towards the end d sedion 4.6.2. A 2-
way ANOVA table for the seaond gptionis presented in Table 82.

Table 822 ANOVAtablefor levd andversion, plural infledion score

Effect SS df MS F p
Intercept 149.0293 1 149.0293 755.8425 <0.0001
Level 38.7239 4 9.6810 49.0997 <0.0001
Version 0.2905 5 0.0581 0.2947 0.9159
Level*Version 3.1164 20 0.1558 0.7903 0.7271
Error 134.4698 682 0.1972

Only the level effed is dgnificant; the main effed of version and the interadion
of level by version do no even approach significance, with F ratios being less
than 1 One shoud nde & this juncture that the dternative analysis (first option
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with the misdgng cases excluded) produces rougHy similar results, that is with
just the level effed being significant.

I will now take up the three dfedsin turn, starting with the significant effea
of level.

4.6.1 Effed of level

Mean pural infledion scores with their 95% confidence intervals for the five
levelsare givenin Table 83.

Table 83: Plural infledion score by levd

Level Score Std. Error -95% +95% N
1 0.14 0.04 0.06 0.21 145
2 0.29 0.04 0.21 0.37 131
3 0.47 0.03 0.40 0.54 175
4 0.57 0.04 0.49 0.64 154
5 0.89 0.04 0.80 0.97 107

Total 0.46 0.02 0.42 0.49 712

The scores increase monaonicdly with level. They can be interpreted here &
mean successrate, i.e. a score of 0.5 represents a situation where adou half of
the subjedsin the group have supdied the corred plura infledional marker. The
effed is highly significant (p<0.0001), and its szeis very substantial, with the
mean for level 5 being abou six timesthe mean for level 1. The size of this effea
is much higher than for any lexcal effediveness measures noted thus far. This
shoud na surprise us: after al, an ability to corredly interpret the English plural
ending might be expeded to correlate highly with foreign language proficiency;
more so than lexicd-semantic interpretation d nornce words. In the dternative
analysis excluding the missng cases, the dfed sizeis, understandably, smaller,
but still i mpressve, with an over thre€fold increase in scores.

Plural infledion score by level is plotted in Figure 59.
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Figure 59: Plot of plural infledion score by leved

The plot revedsthat the dlope of the line is geep and fairly constant, with a slight

dowdown for level 4, which is compensated for at level 5.

4.6.2 Effed of dictionary version

Mean pura infledion scores for the six dictionary versions with their 95% con-
fidenceintervals are given in Table 84.

Table 84: Plural infledion score by version

Version Score Std. Error -95% +95% N
1 0.44 0.04 0.36 0.52 119
2 0.45 0.04 0.37 053 121
3 0.48 0.04 0.39 0.56 116
4 0.46 0.04 0.38 0.54 118
5 0.50 0.04 0.42 0.59 118
6 0.49 0.04 0.40 0.57 120
Total 0.46 0.02 0.42 049 712

The values for the different versions are dose, and all confidence intervals over-
lap, which is consistent with the high plevel (p=0.92). The mrrespondng dot of

meansis presented in Figure 60.
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Figure 60: Plot of plural infledion score by vesion

It is interesting to nade that the two lowest mean scores were adieved with the
simplex entry versions, with just a single semantic information element. How-
ever, we shoud bea in mind that the main effed of version daes nat approach
significance, and the difference is very dlight. Also, a contrast anaysis for ver-
sions 1 and 2 versus combined versions 3-6 produces a norsignificant result
(F, 682=1.02, p=0.31). We mnclude, then, that dictionary version daes not ap-
pea to influence plural infledion scoresin any way.

The &owve analysis has included those cases where translations of the target
word are missng, interpreting this as evidence of failure. An aternative analysis
would be to exclude such cases from analysis, as explained in 4.6 above. For this
type of analysis, Table 84 would be replaced by Table 85.

Table 85: Plural infledion score by vasionwith missng cases exduded

Version Score Std. Error -95% +95% N

1 0.46 0.05 0.37 0.56 104
0.62 0.06 051 0.73 78
0.54 0.05 0.44 0.63 97
0.52 0.05 0.43 0.61 97
0.54 0.05 0.45 0.64 103

6 0.58 0.06 0.48 0.69 98
Total 0.56 0.02 0.52 0.60 577

aa s~ WDN

If we compare the valuesin the two tables, we note the higher score for version 2
in Table 85, which nov beawmes the top-scoring version. This differenceis baf-
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fling at first. The explanation for this effed is foundin the N rows of the two ta-
bles: nate that the number of contributing subjeds fall s dramaticdly, much more
so than for any ather version. This is becaise so many version 2 subjeds were
unsuccesdul with this item, which is the true reason for the inflated successrate
for version 2 onthe dternative analysis. It is not so much, as Table 85 might ap-
pea to imply, that version 2subjeds were more reaily able to supdy the plural
infledion, but rather the less siccesul users with accessto version 2 d the dic-
tionary were unable to suppy the trandation at al, wherea with the other dic-
tionary versions sibjeds were & least able to get the lexicd item right, but
missed ou on the plural feaure. Based onthis rationale, the dternative analysis
is rejeded as misealing, and the analysis including the misdng cases is pre-
ferred. In any event, the version effed is nat significant on the dternative analy-
siseither.

4.6.3 Interaction of level by version

The interadion effed of level by version on pura infledion scoresisill ustrated
in Figure61.
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Figure 61 Interaction dot of plural infledion score by levd andversion

This effed is not significant (p=0.73). It may be visualy intriguing that the six
versions appea to converge so closely at level 4, and dverge  level 3, but con-
trast analysis does not find any statisticd significance here ather. It may be on
cluded that dictionary version daes not affed plural infledion scores, either onits
own, or in combinationwith leaner level.
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4.7 Sense ordering

In his pioneaing study, Tono (1984 discovered that his dictionary users tended
to seled the first sense listed in a dictionary entry unlessclea indicaions were
present that this sense was not appropriate. Althoughinvestigating the dfed of
sense ordering was not the primary aim of this gudy, some poysemous items
were present in the test dictionaries, and target senses were balanced for order,
meaning that in pdysemous entries, half of the target (corred) resporses were
included asinitial (ealy) senses, the other half as late senses. The items were not
systematicaly balanced for difficulty; to dothat would have invaved a further
proliferation o dictionary versions, with arders of senses switched for particular
items. Such a design solution had been considered but rejeded, becaise the de-
sign was arealy fairly complex. Nevertheless these details $oud be borne in
mind when evaluating the results presented in this sdion.

The dfed of sense ordering is here operationalized as the so-cdled ealy-
late differential score. This measure was computed as the diff erence between the
total score on the ealy-sense target items and the total score on the late-sense
target items, and shoud refled the relative alvantage of ealy placement (the
first sense) of target information within the entry versus late placanent (later
senses, here usualy the second and last, sense). A differential score of zero
would thus suggest a zeo effed of sense ordering, a positive differential score
would indicae an advantage of ealy sense placament within an entry (first sense
in a paysemous entry), whereas a negative score would suggest an advantage of
late placanent. However, the two sets of items are diff erent items, rather than the
same items with senses switched, so the ealy and late items are not perfedly
balanced for difficulty. Despite dforts to avoid any such hias, it is posdble that
the ealy items are on average more — or less— difficult than the late items.

The overall ealy-late differential score turns out to be —0.05, which is very
close to zero. In fad, the 95% confidenceinterval includes the value of zero (see
the bottom row of Table 87 below), so we caana rejed the null hypathesis of the
score being generaly unaffeded by sense placament, athoughthe reservations
discus=ed in the previous paragraphs gill hold.

While the overall ealy-late differential score may be unreliable because of
the ladk of systematic control over item difficulty, the influence of level and ver-
sion onthe differential shoud be less ensitive to this design problem. | will now
proceal with a two-way fadorial GLM ANOVA on dfferential scores for level
and version —just as | have dore for absolute dictionary eff ediveness measures.
An ANOVA tablefor thisanalysisis presented in Table 86.
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Table 86: ANOVAtablefor levd andversion, early-late differential scores

Effect SS df MS F p
Intercept 0.9373 1 0.9373 1.2252 0.2687
Level 8.3846 4 2.0962 2.7401 0.0278
Version 11.1264 5 2.2253 2.9089 0.0131
Level*Version 12,9984 20 0.6499 0.8496 0.6527
Error 521.7225 682 0.7650

The analysisreveds sgnificant main effeds of level and version. The interadion
of level by versionis nat significant (and so is the intercept, which confirms the
ladk of general sense ordering effed). The two main effeds and the interadion

will be taken upin turn below.

4.7.1 Effed of level

The values of ealy-late differential score for ead level with their 95% corfi-

denceintervalsarelisted in Table 87.
Table 87: Early-late differential scores by levd

Level Early-Late Differential Std. Error -95% +95% N
1 0.10 0.07 -0.04 0.25 145
2 -0.10 0.08 -0.25 0.05 131
3 -0.20 0.07 -0.33 -0.07 175
4 -0.04 0.07 -0.18 0.10 154
5 0.05 0.09 -0.12 0.22 107

Total -0.05 0.03 -0.11 0.02 712

All values are very close to zero, and their 95%
zero, with the exception d the level 3 dfferential score. Thisis clealy visiblein

the plot in Figure 62.

confidence intervals include
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Figure 62 Plot of early-late differential scores by levé

Judgng from the plot, there is a tendency for the differential valuesto be lowest
for the intermediate level subjeds, suggesting a dight but significant (p=0.03)
relative advantage of late-placel senses for this range of levels. It is difficult to
offer a definitive interpretation for such a relationship, but one posshility might
be that leaners at this level range ae espedally meticulous in reading dctionary
entries, and are caeful to read pdysemous entries throughto the end. Such an
interpretationis highly speaulative, though and would have to be verified by fur-

3

Level

ther evidence, preferably from dired-observation studies.

4.7.2 Effed of version
Mean ealy-late differential scores for the six dictionary versions with their 95%

confidenceintervals are given in Table 88.

Table 88: Early-late differential scores by vesion

Version Early-Late Differential Std. Error -95% +95% N
1 -0.04 0.08 -0.20 0.12 119
2 -0.22 0.08 -0.38 -0.07 121
3 0.01 0.08 -0.16 0.17 116
4 -0.05 0.08 -0.21 0.11 118
5 0.20 0.08 0.04 0.37 118
6 -0.12 0.08 -0.28 0.05 120
Total -0.05 0.03 -0.11 0.02 712
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The values cluster around zero, and there is relatively littl e variation, although
nat as little & for level-related variation. Versions 1, 2, 4, and 6 show negative
values, of which 1and 4are small. Version 3shows a small pasitive value, ver-
sion § alarger positive value. Versions 2 and 5are the two whaose confidencein-
tervals do nd include avalue of zero. The values are plotted in Figure 63.
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Figure 63: Plot of early-late differential scores by vasion

The two dctionary versions that differ most from ead ather are2 and 5 It isin-
teresting to nde that both these versions include English definitions within their
semantic information. In version 5 however, the English definition is foll owed
by the Polish equivalent for ead sense. It would appea that such an entry struc-
ture, common in hlingualized dctionaries, is related to the gredest degree of
preference for the ealy sense in pdysemic entries. In view of the difference be-
tween versions 2 and 5 an interpretation suggests itself that the typicad usersin
the sample exhibit different behaviour patterns when presented with the two ver-
sions, having to read the English definition (as there is nathing else) in version 2
but skipping ower it in version 5 Here, however, users are gparently unwilli ng
to skip over the second English definition to locae another Polish equivalent,
which would acourt for their relative preference for the ealy senses. Quite the
reverse seams to be the cae in version 2 which exhibits the highest degree of
preference for the late senses. Here, users drugding with the English definition
in the @sence of the Polish equivalent, appea to be making a spedal effort to
continue reading the entry in order to make the most of the rather unhelpful Eng-
lish-language entry. The @ove hypaheticd scenario for version 5seansto get
further suppat from results for version 6 Version 6 dffers from version 5 ory
in that the definition that precedes the Polish equivalent is in Polish, rather than
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in English. This difference done results in a marked relative preference for the
ealy sensesin version 5 vs-avisversion 6 It would thus appea that either users
find it harder to skip over the English definition, which is more difficult to ds-
tinguish from the equivalent (also in Polish), or else they adually read the Polish
definition rather than skip ower it.

4.7.3 Interaction of level by version

The interadion effed of level by version onealy-late differential scores did na
turn ou to be significant (p=0.65). However, let us review the pattern o the
ealy-late differential scores plotted against the two fadors, as $rown in Figure
64, in the hope that it will allow us a more acarate interpretation d the main ef-
fedsof level and version.
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Figure 64: Interaction dot of early-late differential scores by levd andversion

In terms of the dfea of level, we observe that the dip at level 3 naed in 4.7.1
abowve is mostly the result of versions 3 and 5 that is the two versions that com-
bine Polish equivalents with Engdlish definitions. This combination, in whatever
order, appeas to make intermediate leaners, in contrast to learners of other lev-
els, more likely to look at the later senses.

Asregards version 5and its preferencefor ealy senses, we find level 5 sub-
jeds to be the chief contributors to this effed. This suggests that advanced sub-
jeds are rather unwilli ng to read beyondthe first sense of an entry when working
with a semi-bilingual dictionary (English definition followed by Polish equiva-
lent), more than for any aher dictionary type, and more than any lower-level
subjeds. The latter difference gpeasto be espedally surprising and dfficult to
acourt for. One posshle explanation is that advanced leaners have been “con
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ditioned” to look at the ealy entries throughtheir exposure to modern leaners
dictionaries, which almost universally order senses based onfrequency. This ex-
planationis questionable ontwo grounds. Firstly, if that were the cae, one would
exped the dfed to be mimicked for mondingual dictionaries, version 2 but that
does not appea to be the case. Secondy, advanced leaners using leaners dic-
tionaries would namally find it necessary to delve deeper into pdysemous en-
tries, because they would often be famili ar enoughwith the most frequent senses
that tend to come ealy onin an entry. Clealy, thisisaue cdl sfor further study.

4.7.4 Conclusion

This gudy found noindicaiion d a preference for ealy senses over late senses,
as the differential score between ealy senses and late senses averaged to zero
aaossthe whaoe sample. However, the dfed might be masked as the difficulty
of items was not balanced in the present design. Also, the paysemous entries that
were used in the study were rather short, up to threesenses in length. The results
might have been different with longer entries.

The influence of level and version onthe ealy-late differential score was
examined. The two main effeds were foundto be significant, but na the interac
tion effed. A small relative preference for late senses was noted with intermedi-
ate-level subjeds, as oppcsed to beginners and advanced learners, and test dic-
tionary versions 3 and 5were the strongest contributors to this effed. A prefer-
ence for ealy senses was reveded for users of version 5 espedally advanced
ones, suggesting that English definitions may be blocking accessto the (more d-
fedive) Polish equivalents in semi-bili ngual dictionaries. In mondingual diction
aries (version 2), a tendency was foundfor users to persevere to the later sense.
This last finding is consistent with the results of a think-aloud study by Wingate
(2002 113115, who foundthat reading ony the beginning d an entry was a
problem for bilingual dictionaries, but nat for mondingual dictionaries. On the
other hand, Neubad and Cohen (1988 foundmondingual dictionaries to be -
feded bythe preferncefor ealy sense. Perhaps the diff erence between versions 5
and 2is here due to the alvanced users expeding mondingual entries to take
more time reading and consequently all owing themselves more time when faced
with such entries.






5. Conclusions and suggestions

5.1 Review of the findings

In the present study, | have tried to probe arange of questions related to receptive
dictionary use by Polish leaners of English by combining qlestionreire surveys
and controll ed experimental tests with the same subjeds.

The average Polish leaner appeas to be using a hilingual dictionary a few
times a week This hdds for Polish-English as well as English-Polish dctionar-
ies, though asin Tomaszczyk (1979, it isthe latter that are used somewhat more
frequently. In contrast, mondingual dictionaries are used very rarely by leaners
at all levels except the highest. The more intensive use of mondingual dictionar-
ies by most advanced leanersis not acompanied by a deaeased use of bili ngual
dictionaries; on the ntrary, an increase in the frequency of use is observed in
bilinguel dictionaries at the highest proficiency level, thoughrelatively spegking
not as dramatic as for mondingual dictionaries. The patterns of frequency of use
a different levels suggest that mondingual dictionaries at the highest level sup-
plement bili ngual dictionaries rather than supdanting it.

The present findings are in general agreament with the results of those stud-
ies which naed an increase in the frequency of dictionary use with level
(Hatherall 1984 Knight 1994 Wingate 2002, rather than those that observed a
reverse tendency (Atkins and Varantola 1998 Tomaszczyk 1979. This discrep-
ancy in the findings of previous gudies could be due to the different proficiency
ranges covered in those investigations, since this gudy, covering a very broad
span of proficiency levels, found \ery little overall increase in the cnsultation
frequency with level except at the highest proficiency ranges. Therefore, if a
given study dd na have sufficiently advanced subjedsin the sample, an increase
may na have been nded. Furthermore, the dfed of level did na affed all types
of dictionariesin the same way. The rise in the use of mondingual dictionariesis
only naticeale, though \ery pronourced, at the top level 5. As far as bili ngual
dictionaries go, the use of Polish-English dictionaries begins to increase & the
intermediate level, whil e the frequency of consultation d English-Polish diction
aries exhibits a more or less sealy rise throughou the whaole proficiency range.
The mncomitant rise in the frequency of use of mondingual dictionaries and
Polish-English dictionaries may suggest that mondingual dictionaries may be
used in conjunction with Polish-English dictionaries in productive tasks, the bi-
lingual dictionary being wsed to locae the English equivalent, and mondingual
to oltain examples and gudanceon usage, collocaion and gammar.

Theinvestigation d dictionary preferences reveded that whil e most subjeds
in the sample named their dictionary of first choice, only half of them gave adic-
tionary of seaondchoice As expeded, the identification o spedfic titles was of-
ten impossble, as users' remlledion d the detail s of the dictionaries they used
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tends to be fragmentary and urreliable. The analysis was conducted in such a
way as to make maximum use of even this incomplete information. Only 9% of
al resporses gave mondingual dictionaries as their preferred dictionaries, with
the remaining 9% of resporses naming klingual dictionaries. It was primarily
highest-proficiency leaners who ramed mondingual dictionaries. Further,
mondingual dictionaries, if named at all, tend to have been gven as oond
choice rather than first-choice dictionaries, which confirms their secondary role
for advanced students.

The average rating that leaners gave their dictionaries was good a4 ona
scde of 1 to 5 which suggests that the overall degree of satisfadion with dc-
tionaries was fairly high. Of the dictionaries most frequently named, users valued
the Collins-BGW and Langenscheidt dictionaries the highest. There were sub-
stantial differences in the ratings aaossthe different titles and trands. These de-
tails may be of interest to lexicographers, pulishers, teaders and dctionary us-
ers. Leaners ratings do not appea to be influenced much by their proficiency
level.

Asin Tomaszczyk's gudy (1979, our leaners gave higher ratings to mono-
lingual than to bilingual dictionaries. In view of the poa performance of mono
lingual dictionaries on the Dictionary Effediveness Test, this effed is best seen
as refleding the positive image of the mondingual dictionary. Also, it may be
easier for leaners to register problems with hilingual dictionaries than with
mondingual dictionaries, since mondingual entries tend to be more difficult to
understand and so would be more likely to be given the benefit of the douh.

As expeded, dictionaries named as first choicereceved higher ratings from
their users than dctionaries of second choice This is nat true acossthe whole
range of proficiency levels, though with level-4 leaners evaluating second
choice dictionaries higher, on average, than first-choice dictionaries. A partial
explanation d this rather puzzing finding is afforded by a threeway analysis,
which reveded that lower ratings for first-choice bilingual dictionaries are re-
sporsible for this effed. It is difficult to provide aprincipled interpretation o
why this shoud be so, but perhaps the answer lies in the spedfic context of dic-
tionary use a this level, such as when accessto dictionary is motivated by cir-
cumstance more than personal preference

The types of information that learners ®ek from dictionaries tended to group
into two clusters, as established by fador analysis. A high-frequency cluster was
formed by three types of lexicographic information. meaning, English equiva-
lents and Polish equivalents. The dominance of these three information types
suggests that the basic reference neeads are those of finding word meanings
(meaning and Polish equivalents) and finding word forms (English equivalents
and, to alesser degree Polish equivalents). The other types of information inves-
tigated in this gudy were synonyms, style and register, collocéion, sentence
structure, part of speed, and gronurciation; they were sought less often and
formed the peripheral information type duster. At the most advanced level, how-
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ever, the gap between the central and periphera clusters narrows, as advanced
leaners interest is aroused in the more “exotic” categories of information. Nev-
ertheless advanced leaners do nd seam to lose their interest in the central in-
formation types.

The Dictionary EffedivenessTest, the core part of this gudy, has provided a
number of insights into the dfedivenessof dictionary versions offering dfferent
types of semantic explanation. Looking at learners of different levels, we find a
consistent pattern of lexicd task scores increasing with level. Thisis understand
able and expeded, as leaner level certainly goes hand in hand with reference
skill sand language sKill s, bath of which are likely to improve the df edivenessof
dictionary consultation. More interestingly, the mondingual version 2 which of-
fered just the English definition byway of meaning provision, was consistently
the least effedive of al — for words in isolation, in sentence-length context, and
in text context alike. The asence of a Polish equivalent had a strondy negative
effed on scores. It was the lower-level |eaners that the mondingual dictionary
placed at the greaest disadvantage: as leaners skill s progress their reliance on
Polish equivalents roud become lessessential. The negative dfed of the miss
ing Polish equivalent did havever persist al the way to the highly advanced
leaners at level 5. Adding a definition in front of a Polish equivalent had a de-
pressng effed on scores of lower-level subjeds in sentence and text contexts.
This negative dfed was observed for definitions in English and in Polish alike.
English definitions fared somewhat better than Polish definitions here, although
they certainly did na help, as advocaes of the semi-bilingual dictionary type
might hope. My best interpretation d the data is that thase entries which com-
bined two ways of meaning provision turned ot to be too crowded and thus con-
fusing to learners at the lower levels, when compared with the simpler bili ngual
entry. The fad that adding an English definition in front of the Polish equivalent
lowered the dfediveness goresto alesser extent than adding a Polish definition
in the same pasition can be explained in terms of the English definition olscuring
the Polish equivalent lessthan a Polish definition daes, and espedally so for Pol-
ish spe&kers. Further suppart for this interpretation comes from the results of the
two configurations with definitions following the Polish equivalent, which pro-
duced better scores, as the eguivalent was immediately avail able, and the foll ow-
ing material could be ealy ignaed. For words in isolation, when a definition
was presented along with a Poli sh equivalent, Poli sh-language definition worked
better than English definition, athoughthis difference vanished at level 5. An
analysis of individual test items reveds evidence of a medanicd matching strat-
egy of similar lexicd items between source ®ntext and dctionary definition.
This behaviour is smilar to the kidrule strategy naed in the literature, and was
here foundto be particularly typicd of the beginner-level users.

The single paint of grammar investigated here, namely the acaragy in the

provision d the plural infledion marker, reveded the rather predictable dfed of
level: the higher the learner’s proficiency level, the more acarrate the provision
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of the plural marker. The size of this effed was very strong It turned ou that the
acarragy of the plural marker remained ureffeded by dctionary version, with all
six versions performing similarly. There was aso nointeradion effea of level
and version.

Unlike in Tono (1984, no evidence was foundin this gudy d a generalized
preference for ealy senses over late senses. The ealy-late differential score that
was adopted as a measure of this preference turned ou to be very close to zero
for the sample & a whae. However, all paysemous entries used in this gudy
were relatively short (threesenses at the most), as would be red entries for infre-
guent words, for which ou pseudo-words posed. Although no gneral preference
was noted, effeds of level and version onthe early-late differential score turned
out to be significant. Intermediate-level leaners, as oppcsed to bah beginners
and advanced leaners, exhibited a dlight preference for late senses, espedally
when using versions 3 and 5 On the other hand, version 5correlated with a pref-
erencefor ealy senses, espedally for advanced learners. This effed suggests that
English definitions may to some extent block accessto the more dfedive Polish
equivalent in semi-bilingual entries. Interestingly, users of the mondingual ver-
sion 2 dd go onto the later senses. Perhaps this is a question d the users being
prepared to allow themselves more time when reading the (longer) mondingual
entries.

5.2 Lexicographic recommendations

This gudy shows that leaners clea and consistent preference for bili ngual
dictionaries over mondingual dictionaries has a good padicd justificaion: the
bilingual dictionary type simply offers the greaest help in lexicd tasks, inde-
pendent of the anourt of context. Perhaps learners are instinctively aware of the
high effediveness of hilingual entries, even though when asked, they award
higher ratings to mondingual dictionaries.

The alvantage of bili ngual dictionaries dowly diminishes with growing pro-
ficiency level. Wingate commented in the following way onthe level that lean-
ershaveto be & in arder to benefit from mondingual dictionaries:

Even thoughthisfinding hasto be validated by further researcch, it ill us-
trates a major deficit in the discusson abou the dfedivenessof hilin-
gua versus mondingual dictionaries (...). The prevaili ng argument that
mondingual dictionaries are more dfedive for leaners can be mis-
leading as long as it is not clea what proficiency level leaners must
have readed. However, no previous gudy has pinpanted the stage in
the processof language aquisition when leaners gart to be aleto un-
derstand mondingual definitions. This reseach provides evidence that
this ability is not readed by al i ntermediate leaners. (Wingate 2002
229
According to the findings of the present study, this ability is only reated by
leaners at avery high proficiency level, but even at this high level, the mondin-
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gual entry still failsto hdd an absolute advantage over the bili ngual entry. When
Wingate's findings are interpreted, two important fads must be borne in mind.
Firstly, acual dictionaries were used in the comparison, and the mondingual dic-
tionaries used in the study were leaners dictionaries that held a number of ad-
vantages over the traditional bilingual dictionary. One of the two mondingual
dictionaries used by Wingate was a wmmercial leaner’s dictionary (Langen-
scheidts Grosswvorterbuch Deutsch ds Fremdsprache, LGDaF), and the other
was caefully put together by Wingate, who wed al the available insights of
modern lexicography to make it maximally comprehensible to intermediate
leaners, but had littl e regard for spacesaving requirements (Wingate' s new en-
tries were longer than the LGDaF ones by abou 56%). Secondy, and perhaps
more importantly, the bilingual dictionary used in Wingate's dudy was a Ger-
man-English dctionary with the native language of the subjeds being Chinese,
so it did na explain the foreign language (German) words in the users native
language (Chinese), but rather in what can at best be cdled their secondlanguage
(English). If these two fads are taken into acourt, and espedally in view of the
findings of this gudy, we must question the validity of the recommendation so
popuar amongst educators of the presumed superiority of the mondingual dic-
tionary. There is hardly any empiricd evidence available to suppat that sup-
posed superiority, and what littl e relevant evidence is avail able, points to the bi-
lingual dictionary as the more dfedive dictionary for reception. The present
study provides further evidence of thistype.

Wingate suggests that the bilingualized dictionary might be the ided solu-
tion for her subjeds, sinceit “could provide leaners with the seaurity of equiva
lents, while & the same time introducing them to mondingual word explana-
tions’ (2002 230). Not much can be said about the use of semi-bili ngual diction-
aries by Polish leaners, becaise their popdarity in Poland is gill minimal, as
shown by the guestionnaire resporses. However, it shoud be stressed that the
suggested advantages of the semi-bili ngual entry were not confirmed by the re-
sults of the present study. The Dictionary Effediveness Test did na find semi-
bilinguel dictionary entries to be significantly more helpful than hilingual ones,
thoughthey did perform much better than mondingual dictionaries thanks to the
presence of the Polish equivalent.

The findings of this gudy suggest that there is much to be said for the sim-
plicity of the entry. Providing too much information appeas to have a @nfusing
effed on wsers, particularly the lower-level leaners, probably through making it
harder for them to quickly locae the Polish equivalent.

On the other hand, advanced leaners display an interest in the peripheral
types of lexicographic information such as gynonyms, style and register, colloca
tion, sentence structure, part of speed, and ponurtiation. Of these secondary
lexicd reference needs, traditional bilingual dictionaries have typicdly provided
systematic information on oty two of the dove: part of speed and pgronurtia
tion. And et there is no principled resson why hilingual dictionaries shoud na
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offer to those alvanced, more demanding wsers a richer range of information
abou lexicd items that are often foundin the modern mondingual leaners dic-
tionaries. Such cdls have in fad been made in the past (e.g. Atkins 1996 2002
Tomaszczyk 1983 Worsch 1999, and they are beginning to be head at last, as
indicated by the recent publishing o the new Longman stownik wspotczesny
angelsko-polski, pasko-angelski (LSW), which seems to do just this, by
offering a range of lexicd information that a modern mondingual dictionary
would dffer, but withou the spaceconsuming and dten dstrading dcefinitions.

5.3 Paper versus electronic dictionaries

The present study wsed paper copies of dictionaries for the testing procedure.
Some cmments are due, though onthe posgble relevance of this gudy sfinding
to eledronic dictionaries, which are no doulh gaining in popuarity and are ex-
peded to grow so as to daminate the dictionary scene (Koren 1997 Meijs 199Q
Nes 2000 de Schryver 2003 Sharpe 1995.

It has been claimed (Cumming, Cropp and Sussex 1994 that with the move
from paper to orline dictionaries, restrictions of spacewould dsappea. That,
however, is a simplificaion at best. While storage spacemay indeed become ir-
relevant, there ae still severe restrictions asto hov much information can be dis-
played at atime. In fad, even the best currently avail able display devices are till
easily beaen by the old-fashioned printed paper in terms of visual resolution. So
spacesaving isues will still be with us? for at least as longas the visual modal-
ity is primarily used for information transfer from dictionary to user (as oppcsed
to some kind o dired uplink to the brain which, popuar as it may be in science
fictionliterature andfilms, is not yet anywhere on the drawing bard).

The results of this dudy may be largely relevant for eledronic dictionaries
for as long as on-screen display of dictionary entries basicdly simulates paper
presentation (as they ill do, de Schryver 2003. Conversely, on-screen presenta-
tion d entries has been used to investigate some aspeds of dictionary use which
were then generalized to paper dictionaries (Hulstijn 1993 Knight 1994 Nes
and Meaa 1991). The use of computer forms in this capadty has much to dffer
to the reseacher by way of convenience including a potential to log responses
automaticdly, thus obviating the need for the laborious paperwork and keyboard-
ing at the data entry stage, as well as alowing “unolirusive observation’
(Hulstijn 1993 139. However, the ejuivalence of the two forms (on-screen and
paper) shoud na be taken for granted, as Laufer (2000 found significant and
substantial differences in word recdl scores between margina paper glosses and
onscreen popup window glosss. By analogy, one shoud be caittious abou ex-
tending the findings of the experimental sedion d this gudy to eledronic dic-
tionaries.

2L See 4so Corréad (2002).
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5.4 Limitations of this study

The daims that can be made by this gudy are limited by the methoddogy uwsed.
Potential problems with questionraires were pointed ou by Hatherall (1984.
The look-up situations in this gudy were nat entirely naturalistic in the sense that
users were encouraged to consult the enclosed dictionary entries by emphasizing
the target words and by explicit instructions to use the dictionary, so the study
did na exadly replicae the ondtions under which subjeds might naturally
wish to consult such items. The purpose behind adogting this methoddogy was
to counterad the insidious problem of dictionary underuse (see 2.6.1 abowe),
which is potentially destructive to any atherwise caefully designed study o dic-
tionary use. The target items were not adual English words but rather norce
words pretending to be English words, in an attempt to control for lexicd pre-
knowledge. Red booksize dictionaries were not used, but rather artificially con-
structed mini-dictionaries. Surely, this must have influenced the look-up behav-
iour of subjeds with regard to the dictionary maaostructure, making it easier for
them to get to the target entry. However, as the focus of the study was entry con-
tent, or microstructure, rather than maaostructure, the fadlitation d entry access
was in fad a desirable design feaure & part of an attempt to dff set the dictionary
underuse problem discussed in 2.6.1.

Even thoughthe sample used in the study covered a broad range of educa
tional ingtitutions, no systematic sampling frames were used to oltain a sample
representative of “Polish leaners of English,” so there is boundto be some aed
and demographic bias in the structure of the present sample. The methoddogicd
dedsion here was motivated by pagmatic considerations, since systematic sam-
pling would have been uracceptably expensive; as well as by fundamental rea
sons, since it would be difficult to systematicdly discriminate between “Polish
leaners of English” and “Polish nonleaners of English” in a principled, non
arbitrary way, given that alot of language leaning accurs incidentally in today’s
world of satellit e television and the Internet.

The present study investigated receptive dictionary use, so nodired claims
can be made regarding productionin the foreign language with the use of the dic-
tionary. Also, the study dd na addressany longterm leaning a retention ef-
feds that may follow receptive dictionary use, and which are theoreticdly and
pradicdly distinct (Schafield 1999 30) from the more immediate goals of get-
ting lexicd suppat from dictionary consultation while engaged in lexicd prob-
lem solving tasks.

No single study can, of course, be reasonably expeded to answer al the in-
teresting questions. Dictionary user reseach is arelatively new areg and it till
faces more questions than it can doffer answers. The net was cast fairly broadly in
this gudy, but it is hoped that it will provide some inspiration for more dosely
focused reseach. | believe it will take many yeas of study by numerous sholars
using a variety of methods before we can horestly say that the highly complex
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and rivate adivity of dictionary use has been described satisfadorily. | do hope,
though that this gudy has made avaluable contribution to this description.
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Appendix 1. Teachers’ Questionnaire

Formularz nauczyciela z instrukcja
Zapoznaj si¢ z tym formularzem na kilka dni przed badaniem i ponownie na kilka godzin przed
badaniem. Jeden taki formularz towarzyszy kazdej testowanej grupie. Zatem np. jesli badane sa trzy
klasy, wypehij trzy formularze.

Przebieg badania:

Jesli jest taka mozliwos¢, rozsadz badanych tak, aby utrudni¢ odpisywanie (jak w czasie klasowki,
kartkowki). Popros o spakowanie/odtozenie stownikow, ksiazek, jesli jest taki zwyczaj.
Wprowadzenie (tekst w ramkach nalezy odczyta¢ lub powiedzie¢):

Wasza klasa/grupa zostata wytypowana do badan nad nauczaniem jgzyka angielskiego prowadzonych na
Uniwersytecie Adama Mickiewicza. Badanie jest w pelni anonimowe, nie podpisujcie sig¢ nigdzie, nie
wplynie w zaden sposob na niczyja oceng indywidualna. Cel —to poprawa jakoSci nauczania jgzyka
angielskiego. Zeby cel osiagna¢ w pehni, konieczna jest wasza wspolpraca - starajcie si¢ szczerze i
skrupulatnie podejs¢ do tego. Nie pomijajcie zadnej odpowiedzi, niezaleznie od tego, czy jestescie jej
pewni, czy nie. Nie przepisujcie od sasiada, wazne sa odpowiedzi, jakie da kazdy osobiscie. Dlatego nie
wolno tez si¢ porozumiewac. Teraz rozdam test, ale proszg jeszcze nie zaczyna¢, wyjasnig kilka rzeczy.

Rozdaj test, po jednym kazdej osobie, bezposrednio po rozdaniu méw dalej:

Badanie sklada sig z trzech stron: kwestionariusza, testu jgzykowego i stowniczka. Na pierwszej stronie
mamy kwestionariusz, gdzie nalezy zakresli¢ krzyzykiem po jednym i tylko jednym kwadraciku w
kazdym poziomym rzedzie. Na ten kwestionariusz wystarczy 10 minut. Reszta asu przeznaczona jest na
test jgzykowy, ktory jest na nastgpnej stronie. Sa to cztery krotkie ¢wiczenia. Wystapi w nich trochg
trudnigjszych — zapewne nieznanych wam — stow angielskich, ale nie zniechecajcie si¢ - kazde stowo
angielskie wydrukowane pogrubionymi literkami znajdziecie w specjalnym stowniczku, ktory jest na
sasiedniej stronie. Korzystajcie z tego stownika. Natomiast nie wolno korzysta¢ z zadnych innych
stownikow ani materiatow. Test jezykowy zabierze 30 minut, czyli tacznie ok. 40 minut, skoficzymy
WSZyscy razem, wiec prosze sie nie spieszy¢. Mozna juz zaczaé — zacznijcie od perwszej strony.

Niewykorzystane arkusze wt6z z powrotem do koperty. Po uptywie 10 minut przypomnij:

Nalezy juz dokonczy¢ kwestionariusz na pierwszej stronie i przej$¢ do testu na drugiej stronie.

Pilnuj, aby osoby nie porozumiewaly sig, nie $ciagaly i nie korzystaly z zadnych materiatow. W
przypadku pytan o technikg¢ wypetniania mozesz krotko wyjasni¢ lub pomdc; natomiast na pytania typu
"Co oznacza to pytanie/stowo" odpowiedz: Nic wigcej nie wolno mi wyjasnia¢ ani podpowiadac¢; tak jak
rozumiesz, tak wypetnij.

Po uptynigciu 40 minut zbieramy wszystkie testy i wktadamy do wtasciwej koperty. Wszystkie testy —
wykorzystane lub ne — musza wroci¢ w oryginalnej kopercie. Niniejsza kartkg rowniez wioz do tej
koperty.

Informacje o przebiegu badaniai grupie badanej:

W chwili spokoju wypelnij nastgpujace informacje (jesli nie ma takiej chwili, to jak najszybciej po
tescie):

Data przeprowadzenia badania............

Nazwa i doktadny typ SZKOI: ...
Nazwa i doktadny typ klasy/grupy: .
Jakiego gtéwnego podrgcznika do angielskiego uzywa ta klasa/grupa (tytul/wydawca/autor/poziom)?

Sredni poziom tej grupy/klasy w ocenie whasnej nauczyciela (zaznacz [X):
beginner pre-intermediate intermediate upper intermediate advanced
O O O O O
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Appendix 2. Teachers’ Questionnaire: English
translation

Teacher’s form and instructions

Famili arize yourself with this form afew days prior to questionnaire and test administration; rerea it
afew hours prior to administration. One form goes with each group tested; so if, for example, you are
testing threegroups, complete three forms.

Procedure:

If possble, seat subjects o asto make cheating difficult (as you would for aquiz). Ask them to put
away dictionaries and books, if that iswhat you would normally do.

Introduction (read out or say aloud the text in the box):

Your clasggroup hes been selected to participate in atest study on Engli sh language teaching done &
the University of Adam Mickiewicz. The study is anonymous, so do not sign your hame. The results
will not affect your grade. The general goal isto improve the quality of English language teading. To
meet the goal, your cooperation is essential, so please gproach the task with honesty and care. Do nd
skip items, even if you are not sure of your answer. Do not copy responses from others; it is vital that
you give your own answer. Y ou may not communicate with athers. | will now distribute the test, but
do not begin before I’ ve explained afew more things.

Distribute one test booklet to each subject and continue spe&ing:

The test has three pages: a questionnaire, alanguage test, and adictionary. The first pageisthe
questionnaire: here, cross only one box in ead line. Y ou have ten minutes to complete the
questionnaire, use the remaining time for the test, which is found onthe foll owing page. It includes
four short tasks.Y ou will come acossafew fairly difficult English words, which will probably be
unknown to you. Do not worry, though: you will find each English word printed in bold in a special
dictionary on the fadng page. Use this dictionary, but do rot use any other dictionaries or other aids.
The test will take 30 minutes, that’s about 40 minutesin al. We will al finish at the sametime, so
please do not rush. Y ou can get started on the first page now.

Put unused test booklets back in the envelope. After 10 minutes, prompt the subjeds:

| Y ou should be done by now with the questionnaire on page one and move on to the test on page two.

Make sure that subjeds do not communicate, ched, or use ay external materials. Should there be
questions regarding the technique of filling in the questionnaire or test, offer a brief clarification or
help; however, to questions of the type "What does this item/word mean?", say: | am not all owed to
say anything more aout this; please doit the way you understand it.

After 40 minutes, colled al booklets and put them badk in the envelope. All sheets — used and unused
—must be returned to mein their origina envelopes. Put this seet in the same envelope & well.

Data on the procedure and subjects:

When you have aquite moment during the testing, fill i n the foll owing (if thereis no good
opportunity, do it as soon as you can after the test administration):

Date when test administered:............

Name and cetail ed type of school:.

Name and cetail ed type of class!sectlon
What isthe principal EFL textbook used b,/ th|s classisecnon (t|t| dpubllsher/authorlle-\/el)’?

Number of peoplein this class/sedion participating in the study:...............
Teacher’s asesament of the average level of this clasgsection (tick a box [XI):
beginner pre-intermediate intermediate upper intermediate advanced

O a a d O
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Appendix 3. Learners’ Questionnaire

Instrukcja: odpowiedz szczeze (test jest w petni anonimowy) na wszystkie pytania, zakre$lajac
krzyzykiem (w ten sposéb: [X) doktadnie jeden kwadracik w kazdym poziomym rzedzie. Na te czg§é
masz ok. 10 minut.

A. llelat (w sumie) uczysz sie jezyka angielskiego?
01 23 45 6lubwiecq
O O O O

B. lle godzin zajecé z angielskiego masz w tygodniu (w sumie — szkota, kursy, lekcje prywatne)?
1 2-3 45 6 lub wigeej
o o 0O O

C. Swojq znajomos¢ angielskiego oceniasz na tle grupy jako:

[ ponad przecietna [ przecigtna [ ponizej przecietnej

D. Czy potrafiszpo angelsku:

tak racze tak raczeg nie nie
1. dowiedzieé si¢ o droge na stacje? O O O O
2. opisaé objawy przezigbienia? O O O O
3. zrozumieg tekst piosenki ze shuchu? O O O O

E. Jak czesto korzystasz ze stownikoéw nastepujacych typow:
codziennie kilka razy na tydzien raz na tydzien rzadziej/wcde

1. polsko-angielski? O O O O
2. angielsko-polski? O O O O
3. angielsko-angiel ski? O O O O

F. Z jakich dwdch stownikow korzystasz najczesciej (podaj typ, tytul, wydawce, autora, wydanie —naile
pamietasz) i jak je oceniasz?

tytut/wydawca/autor/wydanie $wietny dobry ujdzie kiepski dno
G. Zaznacz, jak czesto poszukujesz nastepujqcych informacji w stowniku:
najczesciej czgsto rzadko nigdy
1. jak si¢ to wymawia? --------------------- O O O O
2. Co ten wyraz oznaza?------------------- O O O O
3. jak to bedzie po polsku?----------------- O O O O
4. jak to bedzie po angielsku? ------------- O O O O
5. jaka to czg§¢ MOWY? -=-==-mmmmnnnnnnnnnnx O O O O
6. jak zbudowaé zdanie? ------------------- O O O O
7. zjakimi innymi stowami sie uzywa?--[] O O O
8. w jakich sytuacjach si¢ uzywa? -------- O O O O
9. inny wyrazo podcbnym znaczeniu? --[] O O O

| Instrukcja: po wypelnieniu tej strony (sprawdz, czy masz wszystkie odpowiedzi), przewrd¢ kartke.
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Appendix 4. Learners’ Questionnaire: English
translation

Instructions: answer truthfully (the test is fully anonymous) all the questions by crossing (like this: [X])
exactly one box in each row. You have 10 minutes for this part.

A. How many years (all told) have you been learning English?
01 23 45 6o more
O O O O

B. How many hours of English a weekare youtaking (at school, courses, private tutoring)?
1 23 45 6 omore
o o 0O O

C. How would you rate your levé of English against your classmates:
[ above average [ average [ below average

D. Would you ke able to do the following in English:
yes probably yes probably not no
O

1. ask for directions to the station? O O O
2. describe the symptoms of a @ld? O O O O
3. understand song lyrics when listening? [ O O O
E. How often doyou wse the following types of dictionaries:
daily afew times aweek weekly lessfreg./not at all
1. Polish-English? O ] O O
2. English-Polish? O O O O
3. English-English? O O O O

F. What two dctionaries do you use most often (givetype, title, publisher, author, edition — as far as you
remember), and fow do you rate them?

title/publi sher/author/edition excellent good OK poor  awful
G. How often doyou look for the following informationin a dctionary:
most often often rarely never
1. how do you pronounce that?------------ O O O O
2. what does this word mean? ------------- O O O O
3. how do you say it in Polish?------------ O O O O
4. how do you say it in English? ---------- O O O O
5. what part of speedh is this? --------—--—-- O O O O
6. how to form a sentence?----------------- O O O O
7. what wordsto use this word with?-----[] Od O O
8. inwhat situations is thisword used?--[1 O O O
9. another word with similar meaning? --[] O O O

Instruction: when you are done with this page (double-chedk that you' ve answered al items), turn the
page.




Appendices

Appendix 5. Dictionary Effectiveness Test

Instrukcja: zréb ponizsze ¢wiczenia. Wystapi w nich troche trudniejszych stow
angielskich, ale nie zniechgcaj sig - kazde stowo wydrukowane takimi li terkami znajdziesz w
stowniku na sasiedniej stronie. Korzystaj z tego stownika.

H. W kazdej z linijek zakresl (X) jeden kwadracik przy najbardziej podobnym pod wzgledem
znaczenia wyrazie polskim (linijki 1-5) lub angielskim (6 i 7) sposréd czterech podanych:

207

1. helk oznacza [ trafny O whasciwy O mity [ tektowny
2. sulk oznacza [ obraza¢ [ marzy¢ [ dasac¢ sie O kla¢

3. vab oznacza O recenzowa¢ [ krytykowa¢ [ poprawia¢ [ oskarza¢
4. woozy  OzZnacza O zmgczony [ zawiany O niederpliwy [ malutki
5. spating 0znacza: O belka O tawka O rynna [ tynk

6. strod Oznacza [ legalize O ban [ punish O introduce
7. luton oznacza [ hat O dress O vase [ cover

. Zakresl jeden kwadracik przy tym z czterech podanych stow angielskich, ktore najlepiej
pasuje znaczeniem do reszty zdania:

1. Hewould aways ............ at night, and the noise sometimes frightened his wife.

O lenate [ sturton O mirk [ reaff
2. Her car must have very good ............ if she can get from Berlin to Poznan in just three
hours.

O gerd [ marbish O scolb O cullen

J. Przetlumacz zdania na jezyk polski:

1. Theboss plansto batenate Mary tomorrow.

ettt es et et R e R £ e R RS £ £ 11 R E £ £ 11 R R RS £e et et teeene
2. John hastentrophilia and will not come to work for afew days.

ettt ettt e ta e e e ta e bt R A1 2 28888181128 h R 1 e Rt ettt et d et ettt
3. I think thisblouse istoocrelly.

K. Przettumacz krotki dowcip na jezyk polski:
Doctor to Edward: Thisisrealy amazing! It looks like you may be the only feltous
man in history!
Edward: Oh, thisisterrible! What will my remestians say to this?
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Appendix 6. Dictionary Effectiveness Test: English
translation

Instruction: complete the foll owing tasks. There are some fairly difficult wordsin it, but do
not get discouraged: all words printed in bold are explained in the dictionary onthe facing
page. Use this dictionary.

H. In each line below, cross ([X]) one box out of four, choosing aPoalish (lines 1-5) or
English (lines 6 and 7) word most similar in meaning to the first word:

1. helk means: O trafny O whasciwy [ mity [ taktowny
2. sulk means. [ obraza¢ [ marzy¢ [ dasa¢ sie [ kla¢

3. vab means: O recenzowaé¢ [ krytykowa¢ [ poprawia¢ [ oskarza¢
4. woozy  means. O zmgczony [ zawiany O niederpliwy [ malutki
5. spating means: [ belka O tawka O rynna [ tynk

6. strod means. [ legalize O ban [ punish O introduce
7. luton means. [ hat [ dress O vase O cover

1. Cross one box nex to that English word, of the four words given, which best fits the
meaning of the rest of the sentence:

1. Hewould aways ............ at night, and the noise sometimes frightened hiswife.

[ lenate [ sturton O mirk [ reaff
2. Her car must have very good ............ if she can get from Berlin to Poznan in just three
hours.

O gerd O marbish O scolb O cullen

J. Trand ate the sentences into Polish:

1. Theboss plansto batenate Mary tomorrow.

ettt e et ees e et eesa et ees R R e e8RS £ S8 £ S S8R 1e£ 28 £h e 428 £E e o8 £E et eeE s ehs i bbb b
2. John hastentrophilia and will not come to work for afew days.

B et eet e tses et et eee e e eSS R RS 8Se8 £ R R R R 1 R R £RE S 108 112 RS et e et
3. I think thisblouse istoocrelly.

K. Trandate the short jokeinto Poli sh:

Doctor to Edward: Thisisredly amazing! It looks like you may be the only feltous
man in history!
Edward: Oh, thisisterrible! What will my remestians say to this?
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Version 1

Appendix 7. Mini-dictionaries

Stownik angielsko-polski

amazing [o'merziy] ad. 1. zdumiewajacy 2.
niewiarygodny 3. doskonaty

ban [ban] v. 1. zdelegalizowaé

batenate ['batoneit] v. 1. podsmazyé 2.
awansowac

blouse [blavz] n. bluzka

boss [bos] n. szef, szefowa

cover ['kava] n. 1. ostona 2. pokrywka, pokrywa

crelly ['kreli] adj. 1. przejrzysty 2. przezroczysty

cullen ['kalon] n. trzezwos¢

dress [dres] n. 1. sukienka 2. ubior

feltous ['feltos] adj. 1. brzemienny, cigzarny, w cigzy
2. zadtuzony

frighten ['frarton] v. 1. przestraszy¢

gerd [g3:d] n. porost

hat [het] n. czapka

helk [helk] adj. 1. cichy 2. delikatny

introduce ['mtradju:s] v. 1. wprowadzi¢ 2. wiozyé,
wsadzi¢ 3. przedstawi¢

legalize ['ligolaiz] v. zalegalizowaé

lenate [lo'nert] v. niedowierzac¢

luton ["luten] n. kominiarka

marbish ['mabif] ad. szybki

mirk [msik] v. przypominac

punish ['panif] v. kara¢

reaff [ri:f] v. chrapac¢

remestian [ro'mestion] n. 1. geogr. panstwo o$cienne
2. sgsiad 3. bud $cianka dziatowa

scolb [skoulb] n. przyspieszenie, zryw, zrywno$é

spating ['spertig] n. 1. fundament 2. deska, listwa

strod [strod] v. zabroni¢

sturton ['sta:ton] v. przybiera¢

sulk [salk] v. boczy¢ sie, dasac sie

tentrophilia [ tentra'fili] n. 1. med. katar 2. astron.
planeta zewnetrzna

vab [vaeb] v. 1. kasa¢ 2. krytykowac

vase [va:z] n. wazon

woozy ['wuzi] ad. 1. podchmielony 2.
zdezorientowany

209
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Version 2

English dictionary

amazing [o'merzim] ad. 1. very surprising or
unexpeded 2. very difficult to believe 3. of very good
quality

ban [ban] v. 1. toforbid (something) officially

batenate ['batonert] v. 1. to fry (something) lightly on
amedium-hea pan 2. to give (someone) a better, more
resporsible job

blouse [blavz] n. ashirt for awoman or girl

boss [bos] n. apersonin charge of workers

cover ['kava] n. 1. something that is put onto or over
something elseto protect it 2. something that is put onto
or over something else to keep dirt out

crelly ['kreli] adj. 1. alowing apersonto seethrough
2. dlowing light to passthrough

cullen ['kalon] n. ability to think clealy and quickly

dress [dres] n. 1. apiece of clothing for awoman or girl
that covers her body from shouderstolegs 2. theway
someone dresses

feltous ['feltss] adj. 1. having an unban baby growing
insidethebody 2. having unpeid debt

frighten ['frarton] v. 1. to cause (someone) to be draid

gerd [ga:d] n. primitive plant of yellow or grey colour
growing on rocks

hat [het] n. any pieceof clothing that people wea onthe
head

helk [helk] adj. 1. spesinginasoft voice ad nd alot
2. avoiding saying things which might hurt other people

introduce ['mtradju:s] v. 1. to pu (something) into use,
operation a aplacefor thefirsttime 2. to pu
(something) into an opening or hde 3. to give the name
of (someone) to ancther person when they first meet

legalize ['ligolaiz] v. to make alaw which allows
people to do(sth that was not all owed before)

lenate [lo'nert] v. tofindit difficult to believe (someone)

luton ["luton] n. apieceof clothing worn onthe head
and wsually over most of the face

marbish ['ma:bif] adi. capable of fast movement

mirk [msk] v. tolook similar to (something else)

punish ['panif] v. to make (someone) suffer becaise
they have done something wrong or broken the law

reaff [ri:f] v. to breahe naisily when sleging

remestian [ro'mestion] n. 1. geogr. a urtry directly
bordering on another courtry 2. apersonwho lives next
toyou a nea you 3. bud athinwall separating two
rooms

scolb [skoulb] n. the aility of a ca or other vehicle to
increase its e rapidly

spating ['spertip] n. 1. thesolid layer of cement, bricks,
or stones that isunder abuilding to suppatit 2. along
narrow strip of wood sed for construction

strod [strod] v. nolonger al ow(something)

sturton ['sta:ton] v. (of ariver) to swell with water
threaening to floodits banks

sulk [salk] v. toshow that youare axnoyed by being
silent and having an unheppy expresson onyour face

tentrophilia [ tentro'fil] n. 1. med. adlight ill nessthat
makesit difficult to breathe through the nose and causes
liquid to flow fromthenose 2. astron. aplanet whose
orbit lies beyondthe orbit of Jupiter

vab [vaeb] v. 1. (of aninsed or animal) to hite painfully
and quickly 2. toexpressdisapproval of (someone or
something) by talking abou their faults

vase [vaiz] n. atall container used for putting flowersin
or for decoration

woozy ['wuzi] ad. 1. dightly drunk 2. having
confused or unclea thoughts
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Version 3

English dictionary for Polish learners

amazing [o'meizip] ad. 1. zdumiewajacy <=very
surprising or unexpected> 2. niewiarygodny <=very
difficult to believe> 3. doskonaty <=of very good
quality>

ban [ben] v. 1. zdelegalizowa¢ <=to forbid (something)
officialy>

batenate ['baztonert] v. 1. podsmazyé <=to fry
(something) lightly on a medium-hea pan> 2.
awansowac <=to give (someone) a better, more
resporsible job>

blouse [blavz] n. bluzka <=ashirt for awoman or girl>

boss [bos] n. szef, szefowa <=apersonin charge of
workers>

cover ['kava] n. 1. ostona <=something that is put onto
or over something elseto proted it> 2. pokrywka,
pokrywa <=something that is put onto or over something
elseto keep drt out>

crelly ['kreli] adj. 1. przejrzysty <=alowing apersonto
seethrough> 2. przezroczysty <=allowing light to pass
through>

cullen ['kalon] n. trzezwo$¢ <=ability to think clealy
and quickly>

dress [dres] n. 1. sukienka <=apieceof clothing for a
woman or girl that covers her body from shoudersto
legs> 2. ubiér <=the way someone dresses>

feltous ['feltos] adj. 1. brzemienny, cigzarny, w cigzy
<=having an unban baby growing insidethe body> 2.
zadtuzony <=having unpeid debt>

frighten ['frarton] v. 1. przestraszy¢ <=to cause
(someone) to be draid>

gerd [g3:d] n. porost <=primitive plant of yellow or grey
colour growing on rocks>

hat [hat] n. czapka <=any pieceof clothing that people
wea on the head>

helk [helk] adj. 1. cichy <=speaing in asoft voice and
notalot> 2. delikatny <=avoiding saying things which
might hurt other people>

introduce ['mtradju:s] v. 1. wprowadzi¢ <=to put
(something) into use, operation a a placefor the first
time> 2. wlozy¢, wsadzi¢ <=to put (something) into an
opening or hole> 3. przedstawi¢ <=to give the name of
(someone) to another person when they first mee>

legalize ['li:golaiz] v. zalegalizowaé¢ <=to make alaw
which allows people to do(sth that was not all owed
before)>

lenate [lo'nert] v. niedowierza¢ <=to findit difficult to
beli eve (someone)>

luton ['luton] n. kominiarka <=apieceof clothing worn
onthe head and wsualy over most of the face>

marbish ['ma:bif] adj. szybki <=capable of fast
movement>

mirk [msk] v. przypomina¢ <=to look similar to
(something else)>

punish ['panif] v. kara¢ <=to make (someone) suffer
because they have done something wrong or broken the
law>

reaff [ri:f] v. chrapa¢ <=to breahe noisily when
seging>

remestian [ro'mestion] n. 1. geogr. panstwo oécienne
<=acourtry diredly bordering on ancther courtry> 2.
sgsiad <=apersonwho lives next to you a near you> 3.
bud $cianka dziatowa <=athin wall separating two
rooms>

scolb [skoulb] n. przyspieszenie, zryw, zrywno$¢
<=the ability of a ca or other vehicle to increase its speed
rapidly>

spating ['spertig] n. 1. fundament <=the solid layer of
cement, bricks, or stonesthat is under abuilding to suppat
it> 2. deska, listwa <=along narrow strip of wood tsed
for construction>

strod [strod] V. zabroni¢ <=nolonger all ow(something)>

sturton ['sta:ton] v. przybiera¢ <=(of ariver) to swell
with water thregening to floodits banks>

sulk [salk] v. boczyé sie, dgsac sie <=to show that you
are annoyed by being silent and having an unteppy
expresgon onyour face>

tentrophilia [ tentra'filio] n. 1. med. katar <=aslight
ill ness that makesiit difficult to breahe through the nose
and causes liquid to flow fromthenose> 2. astron.
planeta zewnetrzna <=a planet whose orbit lies beyond
the orbit of Jupiter>

vab [vab] v. 1. kasa¢ <=(of aninsed or animal) to hite
painfully and quickly> 2. krytykowaé <=to express
disapproval of (someone or something) by talking about
their faults>

vase [vaiz] n. wazon <=atall container used for putting
flowersin or for decoration>

woozy ['wuizi] ad. 1. podchmielony <=slightly drunk>
2. zdezorientowany <=having confused or unclea
thoughts>
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Version 4

Stownik angielsko-polski

amazing [o'merzip] ad. 1. zdumiewajacy <=bardzo
zaskakujacy lub nieoczekiwany> 2. niewiarygodny
<=bardzo trudry do uvierzenia> 3. doskonaty <=bardzo
dotrej jakosci>

ban [ben] v. 1. zdelegalizowa¢ <=oficjalnie zabroni¢
(czegos)>

batenate ['bztonert] v. 1. podsmazy¢ <=lekko (cos)
usmazy¢ na umiarkowanie nagrzanej patelni> 2.
awansowac <=da¢ (komus) atrakcyjniejsze, bardziej
odpawiedziane stanowisko>

blouse [blauz] n. bluzka <=goérna cze$¢ ubrania kobiet
lub dziewczat; odpowiednik koszuli u mezczyzn>

boss [bos] n. szef, szefowa <=osoba nakierowniczym
stanowisku w pragy>

cover ['kava] n. 1. ostona <=co$, co si¢ naktada na co$
innego daochrony przed zniszczeniem> 2. pokrywka,
pokrywa <=cos, co si¢ nakfada na co$ innego dla ochrony
przed zakurzeniem>

crelly ['kreli] adj. 1. przejrzysty <=dajacy sie
przenikna¢ wzrokiem> 2. przezroczysty
<=przepuszczajacy $wiatto>

cullen ['kalon] n. trzezwo$¢ <=zdolno$¢ do jasnego i
szybkiego myslenia>

dress [dres] n. 1. sukienka <=artykul odziezy noszony
przez kobiety i dziewczynki zakrywajacy ciato od ramion
do ndy> 2. ubidér <=sposdb ubierania si¢>

feltous ['feltos] adj. 1. brzemienny, cigzarny, w cigzy
<=noszacy w sobie jeszcze nie narodzone dziecko> 2.
zadtuzony <=posiadajacy zaleglte zobowigzania
finansowe>

frighten ['fraiton] v. 1. przestraszy¢ <=wywolywaé u
(kogos) uczucie strachu>

gerd [g3:d] n. porost <=prymitywna roslina koloru
zielonkawego lub szarego rosnaca na skatach>

hat [het] n. czapka <=artykut odziezy, ktory nosi sig na
glowie>

helk [helk] adj. 1. cichy <=méwiacy cichym glosem i
niewiele> 2. delikatny <=starajacy si¢ nie mowic o
rzeczach, ktore mogtyby urazi¢ innych ludzi>

introduce ['mtradjus] v. 1. wprowadzi¢
<=spowodowac, ze (cos) zacznie by¢ obecne lub uzywane
W nowym migiscu> 2. wlozy¢, wsadzi¢ <=umiescic¢
(cos) w otworze> 3. przedstawi¢ <=poda¢ imig lub
nazwisko (kogos) innej osobie na poczatku spotkania>

legalize ['li:golaiz] v. zalegalizowaé <=zezwoli¢ aktem
prawnym (cos, co bylo uprzednio zabronione)>

lenate [lo'nert] V. niedowierzaé <=mie¢ watpliwosci,
czy (ktos) mowi prawde>

luton ['lwuton] n. kominiarka <=artykut odziezy noszony
na glowie i zakrywajacy zwykle wigkszos¢ twarzy>

marbish ['mabif] adj. szybki <=mogacy sig szybko
przemieszczac>

mirk [msk] v. przypominaé¢ <=wyglada¢ podobnie do
(czegos innego)>

punish ['panif] v. kara¢ <=zadawac cierpienie (komus,
kto czynit Zle lub ztamat prawo)>

reaff [ri:f] v. chrapaé <=oddychaé w hatasliwy sposob w
czasie snu>

remestian [ro'mestion] n. 1. geogr. panstwo o$cienne
<=pafistwo sasiadujace bezposrednio z danym panstwem>
2. sgsiad <=osobamieszkajaca obok lub niedaleko> 3.
bud $cianka dziatowa <=cienka $ciana niekonstrukcyjna
pomigdzy pomieszczeniami>

scolb [skoulb] n. przyspieszenie, zryw, zrywno$¢
<=zdolno$¢ samochodu lub innego pojazdu do
gwaltownego zwigkszania szybkosci jazdy>

spating ['spertm] n. 1. fundament <=twarda podstawa
budynku wykonana z betonu, cegiel lub kamieni> 2.
deska, listwa <=dhugi, waski kawatek drewna uzywany w
budownictwie>

strod [strod] v. zabroni¢ <=przesta¢ na (cos) zezvala¢>

sturton ['sta:ton] v. przybiera¢ <=(0 rzece) wypetnia¢
si¢ wodg grozac wylaniem>

sulk [salk] v. boczyé sie, dgsac sie <=okazywac
niezadowolenie matomoéwnoscia i nieszczesliwym
wyrazem twarzy>

tentrophilia [ tentra'filo] n. 1. med. katar <=stan
chorobowy charakteryzujacy si¢ niedrozno$cia nosa i
cieknigciem z nosa> 2. astron. planeta zewnetrzna
<=planeta, ktorej orbita lezy poza orbita Jowisza>

vab [vaeb] v. 1. kasaé <=(o zwierzeciu, owadzie) ugryzé
dotkliwiei nieoczekiwanie> 2. krytykowa¢ <=wyrazac¢
niezalowolenie z(czegos lub kogos) przezwskazywanie
naich wady>

vase [vaiz] n. wazon <=wydluzone naczynie na kwiaty
cigte lub do dekoracji>

woozy ['wuizi] ad. 1. podchmielony <=lekko pijany>
2. zdezorientowany <=majacy pomieszane lub niejasne
mysli>
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English dictionary for Polish learners

amazing [o'meizip] adj. 1. <=very surprising or
unexpeded> zdumiewajgcy 2. <=very difficult to
believe> niewiarygodny 3. <=of very good quality>
doskonaty

ban [ban] v. 1. <=toforbid (something) officially>
zdelegalizowa¢

batenate ['baztonert] v. 1. <=to fry (something) lightly
onamedium-hed pan> podsmazy¢ 2. <=to give
(someone) a better, more resporsible job> awansowaé

blouse [blavz] n. <=ashirt for awoman or girl> bluzka

boss [bos] n. <=apersonin charge of workers> szef,
szefowa

cover ['kava] n. 1. <=something that is put onto or over
something elseto proted it> ostona 2. <=something that
isput onto or over something else to keep dirt out>
pokrywka, pokrywa

crelly ['kreli] adj. 1. <=alowing apersonto see
through> przejrzysty 2. <=allowing light to pass
through> przezroczysty

cullen ['kalon] n. <=ability to think clealy and quckly>
trzezwo$¢

dress [dres] n. 1. <=apieceof clothing for awoman or
girl that covers her body from shoudersto legs> sukienka
2. <=the way someone dresses> ubi6r

feltous ['feltos] adj. 1. <=having an unbon baby
growing inside the body> brzemienny, ciezarny, w cigzy
2. <=having unpeid debt> zadtuzony

frighten ['frarton] v. 1. <=to cause (someone) to be
afraid> przestraszy¢

gerd [g3:d] n. <=primitive plant of yellow or grey colour
growing onrocks> porost

hat [hat] n. <=any pieceof clothing that people wea on
the head> czapka

helk [helk] adj. 1. <=spesing in asoft voice and nd a
lot>cichy 2. <=avoiding saying things which might hurt
other people> delikatny

introduce ['mtradju:s] v. 1. <=to put (Something) into
use, operation a aplacefor thefirst time> wprowadzi¢
2. <=to put (something) into an opening or hole> wiozy¢,
wsadzi¢ 3. <=to give the name of (someone) to ancther
person when they first mee> przedstawi¢

legalize ['ligolaiz] v. <=to make alaw which allows
people to do(sth that was not all owed before)>
zalegalizowac¢

lenate [lo'nert] v. <=to findit difficult to believe
(someone)> niedowierza¢

luton ['luton] n. <=apieceof clothing worn onthe head
and wually over most of the face> kominiarka

marbish ['ma:bif] adj. <=capable of fast movement>
szybki

mirk [msk] v. <=tolook similar to (something else)>
przypominac

punish ['panif] v. <=to make (someone) suffer becaise
they have done something wrong or broken the lanv>
kara¢

reaff [ri:f] v. <=to breahe naisily when sleeping>
chrapa¢

remestian [ro'mestion] n. 1. geogr.<=acourtry diredly
bordering on ancther courtry> panstwo oscienne 2.
<=apersonwho lives next to you a near you> sgsiad 3.
bud<=athin wall separating two rooms> écianka
dziatowa

scolb [skoulb] n. <=theahility of a ca or other vehicleto
increase its e rapidly> przyspieszenie, zryw,
Zrywnos¢

spating ['spertm] n. 1. <=the solid layer of cement,
bricks, or stones that is under abuilding to suppat it>
fundament 2. <=along narrow strip of wood sed for
construction> deska, listwa

strod [strnd] v. <=nolonger al ow(something)> zabronic¢

sturton ['staiton] v. <=(of ariver) to swell with water
threaening to floodits banks> przybiera¢

sulk [salk] v. <=to show that youare axnoyed by being
silent and having an unheppy expression onyour face>
boczy¢ sie, dgsac sie

tentrophilia [ tentra'filio] n. 1. med.<=aslight illness
that makesit difficult to breahe through the nose and
causes liquid to flow from the nose> katar 2. astron.
<=aplanet whose orbit lies beyondthe orbit of Jupiter>
planeta zewnetrzna

vab [vab] v. 1. <=(of aninsed or animal) to hite
painfully and quickly> kasa¢ 2. <=to express
disapproval of (someone or something) by talking about
their faults> krytykowac¢

vase [vaiz] n. <=atall container used for putting flowers
in or for decoration> wazon

woozy ['wuzi] ad. 1. <=slightly drunk> podchmielony
2. <=having confused or unclea thoughts>
zdezorientowany
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amazing [o'meizim] ad. 1. <=bardzo zaskakujacy lub
nieoczekiwany> zdumiewajacy 2. <=bardzo trudry do
uwierzenia> niewiarygodny 3. <=bardzo dobrej jakosci>
doskonaty

ban [ban] v. 1. <=oficjalnie zabroni¢ (czegos)>
zdelegalizowaé

batenate ['batonert] v. 1. <=lekko (cos) usmazyé na
umiarkowanie nagrzanej patelni> podsmazy¢ 2. <=daé
(komus) atrakcyjniejsze, bardziej odpowiedziane
stanowisko> awansowacd

blouse [blavz] n. <=goérna czgsé ubrania kobiet lub
dziewczat; odpowiednik koszuli u mgzezyzn> bluzka

boss [bos] n. <=osoba na kierowniczym stanowisku w
pragy> szef, szefowa

cover ['kava] n. 1. <=co$, co sig naktada na co$ innego
dlaochrony przed zniszczeniem> ostona 2. <=cos, co si¢
naktada na co$ innego dla ochrony przed zakurzeniem>
pokrywka, pokrywa

crelly ['kreli] adj. 1. <=dajacy si¢ przeniknaé¢ wzrokiem>
przejrzysty 2. <=przepuszczajacy $wiatto>
przezroczysty

cullen ['kalon] n. <=zdolno$¢ do jasnego i szybkiego
myslenia> trzezwo$¢

dress [dres] n. 1. <=artykut odziezy noszony przez
kobiety i dziewczynki zakrywajacy ciato od ramion do
nég> sukienka 2. <=sposob ubierania si¢> ubior

feltous ['feltos] adj. 1. <=noszacy w sobie jeszcze nie
narodzone dziedko> brzemienny, cigzarny, w cigzy 2.
<=posiadajacy zalegle zobowigzania finansowe>
zadtuzony

frighten ['frarton] v. 1. <=wywotywaé u (kogos) uczucie
strachu> przestraszy¢

gerd [g3:d] n. <=prymitywna roslina koloru
zielonkawego lub szarego rosnaca na skatach> porost

hat [het] n. <=artykut odziezy, ktory nosi si¢ na glowie>
czapka

helk [helk] adj. 1. <=mowiacy cichym glosem i
niewiele> cichy 2. <=starajacy si¢ nie mowi¢ o rzeczach,
ktore mogtyby urazi¢ innych ludzi> delikatny

introduce ['mtradju:s] v. 1. <=spowodowaé, ze (cos)
zacznie by¢ obecne lub uzywane w nowym miejscu>
wprowadzi¢ 2. <=umiesci¢ (cos) w otworze> wiozyé,
wsadzi¢ 3. <=poda¢ imig lub nazwisko (kogos) inngj
osobie na poczatku spotkania> przedstawi¢

legalize ['li:galaiz] v. <=zezwoli¢ aktem prawnym (cos,
co bylo uprzednio zabronione)> zalegalizowa¢

lenate [lo'nert] v. <=mie¢ watpliwosci, czy (ktos) méwi
prawde> niedowierzaé

luton ['lwuton] n. <=artykut odziezy noszony na glowie i
zakrywajacy zwykle wigkszos¢ twarzy> kominiarka

marbish ['mabif] adi. <=mogacy sig szybko
przemieszczaé> szybki

mirk [msk] v. <=wyglada¢ podobnie do (czegos innego)>
przypominac

punish ['panif] v. <=zadawa¢ cierpienie (komus, kto
czynif Zle lub zlamal prawo)> kara¢

reaff [ri:f] v. <=oddycha¢ w hataliwy sposéb w czasie
snu> chrapaé

remestian [ro'mestion] n. 1. geogr.<=pafistwo
sasiadujace bezposrednio z danym pafistwem> pafnstwo
oscienne 2. <=osoba mieszkajaca obok lub niedaleko>
sgsiad 3. bud<=cienka $ciana niekonstrukcyjna
pomigdzy pomieszczeniami> Scianka dziatowa

scolb [skoulb] n. <=zdolno$é¢ samochodu lub innego
pojazdu do gwaltownego zwigkszania szybkosci jazdy>
przyspieszenie, zryw, zrywnos¢

spating ['spertig] n. 1. <=twardapodstawabudynku
wykonana z betonu, cegiel lub kamieni> fundament 2.
<=dhugi, waski kawalek drewna uzywany w
budawvnictwie> deska, listwa

strod [strod] V. <=przestaé na (cos) zezwala¢> zabroni¢

sturton ['staiton] V. <=(0 rzece) wypetnia¢ si¢ woda
grozac wylaniem> przybiera¢

sulk [salk] v. <=okazywa¢ niezadowolenie
matomoéwnoscia i nieszczesliwym wyrazem twarzy>
boczy¢ sie, dgsac sie

tentrophilia [ tentra'filio] n. 1. med.<=stan chorobowy
charakteryzujacy sig niedroznoscia nosa i cieknigciem z
nosa> katar 2. astron. <=planeta, ktorej orbita lezy poza
orbita Jowisza> planeta zewnetrzna

vab [veb] V. 1. <=(o zwierzeciu, owadzie) ugryzé
dotkliwie i nieoczekiwanie> kgsa¢ 2. <=wyraza¢
niezalowolenie z(czegos lub kogos) przezwskazywanie
naich wady> krytykowac

vase [va:z] n. <=wydtuzone naczynie na kwiaty cigte lub
do dekoragi> wazon

woozy ['wuzi] ad. 1. <=lekko pijany> podchmielony
2. <=majacy pomieszane lub niejasne mys$li>
zdezorientowany
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Appendix 8. Educational institutions participating in

the study
Educational Institution Subjects Percent
Gimnazjum w Uniecku 20 2.8
Gimnazjum w Racigzu 24 3.4
Gimnazjum 2 w Murowanej GoS$linie 42 59
LO w Pniewach 46 6.5
LO w Sulechowie 30 4.2
LO, ZSZ w Koscianie 22 3.1
LO w Puszczykowie 45 6.3
IX LO w Poznaniu 54 7.6
XV LO w Poznaniu 25 3.5
LO w Kole 62 8.7
Liceum Ekonomiczne w Poznaniu 27 3.8
ZSZ 1 we Wrzeéni, Liceum Administracyjno-Biurowe 56 7.9
NKJO w Poznaniu 14 2.0
SJO Europa Szczecin 40 5.6
SP w ltéwcu 35 4.9
Gminna Szkofa Podstawowa w Czerniejewie 22 3.1
Wyzsza Szkota Oficerska w Poznaniu 26 3.7
Akademia Sztuk Wizualnych w Poznaniu 26 3.7
ZSZ w Kole, Technikum Chemiczne 17 2.4
ZSZ w Kole, Technikum Ochrony Srodowiska 13 1.8
ZSZ 1 we Wrzesni, Technikum Elektroniczne 32 4.5
UAM 34 4.8
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Appendix 9. Database dictionary codes

Dictionary Code Type

Long Description

AHD
ALD
BBC

BBI
BGW
BGWCD
BGWEP
BGWPE
Bi

BIEP
BiPE
CIDE
Cobuild
CobuildCD
Coll
Collins

EIBi
Electronic

EIEP

EIPE
Etranslator
Grzebieniowski
Idioms

Idiomy
Jaworska
Katuza

Kiesz
Langenscheidt

LASD
LDLC
LDOCE
LLA
LongMono
LongPocket
LongPodr
LPD

LTT

m

S o33 ococococooo 3 3 3

o

o oCoTUo3oCoCUoTUT

oc33333¢0C

(op

American Heritage Dictionary

Oxford Advanced Learners Dictionary
BBC English Dictionary

BBI Combinatory Dictionary
Collins-BGW, Fisiak J.

YDP; Fisiak J., Collins-BGW on CD-ROM
Collins-BGW, Fisiak J., English-Polish
Collins-BGW, Fisiak J., Polish-English
Other unspecified bilingual

Other unspecified bilingual English-Polish
Other unspecified bilingual Polish-English
Cambridge International Dictionary of English
COBUILD (any)

Cobuild on CD

Collocation dictionary (any)

Collins unspecified

Electronic bilingual
Electronic

Electronic English-Polish

Electronic Polish-English

English Translator

Grzebieniowski T.

Dictionary of idioms

Stownik idiomow i zwrotow

St. ang-pol. WNT, Jaworska, T.

Katuza, J., Exlibris

Kieszonkowy, Jaslan J. & Stanistawski J.

Langenscheidt's Pocket English Dictionary,
Grzebieniowski T.

Longman Active Study Dictionary

Longman Dictionary of English Language and Culture

Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English
Longman Language Activator

Longman monolingual

Longman Pocket

Longman Podreczny, Fisiak J. et al.

Longman Pronunciation Dictionary, Wells, J.C.

Language Teacher Translator (Electronic)
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Dictionary Code Type

Long Description

Mini
Mizgalski
Mono
NewHot
Other

OxCon
Oxford

OxMono
OxPocket
OxQuick
OxStud
OxWord
Penguin
Piotrowski
Podr

RHC

Saloni
SOED
STAG
StanP
Tematyczny
Translator
Turystyczny
Uniwersalny
Webster
Wtranslator

o3 TOT

3

oS ocococooo3o3oco3o3 333

Minimum/Mini

Mizgalski, E.

Other unspecified monolingual

New Hotline Elementary (coursebook glossary)
Other unspecified

Oxford Concise Dictionary
Oxford unspecified

Oxford monolingual

Oxford Pocket Dictionary

Oxford Quick Reference and Thesaurus
Oxford Student's Dictionary

Oxford Wordpower English-Polish

New Penguin English Dictionary

Piotrowski T. Saloni, Z., WILGA

Podreczny unspecified

Random House College Dictionary
Piotrowski T., Saloni Z., Mini PWN czerwony
Shorter Oxford English Dictionary

Wielki Stownik PA i PA Stanistawski J.
Podreczny Stownik AP i PA Stanistawski J.
Stownik tematyczny

Translator

Stownik turystyczny

Uniwersalny, Grzebieniowski T. & Kaznowski A.
Webster unspecified

Word Translator

Note: The table refleds dictionary identification information as provided by subjeds.
Therefore, it isnot meant to give ansistent, detail ed and complete bibliographicd
data. The spedficity of the descriptions varies widely, with, at best, spedfic titles
(though rever editions) identified, but more often just the puli sher or the author,
or, at worst, just cach-all categories such as Dictionary of idioms, Webster un-
spedfied or simply Other unspedfied.



