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0. Introdu ction 

0.1 Context and aims of this s tudy 

This is a study in dictionary use. It focuses on several aspects of receptive dic-
tionary use by Polish learners of English, and on the effectiveness of various dic-
tionary types in providing receptive lexical support. 

Systematic research into dictionary use has a relatively short tradition. The 
first significant study of dictionary use which directly involved actual dictionary 
users was published in 1979 by Jerzy Tomaszczyk. An even earlier study by 
Barnhart (1962) was also an important landmark, yet it was based on second-
hand opinion by teachers on what they believed their students did as dictionary 
users, rather than more directly on dictionary users’ reports, their performance 
while using dictionaries, or their look-up behaviour. 

Barnhart’ s method based on surveying teachers of dictionary users did not 
attract many followers in later studies of dictionary use by learners, probably be-
cause the relationship between teachers’ reports and actual dictionary use is far 
from direct and may have been seen as too distant and tenuous to yield reliable 
results. Though well -founded in general, the above reservation may not apply to 
certain aspects surrounding the dictionary-using act about which the teacher may 
actually be able to offer a more accurate report than the dictionary-using learners 
themselves. To take an example, if dictionaries are used in class and provided by 
the school, teachers are actually in a far better position to identify and report 
faithfully the particular dictionary titles employed by their learners in class than 
are the learners themselves. 

There are, though, other aspects of the dictionary-using act which may not 
be so readily available to the teacher. In fact, the teacher may not be present in 
the context of dictionary use at all . While the scope of this study is restricted to 
dictionary use by Polish learners of English, dictionary use is not in general re-
stricted to learners or students, or to learning contexts involving the teacher. 
Whatever the role of teachers may be, surveying dictionary users directly with a 
written questionnaire is the most popular technique of collecting data from dic-
tionary users (Tomaszczyk 1979). The use of questionnaires in dictionary use re-
search has come under criti cism (Hatherall 1984), but remains an important and 
useful methodology (Lew 2002a), especially when complemented with other 
methods. 

Systematic observation of instances of actual dictionary use, still fairly rare, 
focuses on the dictionary consultation act and the way the dictionary and the dic-
tionary user interact, and may be attempted with a variety of recording tech-
niques (videotaping, think-aloud protocols, recording sheets fill ed by the user or 
by a human monitor, computer logging), all with their own methodological chal-



2 Introduction 

lenges. Observation-based studies are diff icult at the data-analysis stage, and are 
thus typically limited in their scope to small samples. 

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

Between Tomaszczyk’s (1979) pioneering study and now, research on dic-
tionary use has been gaining steadily in importance, and a substantial body of re-
search has accumulated, even though some scholars are sometimes critical of its 
academic quality (McCreary and Dolezal 1998) or of the general direction in 
which dictionary use research appears to be moving (Humblé 2001). Doubts of 
this kind, as well as grounds for them, are probably part and parcel of any new 
area of research. 

In this study, largely exploratory in nature, a broad sample of English lan-
guage learners as dictionary users were examined in the hope of revealing pat-
terns that might throw some light on the littl e-researched area of receptive dic-
tionary use by language learners. On top of this general goal, this study was de-
signed with a fairly wide range of more specific research questions in mind (they 
are set out in section 3.1 below), and it employs a number of techniques to this 
end. A questionnaire (henceforth, Teachers’ Questionnaire) was used to collect 
information from teachers on the type and level of educational institutions and 
learner groups from which subjects for the study had been recruited. These 
learner subjects were in turn surveyed with another questionnaire (henceforth, 
Learners’ Questionnaire), yielding some basic demographic data, information on 
the duration and intensity of instruction in EFL (English as a foreign language), 
and self-assessment ratings of proficiency level. Learners provided reports on 
how frequently they consulted dictionaries of different types, and how often they 
accessed the various information categories typically offered by dictionaries. 
They also gave details on their dictionary preferences, and were asked to identify 
and rate the dictionaries they used. 

The same learners who completed the Learners’ Questionnaire also acted as 
subjects in an experiment whose principal aim was to test the effectiveness of 
various dictionary entries in a series of lexical comprehension tasks with varying 
amount of textual context (the Dictionary Effectiveness Test). The dictionary en-
tries used in the Dictionary Effectiveness Test were specially designed to facili -
tate an objective comparison of the effectiveness of different dictionary types for 
receptive dictionary use, focusing on entry structure (microstructure). Receptive 
use is here understood (as in Scholfield 1999) as the use of dictionaries for im-
mediate lexical support during comprehension-related tasks, without including 
any long-term retention or learning effects. Data from the three sources (i.e. 
Teachers’ Questionnaire, Learners’ Questionnaire, Dictionary Effectiveness Test) 
are combined to yield a more complete picture of receptive dictionary use by Pol-
ish learners of English. 
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Details of the questionnaire surveys and the Dictionary Effectiveness Test 
are set out in Chapter 3, and the results are presented and discussed in Chapter 4. 
In Chapter 1 I review the findings of previous dictionary use studies in those se-
lected areas which are pertinent to and addressed in the present study. I raise and 
discuss some methodological issues relevant for this study in Chapter 2. Conclu-
sions are presented in Chapter 5. Testing instruments with their English transla-
tions are given in the final Appendices. 

0.2 Are dictionaries useful in foreign langu age learning?  

Dictionaries are often seen as a basic tool in the process of foreign language 
learning. It seems that the conviction of the usefulness of dictionaries is common 
among lexicographers, as well as language learners themselves. Language teach-
ers, on the other hand, appear to be more divided on the issue of dictionaries: 
some believe that dictionaries offer substantial lexical benefits, others fear that 
the consultation process is distracting and might upset the learning process 
(Hosenfeld 1977). Those who hold an enthusiastic view of the dictionary in for-
eign language learning, do so on the (often implicit) assumption that dictionaries 
can be helpful to the foreign language learner: after all , both by design and by ac-
tual practice, the main use of dictionaries is for lexical information, and lexical 
knowledge, in turn, is uncontroversially of the utmost importance in foreign lan-
guage learning (Anderson and Freebody 1981). This view is also reflected in dic-
tionaries being commonly classified among language learning aids. And yet this 
seemingly uncontroversial assumption has failed to receive confirmation from 
some well -designed empirical studies (as we shall see in 1.5.1). Not without good 
reason, Tomaszczyk (1987: 145) said that “dictionaries are not nearly as impor-
tant to the average learner as some lexicographers and most teachers consider 
them to be.”  

However, despite the dynamic growth of the research into dictionary use 
since its inception in the 1960’s, we are still far from getting definitive answers 
to many important questions regarding dictionary use, including dictionary use 
by language learners. Perhaps the most fundamental question of all i s whether 
dictionaries are at all helpful to learners. Though the question may appear to be 
an obvious one to those unfamili ar with research into the effectiveness of dic-
tionaries, the available empirical evidence suggests that the question is actually 
not at all trivial. The relevant evidence will be reviewed in section 1.5.1 below. 

Further, having established – or assumed – that dictionaries can indeed offer 
help to learners, the next question of interest to lexicographers, language learners, 
and (where applicable) teachers, is which dictionary types and what dictionary 
features are of greatest benefit to learners. In the following section, I review 
some arguments for and against bili ngual and monolingual dictionaries in the 
context of foreign language learning. I also include the semi-bili ngual dictionary, 
a relatively new addition to the lexicographic landscape, which combines the fea-
tures of the two more traditional dictionary types. 
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0.3 Bili ngu al, mono lingu al, and semi-bili ngu al dictionaries 

0.3.1 Bili ngual versus monolingual dictionar ies and the language learner 
As Piotrowski (1989: 72) and Hartmann (1994: 207) point out, it is the bili ngual 
dictionary that has been the traditional lexical resource of the language learner. In 
contrast, the monolingual dictionary for EFL, and, more generally, foreign lan-
guage learning, is a relatively new development (for historical details see Cowie 
1999). In this section, arguments and issues related to the choice of dictionary 
type will be presented. The discussion is dominated by bili ngual and monolingual 
dictionaries, as the more recent semi-bili ngual dictionaries have not (yet?) 
reached anything like the level of popularity of the two more traditional types. 

Wingate (2002) offers a good overview of the theoretical issues behind the 
choice between monolingual and bili ngual dictionaries, while Piotrowski (1994: 
71-73) looks at how this choice is affected by the assumptions typical of the vari-
ous approaches to foreign language teaching. Piotrowski (1989;  also 1994: 64-
70) presents an insightful account of the fundamental differences between bili n-
gual and monolingual dictionaries. Piotrowski’ s discussion of the provision of 
meaning in the two dictionary types is especially relevant in this context and will 
be discussed more extensively in section 0.3.3 below. Apart from the meaning-
as-concept approach, Piotrowski (1989: 80-81) considers meaning provision in 
dictionaries from the alternative meaning-as-use point of view. Under this rubric, 
Piotrowski mainly raises issues concerning access to semantic information held 
in dictionaries. 

Drawing partly on Thompson (1987), Wingate (2002: 23) li sts the following 
as arguments voiced against monolingual dictionaries: 

1. If learners use [the monolingual dictionary] for production purposes, 
they cannot find words they are looking for, because they do not know 
them. If , however, they use it for comprehension, much of the informa-
tion provided, such as the grammatical behaviour of words, is not nec-
essary.   

2. The definitions may be too diff icult for learners to understand.   

3. Circularity can never be completely avoided.   

4. Even if the dictionary has a restricted defining vocabulary, the gram-
matical structures can be complex.  

5. Learners will not benefit from the exposure to the target language in the 
dictionary, because for the definitions a lexicographic metalanguage is 
used. This language represents a special register which does not follow 
the rules of the normal language (...).  

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

I will t ake up the above arguments in turn below. 



 Introduction 5 

  

Charge 1 above addresses the issue of access to information sought by the 
dictionary user. In an onomasiological dictionary consultation act, the dictionary 
user wants to get to the linguistic form that best coveys the ideas he or she in-
tends to express. Since in a conventional monolingual dictionary the arrangement 
of entries is alphabetical, locating an unknown headword form is a practical im-
possibilit y if the orthographic form of the lexical item is not known. Further, as 
the access structure (Hausmann and Wiegand 1989) of a monolingual dictionary 
relies on the source language of the dictionary, which in our case is the learner’s 
foreign language, the learner will not as a rule be able to locate the desired entry, 
because the lexical goal of the search is in principle required as the search term in 
the access structure, thus resulting in a vicious circle. 

Piotrowski (1989: 80-81) also points out the inherent diff iculty in locating 
the information in a monolingual dictionary in an encoding look-up situation (an 
onomasiological, or meaning-to-word consultation act). Piotrowski notes that 
monolingual dictionary users find themselves facing the paradoxical situation 
where they need to know the L2 item in order to look it up, but that L2 item is 
precisely what they do not know and are trying to find out. An adequate bili ngual 
dictionary does not have this problem, because it uses the L1 lexical system as 
the framework for access structure. What is more, the L1 lexicon provides an ef-
ficient indexing system for meaning because it appears to be the native speaker’s 
best available mnemonic for conceptualizations (Piotrowski 1994: 78). 

Some types of monolingual reference works, however, such as traditional 
thesauri and dictionaries of synonyms, exhibit access structures with some degree 
of semantic organization, which can be a more helpful access facilit ator than a 
mere alphabetic li st. Perhaps thesauri can be included in the broad definition of 
dictionaries in a lexicographic typology, though some scholars seem unwilli ng to 
allow such a possibilit y (e.g. Kipfer 1987). Nevertheless, thesauri generally only 
offer li st forms without providing semantic information beyond that embedded in 
the classification itself. Electronic monolingual dictionaries may be less affected 
by the access problem than paper-format dictionaries if they offer sophisticated 
search faciliti es that make onomasiological consultation easier, either indirectly 
such as through definition text searches, or more explicitly through some kind of 
semantic-relationship tagging (Nesi 2000a; de Schryver 2003). 

There is yet another type of monolingual reference work that combines a 
semantically-based access structure with more detailed lexical information, such 
as the British Longman Lexicon of Contemporary English (LLCE), the American 
Random House Word Menu (RHWM), and perhaps most of all the Longman 
Language Activator (LLA). Although the idea of a semantically-based access 
structure is theoretically attractive, in practice creating an intuitive and eff icient 
semantic taxonomy (or an ontology) of a natural language is a daunting task. But 
creating such a taxonomy is one thing, using it is another. Any such system 
would require extensive learning and sophisticated metalinguistic competence 
from the user, because naming the nodes of the hierarchy would necessitate the 
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use of some metalanguage, which in a monolingual reference work would proba-
bly have to be based on the natural language described. It seems reasonable that 
the natural lexical system of the user’s native language would hold an advantage 
over such an artificial taxonomy. I suspect the average user would find it easier 
to think of a native language term and locate it on an alphabetically arranged list 
than to navigate through a complex, unfamili ar semantic network encoded in a 
foreign metalanguage. 

On the other hand, the charge under point 1 above does not do full j ustice to 
monolingual dictionaries, because not all dictionary consultations in a production 
task must take the form of onomasiological queries. It may well be that the user 
has already decided which item to use but he or she may be unsure about the syn-
tactic pattern or collocation to use with this word. This is a type of question that a 
monolingual learner’s dictionary can help answer in principle, and often in prac-
tice. A bili ngual dictionary can also help answer this question in principle, but 
not always in practice, because there are relatively few bili ngual dictionaries that 
actually do provide this type of information.1 Because of these practical li mita-
tions, users will sometimes decide to use two dictionaries in turn during a single 
search: a bili ngual dictionary first, to find a foreign language item to use, and 
then a learner’s monolingual dictionary, to get guidance on usage or seek reas-
surance (Varantola 1998: 184). 

Issues of lexicographic access related to the use of L2-based metalanguage 
in the explanation of L2 items, as discussed above, are directly relevant to pro-
ductive (active) dictionary use, which is not our direct concern in the context of 
the present work. It is worth remembering that the present study focuses on re-
ceptive dictionary use, where the monolingual dictionary is on a more equal foot-
ing with bili nguals in terms of access path, which is usually through the foreign 
language lemma spelli ng form. 

The charge of the superfluity of certain information types, made in the latter 
part of the statement under point 1 above, is a telli ng example of the widespread 
confusion between dictionary types and dictionary products (see 2.6.2 below for 
discussion), since the statement refers to lexicographic information that is essen-
tially independent of dictionary type, and thus invoking it does not seem appro-
priate as a general argument against monolingual dictionaries. 

Charge 2 above, in turn, receives support from both questionnaire-based and 
experimental studies, which confirm that users often find it diff icult to under-
stand definitions or words in the definitions (Nesi and Haill 2002; Neubach and 
Cohen 1988; Wingate 2002: 95,115). The introduction of controlled vocabulary 
into learners’ dictionaries does not necessarily improve the comprehension of 
definitions, “since these more frequent words are also the most polysemous and 

                                                     
1 Those that do, include, on the Polish market, 3RGU
F]Q\� VáRZQLN� DQJLHOVNR-polski, 

polsko-angielski (LongPodr) or /RQJPDQ� VáRZQLN� ZVSyáF]HVQ\� DQJLHOVNR-polski, 
polsko-angielski (LSW). 
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idiomatic in the target language” (Hartmann 1989a: 184;  see also Jansen, Mer-
geai and Vanadroye 1987). Restricted vocabulary definitions may also lack suff i-
cient precision (Cowie 1999: 111-112; Kirkpatrick 1985; Zöfgen 1994), and 
make it necessary to use complex and unnatural syntax (Carter 1987: 127; Herbst 
1996; Kühn 1996; Zöfgen 1994). Neubach and Cohen (1988) quote the following 
comments from students to ill ustrate the problem with understanding dictionary 
definitions; it should be stressed that Neubach and Cohen’s subjects were using 
the Longman Active Study Dictionary (LASD), whose definitions do use a con-
trolled vocabulary: 

I don’ t understand this definition. What should I do – look up meanings 
of words in the definitions? Where does it stop? 

Actually the dictionary hardly ever helps me. I don’ t understand the 
definition and I feel that it hinders me more than it helps me. (Neubach 
and Cohen 1988: 8) 

The circularity problem (point 3 above) of monolingual dictionary definitions 
(Calzolari 1977; Wierzbicka 1985; 1993) is theoretically interesting, but its prac-
tical consequences for the foreign-language speaking dictionary user have been 
overrated, in my opinion. The extent to which the comprehension of definitions is 
li kely 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 lexical system, unless the level of circularity of definitions is very 
high due to editorial incompetence; but that does not really happen with modern 
learners’ dictionaries. It is true, though, that bili ngual dictionaries are in principle 
unaffected by this problem. 

Point 4, the complexity of grammatical structures in lexicographic defini-
tions, has already been partially addressed above, in the discussion of the com-
prehensibilit y of dictionary definitions. Thompson (1987: 284) puts the problem 
this way: “even if the defining vocabulary is restricted, the grammatical struc-
tures used are not – for example, very frequent use is made of participial clauses, 
with and without conjunctions, which are structures normally handled at an ad-
vanced level.” In fact, 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 meaning is to be conveyed. 

Point 5 appears to be a response to the claims that by using monolingual dic-
tionaries learners may benefit from additional exposure to the foreign language in 
the definitions. As argued repeatedly (Hanks 1987; Piotrowski 1989; Rundell 
1988), the metalanguage of definitions differs from natural language in several 
important respects: not just in terms of register, as mentioned in the quote above, 
but also in terms of lexis, syntax, collocation, and various more or less cryptic 
abbreviatory conventions typical of lexicographic description. 

The problem described under point 6 above is again related to point 2. It is 
interesting to note that such comprehension problems are not restricted to foreign 
learners, but also occur with the native-speaking users of the monolingual dic-
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tionary, as evidenced by the kidrule phenomenon2 (Mill er and Gildea 1985; 
1987; Mitchell 1983b), which has also been observed with foreign learners, in-
cluding advanced ones (Nesi and Meara 1994; Szczepaniak 2003; 2004; Wingate 
2002). 

Tomaszczyk (1983) presented arguments for the use of bili ngual dictionaries 
by foreign language learners under four headings, and he did so in the context of 
foreign language learners’ needs. He first pointed out that since the vocabulary of 
a given language is largely culture-specific, the scope of a monolingual diction-
ary cannot cover the needs of a speaker of another language from another culture. 
Bogaards (1991) expressed a similar view, pointing out that learners’ monolin-
gual dictionaries, being written with no particular first language in mind, do not 
address the problem of false friends. Since then, some learners’ dictionaries, such 
as the Cambridge International Dictionary of English (CIDE), have tried to in-
clude information on false friends for the so called major languages. Such in-
formation is, however, highly redundant to a learner who only needs it for his or 
her native language. And, of course, the issue of false friends is just one small , 
albeit quite fashionable, aspect of language specificity. 

The second aspect discussed by Tomaszczyk was that of interference be-
tween L1 and L2. Tomaszczyk’s suggestion was that “whether one likes it or not, 
language learners do rely on their mother tongue to quite a considerable extent. If 
this cannot be avoided, why not capitalize on it?” (1983: 44). Bogaards (1991) 
seconded Tomaszczyk’s view, advocating the comparison of words and concepts 
in the foreign language and the mother tongue in a dictionary. 

The third of Tomaszczyk’s (1983) arguments concerned the coverage of in-
terlingual contrasts, which, Tomaszczyk pointed out, is achievable in a bili ngual 
dictionary, but not in a monolingual one, which is not made with speakers of a 
particular language in mind. Tomaszczyk expressed the opinion that making the 
lexicographic treatment target-language-sensitive in this way would be benefi-
cial. 

The fourth and final point raised by Tomaszczyk (1983) in support of bili n-
gual dictionaries was the marked preference of the great majority of dictionary 
users for bili ngual dictionaries as suggested by results of questionnaire studies. 
This argument was based on the assumption that if the users themselves elected 
to use bili ngual dictionaries, they must find some real value in them. 

On the other side of the argument, bili ngual dictionaries have been accused 
of a number of deficiencies. The most frequent charges can be itemized as fol-

                                                     
2 The kidrule phenomenon consists in the extraction of a readily known substring from an 

item’s definition and treating that substring as equivalent in meaning to the item de-
fined. For example, from a definition of the word tenet as ‘opinion, belief, principle, or 
doctrine held as true’ , only the final word ‘ true’ was extracted and used to produce the 
ill -formed The news was very tenet (Mill er and Gildea 1987: 88). 
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lows (the list draws partially on: Nakamoto 1995; Thompson 1987: 282;  and 
Wingate 2002: 24): 

1. bili ngual dictionaries reinforce learners’ tendency to translate from the 
native language (Baxter 1980);  

2. they discourage learners from thinking directly in the foreign language;  
3. they reinforce the belief in one-to-one lexical equivalents between the 

two languages (Atkins 1985: 19; Béjoint and Moulin 1987: 100-101; 
Snell -Hornby 1987: 159-160, 165; Stein 1990);  

4. learners do not develop their paraphrasing or defining skill s (Baxter 
1980: 329-330);  

5. bili ngual dictionaries give littl e information about semantically 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 equivalent may differ from the L1 lexical item in terms of denotation, 
style, and other dimensions of meaning (Kromann, Riiber and Rosbach 
1991: 2718). 

I will address the above points in turn. 

The tendency-to-translate charge presented under point 1 above may well be 
correct, though systematic evidence for it has yet to be presented; at this time, it 
appears to be based mostly on speculation and presumption. Further, one may 
wonder whether foreign language learners have any viable alternative to relying 
on their L1 knowledge, that is “does the L2 definition not merely send the learner 
‘back’ to an item in the L1 that most closely corresponds to the referent de-
scribed?” (Béjoint and Moulin 1987: 103). And if Béjoint is right in his charac-
terization of what happens in the learner’s mind, is this scenario necessarily a dis-
advantage? In fact, this charge is related to the next one. 

With respect to item 2 above, Piotrowski (1989: 72) points out that “mono-
lingual dictionaries seem to be indispensable within the framework of all ‘direct’ 
methodologies, which equate foreign language acquisition with thinking in the 
foreign language.” Now, “ thinking in the foreign language” may sound nice as a 
marketing slogan for a language school, but is it anything more than just that? 
“Thinking” suggests a manipulation of concepts, and concepts – according to the 
most popular view of the L2 learner’s lexical memory as a hierarchical (layered) 
construct – are shared by the L1 and L2, at what is often referred to as the con-
ceptual level of representation. The view of the shared conceptual level finds 
broad support from experimental evidence involving lexical decision tasks, word-
recall , and semantic priming experiments (Chen and Ng 1989; Gerard and Scar-
borough 1989; de Groot and Nas 1991; Jin 1990; Tzelgov and Eben-Ezra 1992). 
If this view is accepted, “ thinking in the foreign language” is a dubious concept 
from the psycholinguistic point of view. The asymmetry between L1 and L2 
may, however, be more relevant for issues of lexical access, because these issues 
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are directly dependent on the nature of the relationship between concepts (shared 
by the two languages) and lexical forms (separate for the two languages). Here, 
there is the intriguing question of whether (and to what extent) L2 lexical forms 
are linked to L1 forms, or to concepts directly. Current work on the structure of 
language learners’ lexicon suggests that the dependence of the L2 mental lexicon 
on the L1 lexicon is mediated by several factors such as foreign language profi-
ciency, word type, and word frequency, but the degree of this dependence is sub-
stantial (Altarriba and Mathis 1997; Chen 1990; Elli s and Beaton 1995; de Groot 
and Keijzer 2000; Jiang 2000; Kroll 1993; Kroll and Sholl 1992; Kroll and Stew-
art 1994; Kroll and Tokowicz 2001; MacWhinney 1997). In light of this evi-
dence, Béjoint’ s (1987: 103) suspicions about the L2 definition “merely sending 
the learner back to an item in the L1” appear to be well -founded. 

As for point 3, the meaning, or even the (narrower) denotation of two words 
in two different languages is virtually never identical, except perhaps for certain 
technical terms in restricted specialist usage. This implies a criticism of the mode 
of meaning provision that is typically used in bili ngual dictionaries. The impor-
tant thing to realize here, though, is that monolingual dictionaries do not really 
have any better option to offer in that regard, as discussed earlier in this section. 
Furthermore, most bili ngual dictionaries, except very small ones, usually offer a 
larger number of target language equivalents than just one per headword. When a 
list of L1 (target language3) equivalents is presented to the user under a single L2 
(source language) headword, the charge that such a microstructure reinforces the 
picture of one-to-one lexical equivalents between the two languages appears to 
be misdirected. What is more, bili ngual dictionaries often have sense indicators, 
thus further emphasizing the message that a single equivalent is not suff icient. 
And, because of anisomorphism between the two lexical systems (cf. Zgusta et 
al. 1971), a source language headword item treated with the same depth in the 
two types of dictionaries will t ypically have finer sense and subsense splits in a 
bili ngual dictionary than in a monolingual dictionary, especially if the former at-
tempts to provide translation equivalents, rather than cognitive equivalents4. 

                                                     
3 The terms source language (SL) and target language (TL) as used here and much 

throughout the lexicographic literature should not be confused with identically-
sounding terms as used in translation studies or language acquisition. 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 spoken by the human user (in this book, L1 and 
L2 will be used for the user’s native and second/foreign language, respectively). 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, basically the semantic explanation. See 
Al-Kasimi (1984) and Piotrowski (1994: 21) for a fuller explanation of the terms L1, 
L2, SL and TL as often used in lexicography. 

4 On translation and cognitive equivalents in bili ngual dictionaries see Piotrowski (1994: 
chapter 5). 
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Baxter’s (1980) charge listed under point 4 above is not based on empirical 
evidence. The rationale presented by Baxter is that exposure to the defining lan-
guage of the monolingual dictionaries would train users in their paraphrasing 
skill s in the foreign language. One problem with this assumption is that the defin-
ing language used in monolingual dictionaries is actually a special metalanguage 
that passes off as the target language itself but, for most dictionaries, is actually 
markedly different, as already discussed above. Baxter does not seem to be aware 
of this important factor. Another unknown is the amount of transfer from the pas-
sive reading of dictionary definitions to the active use of language for paraphras-
ing. Nevertheless, a recent small -scale experimental study (Kroma 2001) sug-
gests that indeed exposure to L2 definitions may be beneficial in the development 
of language learners’ defining skill s. Kroma exposed three groups of Polish 
learners of English to three types of glosses accompanying their reading texts: 
English definitions, Polish equivalents, and a combination of definitions and 
equivalents. After four weeks of such training, subjects from the three groups 
were asked to write their own definitions of new words. These definitions were 
then presented to another group of Polish learners of English at a similar profi-
ciency level, who were asked to provide Polish equivalents corresponding to each 
definition, so successful definitions were operationalized as those that allowed 
other Polish students to accurately guess the meaning and express it in Polish. 
Polish equivalents provided by the second group of students were then compared 
with the original English words that the subjects were asked to define. Kroma 
found that the most successful definitions were written by the definition-only and 
combined definition-and-equivalent groups, with the former group achieving 
slightly 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 but need to be confirmed by further study, 
especially as Kroma did not use random assignment of subjects or evaluators 
(partially for practical reasons). It must also be remembered that Kroma’s study 
concerned written defining skill s, which is not quite the same thing as conversa-
tional paraphrase skill s apparently meant by Baxter (1980). 

Point 5 above is certainly valid, but is really a charge against the weaknesses 
of specific dictionary titles rather than bili ngual dictionaries as a type (see 2.6.2 
below for a discussion of the methodological issues involved). There is no princi-
pled reason why syntactic information in bili ngual dictionaries should be less 
comprehensive than in monolingual dictionaries. There is, however, a possible 
commercial reason. Monolingual EFL dictionaries are potentially marketable in 
all countries where there are learners of English, irrespective of the native lan-
guages spoken there. Bili ngual dictionaries, in contrast, are only useful to speak-
ers or learners of a given pair of languages, which generally tends to be a much 
smaller market. When translated into corresponding sale volumes, development 
cost of monolingual dictionaries is spread over a larger number of units sold, thus 
a popular monolingual dictionary publisher can, on average, afford better lexi-
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cographers, better tools (such as large corpora), and more frequent updates, 
which statistically speaking tends to produce better dictionary content. 

The existence of isolated problematic items for which no suitable L2 equiva-
lents exist to provide in a bili ngual dictionary (point 6) is a well -known issue. 
However, in such cases, a bili ngual dictionary can supply a gloss (definition), 
which is essentially the standard treatment found in the monolingual dictionary, 
except that in a bili ngual dictionary when used for comprehension the definition 
is presented in the user’s native language. In fact, a bili ngual dictionary also has 
an option of offering both an approximate equivalent and a gloss. 

The criticism under point 7 is right, of course, given that no two lexical 
items from two different lexical systems can be fully equivalent on all dimen-
sions of meaning, except perhaps in specialist terminology; after all , different 
languages have their own unique ways of naming and organizing reality. Equally 
obviously, though, there is no solution to this problem, short of explaining an 
item with the exact same item, which is of course perfectly circular and com-
pletely useless. Specifically, there is certainly no perfect semantic equivalence in 
any case between a foreign language lexical item to be defined and its definition 
in a learner’s dictionary, however ingenious the definition happens to be; so 
again, although this is a valid charge, it does not represent a disadvantage of the 
bili ngual dictionary versus any other dictionary type (although pictorial and pos-
sibly other multimedia dictionaries might have something to offer in the re-
stricted area of concrete noun items mainly). Finally, even those authors that are 
sceptical of the bili ngual dictionary do concede that the problem of anisomor-
phism in decoding may be largely overrated, if only because one looks at indi-
vidual senses rather than the totality of conceptual meaning of an item (Béjoint 
1988: 145; Mackintosh 1995: 27; Snell -Hornby 1987: 167). 

As seen from the above discussion, there is no shortage of arguments for and 
against both types of dictionaries. It is relatively easy to theorize about the hy-
pothetical advantages or disadvantages of a specific dictionary type. The proof of 
the pudding, though, is in the eating, and, as will be shown in 1.2 below, ques-
tionnaire studies suggest dictionary users are not particularly avid consumers of 
monolingual dictionaries, unless coerced to use them. 

0.3.2 Semi-bili ngual dictionar ies 
A recent third alternative to monolingual and bili ngual dictionaries is the semi-
bili ngual dictionary, sometimes referred to as the hybrid or bili ngualized diction-
ary. The three terms are often used interchangeably. Hybrid, historically the ear-
liest term, has also been used to denote a variety of other mixed-type reference 
works, such as encyclopaedic 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-bili ngual suggests. The term bi-
lingualized, while also referring to the use of two languages for semantic expla-
nation, carries the extra suggestion that the dictionary has been produced as an 



 Introduction 13 

  

adaptation of a monolingual work. The emergence of the bili ngualized dictionary 
was so described by Hartmann (1994: 207): 

the recent dogma of the English learner’s dictionary as a monolingual 
pedagogical tool (...) becomes almost an aberration, particularly, as 
Henry Sweet pointed out over a hundred years ago, learners regularly 
seek the psycholinguistic assurance of translation equivalents by con-
sulting bili ngual dictionaries. For all these reasons, the notion of a bi-
lingualized learner’s dictionary is no longer an oddity. 

The first modern bili ngualized learner’s dictionary, according to Laufer (1995) 
and Hartmann (1994), was the English-English-Hebrew Oxford Student's Dic-
tionary for Hebrew Speakers published in 1986 by Kernerman & Kahn. Soon af-
ter, several other similar titles from the same publisher followed, including the 
English Dictionary for Speakers of Polish in 1990 (in cooperation with the Polish 
publishing house SAWW), as well as from some other publishers. 

The advantage of semi-bili ngual dictionaries for the foreign language learner 
is seen in the combination of foreign language definitions and native language 
equivalents. Here is how the leading publisher of semi-bili ngual dictionaries de-
scribes the attractiveness of the concept: 

By providing a brief equivalent in the language of the learner, the dic-
tionary incorporates the useful features of both monolingual and bili n-
gual dictionaries, while avoiding their drawbacks. The learner can im-
merse in the English language, with active support from the mother 
tongue. In this way the dictionary user is encouraged to read the infor-
mation in English, whereas the translation serves to provide psycho-
logical reassurance, to reinforce understanding, and to correct misun-
derstanding when it arises. (http://kdictionaries.com/concept.html) 

Since semi-bili ngual dictionaries have only been in use for a relatively short 
time, the circumstances and aspects of their use have not yet been studied as 
much as has been the case for the more traditional dictionary types. What littl e 
evidence is available, will be summarized in 1.5 below. 

Having reviewed the highly divergent opinions on bili ngual, monolingual 
and bili ngualized dictionaries, it is diff icult not to agree with Wingate (2002: 26) 
when she says that “ [i]t is surprising that so far recommendations about 
dictionaries are based on pedagogical intuitions rather than on empirical 
evidence.” Further, Wingate (2002: 230) mentions the teachers’ acceptance of the 
“orthodoxy” of the superiority of the monolingual dictionary, as well as their 
being swayed by the label word learner’s found in many titles of pedagogical 
monolingual dictionaries. No doubt, marketing plays an important role in selli ng 
the positive image of the monolingual dictionary, as well as the dictionaries 
themselves. The large publishing houses that specialize in international learners’ 
dictionaries can afford the type of aggressive marketing campaigns (targeting 
learners, teachers, and educational institutions) that smaller, national bili ngual 
dictionary publishers simply cannot compete with. 
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It is important, then, to produce objective evidence of the effectiveness of 
the different dictionary types in different situations and for different learners, and 
this is one of the chief aims of the present work. The findings of previous empiri-
cal studies of this aspect of dictionary use will be reported and discussed in 1.5 
below. The combination of definition and equivalent appears to be an intuitively 
appealing innovation, and this is one aspect that will be subjected to scrutiny in 
the present study. 

0.3.3 Explanation of meaning 
The provision of semantic information in dictionary entries is the major focus of 
this study, and so the issue of how meaning is explained in monolingual and bi-
lingual dictionaries deserves a special discussion in the present section. 

Modes of provision of semantic information in dictionaries may be roughly 
placed into four categories: definition, equivalent, example, picture. Let us leave 
example and picture aside and focus on definition and equivalent. Definition is 
the classical lexicographic device5, and it is the canonical method of meaning ex-
planation in monolingual dictionaries targeted at both native speakers and lan-
guage learners. In contrast, equivalent is the meaning-provision method of choice 
in bili ngual dictionaries. A bili ngual dictionary explains the lexical items of the 
source language (SL) using the target language (TL)6, and it is routinely the TL 
equivalent that is employed. The idea of a semi-bili ngual dictionary is to com-
bine definition and equivalent. 

The above account characterizes the typical situation when it comes to the 
utili zation of definition and equivalent in monolingual and bili ngual dictionaries. 
However, other combinations are also possible and are sometimes employed. 
Definitions in the L1 of the target user may in principle be – and in practice are – 
employed in bili ngual dictionaries7. Such definitions are used systematically in 
national adaptations of learners’ dictionaries, where original definitions are trans-
lated into the target language. As an ill ustration of such an adaptation consider 
the Cobuild Bridge Bili ngual English-Portuguese Dictionary (CobuildBBEP), 
where the monolingual Cobuild Student’s Dictionary definitions were translated 
into Portuguese, as in the following example: 

begrudge, se você begrudge someone algo, você sente que essa 
pessoa não merece isso e sente inveja dela por tê-lo. 

Definitions in addition to equivalents are sometimes encountered in special-
purpose dictionaries, such as the Dictionnaire de la comptabilit é (DC; see Mack-

                                                     
5 The literature on lexicographic definition is extensive (e.g. Benson, Benson and Ilson 

1986; Hanks 1987; Ilson 1984; Landau 2001; MacFarquhar and Richards 1983; 
McCawley 1993; Wierzbicka 1985; 1993; Zgusta et al. 1971). 

6 See footnote 3 on page 10 above. 
7 Definitions in the user’s L1 corresponding to the TL of a bili ngual dictionary were pro-

posed as an explanation of meaning by Lev Shcherba in the 1940’s (1995) and by Ian-
nucci (1957). 
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intosh 1995 for further examples), a dictionary of accounting in which both the 
definitions and equivalents are present. One argument for the inclusion of defini-
tions in specialized bili ngual dictionaries is that they are likely to contain terms 
whose native language designations may be unknown (Rey-Debove, 1991: 2860). 
Another could be that common word-forms may be used with unusual, technical or 
legal designations. 

Definitions in the TL are also occasionally used (as so-called ‘glosses’ ) for 
those entries or senses for which no acceptable equivalent can be found in the 
target language, or when the lexicographers could not think of one. A definition 
in place of the usual equivalent may or may not be distinguished typographically 
from the usual equivalent. Below is an example from a Polish-English dictionary 
(:LHONL�VáRZQLN�SROVNR-angielski, STAG) of a definition showing in place of an 
equivalent, rendered in the same typography as the usual equivalent: 

bigos sm G. ~u 1. kulin. dish of hashed sausage, pork and beef 
stewed in sauerkraut; ~ hultajski the same dish with a variety of meat 

On the other hand, some monolingual dictionaries, especially the small portable 
ones, utili ze meaning explanation by providing synonyms rather than definitions 
(in the narrower sense). Synonyms in the the same language as the SL of the dic-
tionary may be seen as intralingual equivalents. Here is an example from the 
Colli ns Gem English Dictionary (CGED): 

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

The above shows, then, that although there are preferences and traditions, there is 
in fact no simple one-to-one relationship between the use of definitions versus 
equivalents and the status of the dictionary as monolingual or bili ngual. 

Piotrowski (1989;  also Piotrowski 1994: 64-70) offers an interesting view 
on the provision of meaning in bili ngual and monolingual dictionaries, and he 
does so from two perspectives: as an abstract concept, and as a functional matter 
of practical language use. Piotrowski recounts Lev Shcherba’s views (see 
Shcherba 1995) on the inherent inadequacy of L2 equivalents in conveying the 
senses of L1 headwords resulting from anisomorphism of two lexical systems (cf. 
Zgusta et al. 1971), but he points out that monolingual dictionaries do not fare 
any better in their definition-based systems of meaning provision. Piotrowski’ s 
arguments are valid and revealing. While the L1 headword and its L2 dictionary 
equivalent come from two different lexical systems, they nevertheless occupy 
corresponding positions within their respective systems, and this may give them 
an advantage over meaning provision by definition (see also Bogaards 1991). In 
contrast, definition, the standard semantic explanation device in monolingual dic-
tionaries, requires the dictionary user to work on two levels of abstraction, the 
linguistic and the metalinguistic. The metalanguage of EFL dictionaries is based 
on English. When Polish learners of English use EFL dictionaries for compre-
hension, they must possess a number of fairly complex skill s to successfully 
complete the steps involved in extracting the meaning of the problematic item. 
First, they need to have an appropriate command of English that will allow them 
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to interpret the English-based metalanguage of the definitions; second, they 
would have to learn the conventions of the metalanguage itself; and third, they 
would have to assemble the meaning of the defined word or expression from the 
distributed analytical components of the definitions. In the words of Piotrowski: 

Meaning [in monolingual EFL dictionaries] is described (...) in an ana-
lytical way, and the users have to synthesize the various bits into a 
meaningful whole: a lexical unit. It certainly is not easy and depends on 
the abiliti es, intelli gence, and overall li nguistic competence of the us-
ers. (Piotrowski 1989: 78) 

To the above, one might add metalinguistic competence needed to eff iciently in-
terpret the definitional metalanguage. Of course, this just accounts for but one 
element in the dictionary look-up act (as described in Bogaards 1993; Hartmann 
1989b: 105; 2001: 90-91; Mülli ch 1990; Scholfield 1982; 1999: 13-14), namely 
that of interpreting the semantic information for a given headword sense, which 
corresponds to step 6 in Scholfield (1982: 190): “Understand the definition and 
integrate it into the context where the unknown was met,” stage 6 in Hartmann 
(1989b: 105) and Hartmann (2001: 91): “extract relevant data.”  

Piotrowski (1989: 80-81) also refers to Lyons’ (1977: 438-452) distinction 
between first-order, second-order, and third-order words, and points out that the 
semantic explanation in the bili ngual dictionary is based on first-order words, 
while EFL monolingual dictionaries rely in their meaning explanation on second-
order and third-order relational words. According to this distinction, first-order 
words are the concrete words that most directly 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 another point of advantage to the mode of meaning provision typical of 
bili ngual dictionaries over that used in monolingual dictionaries. 

Steiner (1989) argues that the bili ngual dictionary with its native language 
equivalents provides the most eff icient path for decoding because 

[t]o understand and use these equivalents, the translator uses an inter-
nalized monolingual dictionary. (This internalization is the result of 
learning experiences.) If there are gaps in the retrieval of material be-
cause of the inabilit y to recall a certain item, the translator can refer for 
correction or emendation to a written monolingual dictionary, to an in-
formant, to a thesaurus, or to an encyclopedia. (Steiner 1989: 255) 

Although Steiner’s arguments are made in the context of L2:/�� WUDQVODWLRQ��
they appear to be almost as valid for other L2 decoding tasks, except that the dic-
tionary user may not have a need to use the L1 equivalent, it may be suff icient 
for him or her to understand it. 



 

1. Stud ies of receptive dictionary use: f ind ings 

Several excellent, up-to-date overviews of research in the field of dictionary use 
are already available (Hulstijn and Atkins 1998; Nesi 2000b; Tono 2001; Win-
gate 2002). It would thus be wastefully repetitive to present here a comprehen-
sive overview of all the published literature on dictionary use. In what follows, I 
selectively concentrate on the issues particularly relevant in the context of the 
present study. 

1.1 Frequency of dictionary consultation 

Answering the seemingly innocuous question of How often do users consult their 
dictionaries? is much harder than it might at first appear. Tomaszczyk (1987: 
140), when discussing translation errors in written texts, identified a general 
“unwilli ngness to consult reference books at all .” Indeed, the short and sweet an-
swer to the question posed at the beginning of this paragraph appears to be not 
enough. User questionnaires have addressed the issue of the frequency of dic-
tionary consultation by users, but findings obtained in this way have to be viewed 
with caution, since their factual correctness requires reliable long-term recollec-
tion by respondents of statistical facts involving a rather unremarkable activity. 
In fact, this could be one area where Hatherall ’ s (1984) otherwise rather one-
sided objections to the questionnaire technique may be warranted, especially as 
the data on consultation frequency returned from questionnaires tend to be of the 
relative type (such as ‘often’ , ‘rarely’ , etc.), and do not straightforwardly trans-
late into unequivocal statements of the absolute kind. 

The first major study of the dictionary consultation habits of non-native dic-
tionary users was Tomaszczyk (1979). Amongst the 449 subjects taking part in 
this study were foreign language learners (284 subjects), teachers and profes-
sional translators. As many as 16 foreign languages were represented in the study 
(the highest numbers being for English, Russian, Polish, French, and German). 
The majority of the learner subjects (167 out of 284) were Polish learners of for-
eign languages. Writing later about this study, Tomaszczyk (1987: footnote 5) 
reported: “When developing the questionnaire for the 1979 study I spoke to many 
successful language learners, from various language backgrounds, who insisted 
they had never used any dictionaries.”  

Available results on the relationship between the frequency of dictionary 
consultation and learner level are contradictory. Some studies (Hatherall 1984; 
Knight 1994; Wingate 2002) found the frequency of dictionary use to increase 
with level, as recorded during dictionary use tests. Other studies (Atkins and Va-
rantola 1998a; Tomaszczyk 1979) revealed a reverse tendency, with lower-
proficiency users tending to use their dictionaries more frequently. Atkins and 
Varantola (1997; 1998b) monitored dictionary use in translation by a group of 71 



18 Chapter One 

ESL speakers from fifteen different language backgrounds, and found no consis-
tent pattern across the range of L2 skill s in their sample. Intermediate users regis-
tered the highest rates of dictionary use, while beginners appeared to have con-
sulted their dictionaries the least. Advanced users ranked between the intermedi-
ate group and the beginners. The differences between the group frequencies were 
not large; no statistical significance measures were reported. 

Jakubowski (2001) investigated the use of bili ngual and monolingual dic-
tionaries by Polish high school learners and found that learners used dictionaries 
with an average frequency of a few times a week. He also found the frequency of 
use to be higher for students of higher proficiency level. 

Questions about the frequency of dictionary consultation are often asked in 
the context of reasons for dictionary look-up, and here Hartmann (2001) further 
distinguishes between the activity task that is accompanied by dictionary look-up 
to meet specific reference needs – all part of the context of the dictionary consul-
tation act – 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 consultation act, as well as the study of user needs as a 
whole, owes much to Wiegand’s (1977b: 81) initial call for a study of the social 
context of dictionary use, or what is sometimes referred to as the sociology of 
dictionary use and of dictionary user (Hartmann 1989b).  

Most early studies of dictionary user needs were done with native-speaking 
dictionary users (Greenbaum, Meyer and Taylor 1984; Kipfer 1987; Quirk 1974; 
Summers 1988), or – indirectly – with their teachers (Barnhart 1962), and it was 
general-purpose monolingual dictionaries that were targeted. The most striking 
similarity as regards the findings of those studies was that of the preference for 
semantic information in dictionaries (see 1.4 below). 

1.2 Dictionary preference 

One of the principal findings of Tomaszczyk (1979: 104) was that “ [a]lmost all 
subjects, no matter how sophisticated they are, use bili ngual dictionaries.” Mono-
lingual dictionaries were used much less than bili ngual dictionaries, even though 
most of Tomaszczyk’s subjects were either advanced students or language pro-
fessionals: instructors and translators. The preference for bili ngual dictionaries 
was also evident in the responses of those 228 subjects in Tomaszczyk’s sample 
who possessed both types of dictionaries. 

Similarly, in a survey of 342 Japanese learners of English, Baxter (1980) 
found that a great majority of learners, even at the university level, preferred bi-
lingual dictionaries. However, Baxter’s questions referred to dictionary owner-
ship rather than use. 

Not all studies, though, have found bili ngual dictionaries to be preferred to 
monolinguals. In Béjoint’ s (1981) study only 17% of the subjects claimed to pre-
fer bili ngual to monolingual dictionaries. Béjoint’ s questionnaire, however, was 
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exclusively concerned with the use of monolingual dictionaries, which may have 
shaped the responses of the subjects (French students majoring in English) to a 
considerable extent. In addition, as many as 85% of the students in the study had 
chosen their dictionary following the recommendation of their teacher, so one 
could say that there was something of a school policy involved here. Likewise, 
high-proficiency students investigated by Neubach and Cohen (1988) preferred 
the monolingual dictionary, claiming “more precise meanings of words” to be the 
reason for their preference. 

In their study of dictionary use in translation, Atkins and Varantola (1997) 
again found a clear preference for bili ngual dictionaries over monolingual dic-
tionaries, with 71% of the look-ups recorded being performed in bili ngual dic-
tionaries, versus 28% look-ups in monolingual dictionaries (a small number of 
look-ups did not have the dictionary type specified). The dominance of bili ngual 
dictionaries was greater for L1:/��WUDQVODWLRQ�WKDQ�IRU�/�:/��WUDQVODWLRQ��7KLV�
means that monolingual dictionaries were used somewhat more in translation into 
the subjects’ native language than in translation from the subjects’ native lan-
guage, while bili ngual dictionary remained the reference tool of choice in both 
types of translation. Translation, the complex task that it is, involves a combina-
tion of decoding (of the source text) and encoding (of the target text). However, 
unless the L2 proficiency of the translator is very high (which was not the case in 
the study, at least not for the Oxford participants, whose results are being dis-
cussed here), it is the L2-related activity that presents the greater challenge, so it 
can be assumed that the diff icult part of L1:/��WUDQVODWLRQ�SULPDULO\�UHTXLULQJ�
lexicographic support is in the encoding, while for L2:/�� WUDQVODWLRQ�PRVW� RI�
the diff iculty is in the decoding, though for technical texts encoding might also 
pose problems. The results obtained by Atkins and Varantola (1997) generally 
confirm the preference for bili ngual dictionaries. When monolingual dictionaries 
are consulted at all , it is for decoding rather than for encoding. The likely reasons 
for this have been discussed in section 0.3 above. 

In the large-scale EURALEX/AILA Research Project on Dictionary Use 
(Atkins and Varantola 1998a), a general preference for bili ngual dictionaries was 
found, with well over half of the subjects (learners of English as a foreign lan-
guage) electing to use a bili ngual dictionary, and only a minority opting for a 
monolingual dictionary (see also 1.2.1 below for other details). 

Looking at the types of semantic information preferred by dictionary users, 
Laufer and Kimmel (1997) reported that Hebrew EFL learners, when given the 
choice, consulted the Hebrew equivalent more often than they did the English 
definition. Laufer (2000) gave her subjects, advanced learners of English as a 
foreign language in Israel, a choice of information to be displayed on screen dur-
ing a reading task as any combination of L1 translation, English definition and 
example. Only three combinations out of the seven possibiliti es were actually 
used, and over 90 percent of all selections were for L1 translation only. A combi-
nation of translation and definition was selected in seven percent of the cases, 
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with a three-way entry of translation plus definition plus example accounting for 
the remaining less than three percent of the selections. 

Overall , results of published studies indicate that users exhibit a marked de-
gree of preference for bili ngual dictionaries over monolingual dictionaries. In the 
following section, I briefly examine the question of whether this relationship is 
affected by user proficiency level. 

1.2.1 Dictionary preference and proficiency level 
A number of studies (Al-Ajmi 1992; Atkins and Varantola 1998a; Baxter 1980; 
Jakubowski 2001; Tomaszczyk 1979) noted a tendency for higher-proficiency 
learners to use monolingual dictionaries relatively more often compared to bili n-
gual dictionaries, although bili ngual dictionaries usually remained the dictionary 
type of choice at any proficiency level. There is also the question of the different 
situations and tasks for which various dictionary types are employed. For exam-
ple, Atkins and Varantola (1998a) reported that the principal use of monolingual 
dictionaries by the higher-proficiency students in her sample was to aid in the 
comprehension of L2 expressions and to help with using a known item in produc-
tion. However, subjects in the study were not free to independently select dic-
tionary types for the different tasks. Overall , the proportion of learners preferring 
bili ngual dictionaries decreased 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 79%, re-
spectively. Atkins and Varantola (1998a) do not test for statistical significance of 
these differences, but the figures point to a tendency for the use of monolingual 
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 bili ngual and monolingual dictionar-
ies by Polish secondary school learners at two levels, and found, at both levels, a 
strong preference for the bili ngual dictionary in L2:/��DQG�/�:/��WUDQVODWLRQ�
and writing, but less of a preference in reading and listening tasks, and least of all 
in speaking. It should be stressed in this connection, though, that exercising oral 
skill s is definitely not a salient context for dictionary use in general. 

What littl e evidence we have suggests that while there exists amongst lan-
guage learners a general preference for bili ngual dictionaries, the preference is 
less marked for higher-proficiency learners. 

1.3 Dictionary eva luation 

Monolingual dictionaries have been found to be more highly regarded by users 
than bili ngual dictionaries (Baxter 1980; Béjoint 1981; Kharma 1985; 
Tomaszczyk 1979). This effect could be due to the users’ inabilit y to perceive the 
faili ngs in a dictionary whose semantic explanations are not fully understood. 
That this is a likely factor is confirmed by the finding (Wingate 2002) that users 
evaluate bili ngual dictionaries involving two languages other than their native 
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language less critically than they do bili ngual dictionaries including their native 
language as either the source or target language. Wingate’s study involved Chi-
nese as the native language, English as a second language, and German or French 
as foreign languages. Another reason could be ideological, as Nesi (2000b) sug-
gested while commenting on Tomaszczyk’s (1979) study: 

Tomaszczyk refers to the school of thought that has condemned the use 
of the first language in the second language classroom, and has disap-
proved of bili ngual dictionaries. It may be that Tomaszczyk’s subjects 
had been influenced by this attitude, feeling that in some way the 
monolingual dictionary was superior, despite the diff iculties they en-
countered when consulting it. (Nesi 2000b: 6) 

Cowie (1999: 184) rightly points out that part of the learners’ enthusiasm for the 
monolingual dictionary mimics that of their teachers, whose recommendations 
are valued highly and followed unquestioningly by large proportions of learners 
(Bareggi 1989: 79%; Béjoint 1981: 85%). As a result, “a wide gap often exists 
between a student’s perception of the dictionary’s value and its actual usefulness 
as an aid to learning” (Cowie 1999: 184). 

Within the bili ngual category itself, L2:/��GLFWLRQDULHV�KDYH�EHHQ�UHSRUWHG�
as earning slightly higher user ratings than L1:/�� GLFWLRQDries (Tomaszczyk 
1979). 

1.4 Information categories consulted 

Word meaning is the information category which has consistently (though not 
exclusively: Harvey and Yuill 1997) been identified as the one most frequently 
sought by learners (and other users) when consulting dictionaries (Battenburg 
1991; Béjoint 1981; Bishop 1998; Galisson 1983; Hartmann 1982; 1999a; Jaku-
bowski 2001; Li 1998; Marello 1989; Nuccorini 1992; Snell -Hornby 1987; 
Summers 1988; Wingate 2002). These consistent findings point to “ the diction-
ary user’s overwhelming preoccupation with meaning” (Cowie 1999: 181). Of 
the above studies, Battenburg (1991) is the only survey where data are crosstabu-
lated according to proficiency level (Battenburg 1991: 94-95; see also Tono 
2001: 48 for some statistical testing of Battenburg’s figures). The percentages of 
native speaker users who declared meaning as the primary reason for dictionary 
use typically ranges from 40 to 75 percent, although the measures from the dif-
ferent studies cannot be compared directly due to substantial differences in data 
collection protocols. 

Apart from the unquestionable dominance of semantic information, it is hard 
to rank the remaining types of information, because collecting such data is diff i-
cult and complex, and the results of the different studies are hard to compare di-
rectly (Bogaards 1988: 137). The problem exists even in studies that are meant as 
replications (see Lew 2002a for a discussion of these issues). To give an indica-
tion of how widely the declared usage figures can vary, synonyms and antonyms 
received 72 percent in one survey (Quirk 1974), but only 14 percent in another 
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similar survey (Greenbaum, Meyer and Taylor 1984) designed specifically to 
replicate the former study. In most cases, comparing results of different studies is 
even more problematic, as questionnaire items differ in the number of options 
available, in the phrasing of the different options, and in whether multiple re-
sponses or only single responses are accepted. For example, as far as semantic 
information is concerned, questionnaires may or may not distinguish between 
equivalents and definitions, both serving to supply lexical semantic information. 
Clearly, the breakdown of responses will depend on the categorization and clus-
tering of the available options. Also, there may be a significant ordering effect at 
play here. For example, the recording sheet in Harvey and Yuill (1997) included 
an eight-item table listing the suggested reasons for looking up an item, the top of 
which looked as follows (Harvey and Yuill 1997: 276): 

01 To find out if the item exists. 
02 To check how the item is spelt. 
03 To check the meaning I want. 

It is with the above order of presentation in mind that one should evaluate the re-
sults of Harvey and Yuill ’ s survey (see below). At the same time, it needs to be 
pointed out that the relative need for specific information types is li kely to de-
pend on the particular task that the dictionary is being used for. Harvey and Yuill 
(1997) investigated the use of the Colli ns COBUILD English Language Diction-
ary  by learners of English engaged in composition writing. Their subjects re-
ported that during this task they most often looked for spelli ng information 
(24.4% of all l ook-ups), with meaning only in the second position (18.3%). Find-
ing out whether the item existed was reported as the third most important reason 
(12.8%). Clearly, one might suspect the order effect to have been partially re-
sponsible for the somewhat unexpected ranking of responses, by giving a positive 
boost to spelli ng information relative to meaning, and in promoting the response 
listed as number one, which is an option rarely seen in other similar studies. 
Synonyms and grammar practically tied in the fourth place (10.6% and 10.5% of 
look-ups, respectively). Further choices were, in turn: register (9.3%), collocation 
(8.2%), and inflection (5.9%). Quite interestingly, synonyms and antonyms were 
the information types that differed most sharply in the ranking of information 
types for monolingual and bili ngual dictionaries in Bogaards (1988). Admittedly, 
it may be quite diff icult to determine to what degree the different results are arte-
facts of different methodologies, techniques, and materials, and to what extent 
they reflect actual differences. 

The above diff iculties notwithstanding, spelli ng and grammatical informa-
tion usually rank fairly high among the categories of information sought in dic-
tionaries, though spelli ng tends to be wanted more by native speaking dictionary 
users than by language learners (e.g. Béjoint 1981), whereas the reverse appears 
to be the case for grammatical information. As far as spelli ng is concerned, its 
status vis-à-vis other types of lexical information is unique, because spelli ng in-
formation is automatically given as long as word forms are spelled out for dic-
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tionary entries. This may not be forever into the future, but for now the ortho-
graphic representation as the basic citation form seems to rule supreme, although 
it does sometimes differ from conventional spelli ng encountered in normal texts, 
such as through the addition of special typographics to indicate vowel pronuncia-
tion, stress placement, or hyphenation. So, while dictionaries without semantic 
information abound, such as pronouncing dictionaries or spelli ng dictionaries 
(the latter type being very popular with Polish dictionary users), dictionaries de-
prived of spelli ng information are clearly not a viable option for the time being. 
In the modern literate society, spelli ng seems to be indispensable and carries a 
fundamental indexical-representational function. 

Sobkowiak (1999: 115-121) presents a detailed overview of the reported in-
terest in pronunciation information in dictionaries. The general pattern that 
emerges is that dictionary users’ interest in pronunciation is low. Sobkowiak’s 
own questionnaire did reveal a rather high level of interest in pronunciation, but 
his subjects were all English majors, more advanced than in most other studies. 

Somewhat surprisingly, Bareggi (1989) found pronunciation to be the most 
sought-after information category among Italian learners of English at their first 
year of university using monolingual learners’ dictionaries. However, it is appar-
ently bili ngual dictionaries that the students primarily used for meaning informa-
tion, so these results do not indicate that pronunciation information was in gen-
eral wanted more than meaning. 

The results of those few studies that controlled or recorded the dictionary 
users’ L2 proficiency level (Atkins and Varantola 1997; 1998b; Battenburg 1991) 
suggest 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 of 
written translation (Atkins and Varantola 1998b), only 1% of look-ups conducted 
by beginners were aimed at locating collocational information, compared to 15% 
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 catch-all category for the remaining non-central types of 
information) in the beginners group, while “other types of information” were 
sought in 4% of look-ups by intermediate proficiency users, and 5% of look-ups 
by advanced users. However, these figures may be misleading, because subjects 
in the study had free choice as to the direction of the translation tasks: the major-
ity elected to translate into L2, while a minority chose to translate into their own 
language. As shown in one of the tables (Atkins and Varantola 1998b: 96), all of 
the “other types of information” look-ups, and a disproportionate majority of the 
collocation look-ups, were conducted during L1:/�� WUDQVODWLRQ�� )Xrther, one 
might expect that less proficient subjects were relatively less likely to select 
L1:/�� WUDQVODWLRQ� DQG� UHODWLYHO\�PRUH� OLNHO\� WR� SUHIHU� /�:/�� WUDQVODWLRQ� Ln-
stead, since the latter is (rightly) seen as an easier task. In fact, the authors do 
note themselves that “most of the Beginners chose to do a translation into their 
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own language rather than into a foreign language, and that fact must also be re-
flected in these figures” (Atkins and Varantola 1998b: 97).  The difference in the 
frequencies of look-ups that appear to be explained in terms of user proficiency 
level may in fact be due to the different task being selected. It is a pity that the 
data were not cross-tabulated by these two interacting variables. 

Finally, etymology is one information type that has consistently registered 
very low interest figures in user questionnaires (Battenburg 1991; Béjoint 1981; 
Greenbaum, Meyer and Taylor 1984; Quirk 1974; Tomaszczyk 1979). Also, sur-
veys indicate (e.g. Atkins and Varantola 1998a) that introductory matter is read 
only very infrequently, but introductory matter is not part of the entry structure, 
so its status in a dictionary is distinctly different; nor is introductory matter lexi-
cal information, but rather metalexicographic. 

1.5 Dictionary effectiveness 

1.5.1 Is there any use in the dictionary at all? 
The views on the usefulness of dictionaries are mixed (Bensoussan and Laufer 
1984; Laufer 1993). Hilary Nesi describes the situation well:  

Implicit in the design of the questionnaires (...) was the assumption that 
a dictionary was a useful tool for students. (...) It remained to be 
proved, however, whether dictionary use brought these students actual 
benefit, or was merely the result of habit, supported by their teachers, 
and the publishers who promote dictionary purchase. (Nesi 2000b: 55) 

Studies of receptive dictionary use for lexical support have most commonly fo-
cused on one or more of the following aspects: immediate vocabulary compre-
hension, short-term recall , and long-term recall , although more original set-ups 
have also been used. Vocabulary comprehension has typically been measured in 
reading comprehension studies, and vocabulary recall has been the measure of 
choice in studies of vocabulary learning with the use of dictionaries. 

The present section will review the results of studies of dictionary effective-
ness in receptive use under two headings that appear to have received most of the 
attention of dictionary use researchers: vocabulary comprehension (see 1.5.1.1) 
and vocabulary learning (see 1.5.1.2). Following these two subsections, I will re-
port on the results of studies comparing the effectiveness of several dictionary 
products or types (see 1.5.2 below). 

The effectiveness of dictionaries in encoding use (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; Meara and English 
1988; Nesi 1994; Nesi and Meara 1994; Nuccorini 1994), but this lies outside the 
focus of the present work and will not be pursued here. 
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1.5.1.1 Vocabulary comprehension 

A seminal paper by Bensoussan, Sim and Weiss (1984) reported no effect of dic-
tionary use on comprehension test scores. The investigation used a very large 
sample (around 1500 subjects overall ) and a careful methodology, with three in-
dependent studies at two institutions. In one of the three studies subjects had con-
trol over their choice of dictionary, and in this case it might be claimed that the 
self-selected sample of dictionary non-users could differ systematically from dic-
tionary users in that it could include an unfair proportion of the higher-abilit y and 
more confident students, whose lack of dictionaries during the test might have 
been compensated by their better language skill s. However, in the other two stud-
ies there was random assignment of dictionaries, so such a hypothetical effect 
could not be used to explain away the lack of difference in those cases. Learners 
in the study used institution-assigned dictionaries: perhaps the results would have 
been different, had they been using their own dictionaries with which they were 
more famili ar. The finding that dictionaries did not help the test scores was de-
scribed as surprising by the researchers themselves. Later replications (Nesi 
2000b, Chapter 2; Nesi and Meara 1991) generally confirmed the results, and 
pointed to three sources of reasons for the failure of dictionary access to have 
positively affected the test scores: first, the comprehension test questions did not 
in their majority rely on the comprehension of individual words; second, the dic-
tionary used in the test did not always have the information needed to answer the 
comprehension questions; and third, the users did not look up the relevant items. 
The effectiveness of dictionaries for word comprehension was also the topic of a 
study by Neubach and Cohen (1988), who found that dictionaries – either mono-
lingual or bili ngual – did not appear to be of any help to users on reading com-
prehension tasks. Another study by Tono (1989; 2001: Chapter 5) found a posi-
tive correlation between advanced learners’ dictionary using skill s and their suc-
cess with reading without, but not with, a dictionary. This somewhat surprising 
finding is interpreted by Tono as evidence that dictionary use might have a long-
term effect on overall reading comprehension abilit y. An earlier study by Padrón 
and Waxman (1988) found a negative correlation between the amount of diction-
ary use reported by ESL learners and improvement in reading proficiency. 

In contrast, a test of dictionary effectiveness conducted by Longman (Black 
1986; Summers 1988) found that dictionary entries were helpful for word com-
prehension by adult ESL learners, with blank entries used as controls. Three 
types of entries were used: definitions only, examples only, and definitions fol-
lowed by examples; though no difference was found between the three types, all 
three improved subjects’ performance in comprehension (as well as in produc-
tion). 

Knight (1994) used on-screen dictionary entries to assess the effectiveness 
of dictionaries in vocabulary learning by Spanish ESL learners. She found that 
access to dictionary entries significantly improved subjects’ performance on im-
mediate supply-definition and select-definition tasks, which may be taken as a 
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measure of vocabulary comprehension. However, when learners were stratified 
into two language proficiency groups, it was only the lower-proficiency subjects 
who benefited from dictionary access, and no significant effect was found for 
high-proficiency learners. This last finding is consistent with Bensoussan et al.’ s 
(1984) results, where all subjects were at a relatively high proficiency level. 
Knight’ s (1994) main focus was on vocabulary learning, for which see 1.5.1.2 
below. 

McCreary and Dolezal (1999) tested the usefulness of The American Heri-
tage Dictionary (AHD2) for foreign learners of English at an American college 
during a vocabulary test. The performance of three groups of learners was com-
pared: Group 1 had access to the dictionary; Group 2 did not have dictionary ac-
cess, but were given a short story to read that included the tested vocabulary; 
Group 3 had both the story and dictionary access. The three groups scored 69%, 
68%, and 79%, respectively, on a multiple choice vocabulary test. Group 3 per-
formed better than either Group 1 or Group 2 in terms of overall vocabulary 
scores, with no difference between Groups 1 and 2, suggesting that dictionaries 
are not helpful on their own, but are useful in the presence of contextual informa-
tion. The testing instrument used by McCreary and Dolezal consisted of two 
types of multiple-choice items: synonym identification and antonym identifica-
tion. It is striking that the mean scores on the two types of items patterned differ-
ently (McCreary and Dolezal 1999: Table 1): Group 1 appears to have outper-
formed Group 2 on the synonym questions (78.3% versus 71.7%, respectively), 
while on antonym questions the ranking was reversed (43.5% versus 62%). No 
statistical measures were provided for these intriguing differences or any group 
by task interactions, but given that Group 1 was the one with access to dictionar-
ies, a possible interpretation might be that AHD2 was especially successful in 
providing information on synonyms. Since AHD2, like many monolingual dic-
tionaries, tends to rely heavily on synonyms (and synonym-like hyperonyms) in 
their provision of meaning, it could be that synonym-based test items might have 
given an advantage to AHD2. 

Albus et al. (2001) tried to answer the question of whether access to a mono-
lingual learner’s dictionary8 would improve reading test performance of limited 
English proficient (LEP) students from the Hmong community attending three 
urban middle schools in a large metropolitan area of Minnesota, USA. The study 
found no significant overall effect of dictionary accommodation. 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 not for lower or higher level proficiency 
students. Interestingly, a very high proportion of 95.8% of the Hmong subjects 
believed that having access to an English dictionary would help them to perform 
better on a reading test. 
                                                     
8 The American Heritage English as a Second Language Dictionary (AHESLD) was used 

in the study, referred to by the authors as a “simpli fied English” dictionary. 
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Bogaards (2002) tested two monolingual dictionaries for learners of German 
on a sample of 27 Dutch learners of German attending a pre-university section of 
a secondary school. The study focused on two aspects: the findabilit y of lexical 
information and vocabulary comprehension while reading. Bogaards asked his 
subjects to translate the target words into Dutch. For both dictionaries, statisti-
cally significant differences were found indicating that the dictionaries helped 
students in the understanding of written texts, though there were no significant 
differences between the two dictionaries. The rate of success for both dictionaries 
was around 35%. Bogaards (2002) does not directly report the rate of success to 
compare the performance with the dictionary to performance without dictionary 
access, but the figures for the individual words (Bogaards 2002: Table 1) suggest 
that it was probably below 20%. 

Szczepaniak (2003; 2004) investigated the comprehension of contextually 
modified idioms with the help of the third edition of the Longman Dictionary of 
Contemporary English (LDOCE3), using highly advanced Polish learners of 
English as subjects. Szczepaniak found a mildly positive influence of LDOCE3 
on comprehension performance. Because her subjects completed the same task 
prior to and following dictionary consultation, Szczepaniak obtained data that 
linked the performance at those two points in the procedure. The results are not 
exactly encouraging: in 72% of all l ook-ups, subjects changed their responses 
following dictionary consultation, but most of these cases (50% of the total) re-
sulted in incorrect responses, and 7% of the total went from a correct response to 
an incorrect one following dictionary consultation. In 28% of the look-ups, dic-
tionary consultation did not effect a change in the response. Within that number, 
only 6% of all cases were confirmations of previously correct ideas, and 22% of 
the total were retentions of previously wrong ideas. On the positive side, the 
mean success score for all four test items went up from 0.18 prior to dictionary 
consultation to 0.27 following consultation, an increase by 50%. It is diff icult to 
say, though, how much of the improvement can be ascribed to dictionary consul-
tation, and how much of it occurred as a result of a second examination of the 
same contexts. 

The findings of dictionary-supported comprehension studies discussed 
above may be taken to indicate that the effectiveness of dictionaries could depend 
on the users’ proficiency level. Advanced learners may not benefit much or at all 
from dictionary access, while low-proficiency learners may not possess the skill s 
required to locate and extract the relevant information from entries. If this is in-
deed the case, dictionaries might be of most help to intermediate-proficiency 
learners. However, such a conclusion remains extremely tentative, because it is 
based on a small number of studies, and rarely ever is a broad spectrum of learner 
levels evaluated in one single study. Any differences, then, might be due to nu-
merous factors unrelated to subjects’ proficiency level that happened to vary 
across the different studies. One such aspect is the measure used to assess the de-
gree of success in reading comprehension. Even if structurally similar evaluation 
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instruments are used, such as the most frequently employed multiple-choice 
comprehension questions, it would be inappropriate to assume equivalence be-
tween the different tests, as items can depend to a greater or lesser degree on 
overall text comprehension or the comprehension of individual vocabulary items, 
and such balance is diff icult to control. 

1.5.1.2 Vocabulary learning 

The effectiveness of dictionaries in vocabulary learning is perhaps the most 
popular strand of research amongst studies dealing with dictionary effectiveness. 

Luppescu and Day (1993) found that the use of a bili ngual dictionary facili -
tated the learning of vocabulary by Japanese EFL learners. Similarly, Knight 
(1994) found that access to bili ngual dictionary entries significantly improved de-
layed (after two weeks) vocabulary recall scores, which may be interpreted as re-
flecting vocabulary learning. 

Hulstijn, Hollander and Greidanus (1996) investigated the effect of diction-
ary use and marginal glosses on incidental vocabulary learning by Dutch ad-
vanced learners of French. A French-Dutch bili ngual dictionary was used, and 
the glosses were also bili ngual: they were Dutch equivalents of the French items. 
Overall , word retention rates in the group of subjects with dictionary access were 
not significantly higher than in the control group, though marginal glosses did 
produce significantly higher retention scores. However, subjects in the dictionary 
group only looked up an average of 12 percent of the target words tested (see 
section 2.6.1 below for a discussion of the problem of dictionary underuse). Re-
tention rates on those items only for which dictionaries were consulted turned out 
to be actually higher than for the same words in the marginal glosses group. This 
could mean that dictionaries are very effective when used, but it could also point 
to those items that were looked up being special in some way, which might facili -
tate their retention. Hulstijn, Hollander and Greidanus suggest text relevance 
might be a factor. 

See section 1.5.2 below for a discussion of other studies of the effectiveness 
of dictionaries in vocabulary learning involving a comparison of two or more dic-
tionary titles or types. 

1.5.2 Compar ison of the effectiveness of var ious dictionary types 
The current state of research on the effectiveness of various dictionary types is 
aptly captured by Wingate (2002) in the following statement: “as far as the effec-
tiveness of either the bili ngual or monolingual dictionary for learners is con-
cerned, there has been an ongoing discussion with hardly any research basis.”  

In a well -controlled experimental study, Oskarsson (1975) compared stu-
dents’ vocabulary learning success using monolingual glossaries and bili ngual 
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glossaries9. Bili ngual glossaries were found to aid vocabulary learning to a sig-
nificantly greater degree than monolingual glossaries. Further, the use of mono-
lingual glossaries “did not result in a better abilit y to produce the critical words in 
response to questions derived from the target-language definitions” (Oskarsson 
1975: 31). 

Summers (1988) tested EFL learners with three types of entries: examples 
only, abstract definitions, and a combination of definitions and examples, against 
blank controls, and found no differences between the three types of entries, with 
all three being significantly more effective for vocabulary comprehension than 
the control. 

In a pretest-posttest study of English vocabulary learning while reading by 
52 Swedish undergraduates majoring in English and economics, Krantz (1991) 
found no difference in the effectiveness of monolingual and bili ngual dictionar-
ies. However, the rate of dictionary use was relatively low, with a mean of just 
1.7 look-ups per page of reading. 

Bogaards (1991) tested 44 Dutch-speaking first-year university students of 
French under four dictionary conditions: a bili ngual dictionary, a learners’ mono-
lingual dictionary, a monolingual dictionary for native speakers of French, and 
no dictionary. On a translation task, the bili ngual dictionary group achieved the 
highest scores, and the control (no dictionary) group the lowest scores. On a de-
layed vocabulary translation test administered fifteen days later, the learners’ dic-
tionary group registered the highest mean score, followed by the bili ngual dic-
tionary users, but the differences in scores were minimal. The users of the mono-
lingual dictionary for native speakers ranked third, and subjects with no access to 
dictionaries scored the lowest of the four groups again. 

Laufer (1993), in an extended follow-up study based on Laufer (1992), in-
vestigated the effect of dictionary definitions and examples on the comprehen-
sion and production of new vocabulary items in a carefully designed experimen-
tal set-up. Laufer found that a combined (definition and example) entry was more 
effective for comprehension than definition alone, which was, in turn, more ef-
fective than example alone. Though the present study does not address the con-
tribution of examples to dictionary entries, Laufer’s findings indirectly show that 
dictionary entries can be helpful, or else no differences between the different en-
try types would have been found. 

In a series of studies, Batia Laufer and her collaborators (Laufer 1995; 
Laufer and Hadar 1997; Laufer and Melamed 1994) compared bili ngualized dic-
tionaries against monolingual and bili ngual dictionaries. The results of these 
studies point to an advantage of the bili ngualized dictionary over the monolin-
gual dictionary for comprehension. The bili ngual dictionary was not significantly 

                                                     
9 Although glossaries are not the same as dictionaries, the differences are primarily mac-

rostructural. Because this study focuses on the microstructure, and Oskarsson’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 monolingual dictionaries. In produc-
tion, the bili ngual dictionary performed better than the monolingual. Laufer and 
Melamed (1994) classified their subjects into three groups by dictionary using 
skill s, based on overall scores, and they found two tendencies: bili ngual diction-
aries resulted in relatively best performance for the least skill ed users, and the 
differences between the dictionaries tended to decrease with growing skill . As in 
most such studies, Laufer and Melamed (1994) did not control for the actual 
presentation of information in the three types of entries, as entries from three ac-
tual titl es were used (Laufer and Melamed 1994: 567). Such a methodology 
makes it diff icult to generalize the results to dictionary types (see 2.6.2 below for 
discussion). 

Raudaskoski (2002) asked twenty Finnish senior secondary school students 
to complete translation assignments, eight from English into Finnish and eight 
from Finnish into English, first without the aid of the dictionary, and then with 
the use of one of two different dictionaries: a large general bili ngual dictionary 
and a much smaller bili ngualized dictionary. Raudaskoski reports that the per-
formance of the bili ngualized dictionary users improved more between the two 
rounds of translation than did that of the bili ngual dictionary users, but he also 
warns that the sample was small and  “ it is impossible to make any universal 
statements” (Raudaskoski 2002: 3). Unfortunately, the degree or difference in 
improvement between the two groups is not reported, and no attempt at statistical 
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 translation. Somewhat surprisingly, work-
ing without the dictionaries, subjects did better on translation into English, their 
L2, than into Finnish, their L1. The two dictionaries used in the test clearly dif-
fered not only in terms of type and size, but also in terms of lexicographic 
presentation: “ [t]he bili ngual dictionary, with its dense entries full of symbols 
and abbreviations, caused diff iculties for many students, especially when the 
necessary headword or equivalent was concealed inside a long entry” 
(Raudaskoski 2002: 3), so again, the findings cannot be generalized to dictionary 
types. Atkins and Varantola (1997; 1998b) monitored dictionary use during 
translation. Among other measures, subjects were asked to rate the success of the 
individual look-ups. Of the look-ups in bili ngual dictionaries, 64% were judged 
as successful, 35% as unsuccessful (there was a small number of unspecified re-
sponses). Monolingual dictionary look-ups were reported by subjects as success-
ful 48% of the time, while 52% were rated as unsuccessful. However, in many 
cases monolingual dictionaries were used to follow up on previously unsuccess-
ful searches in bili ngual dictionaries. Because of this, monolingual dictionaries 
may have received a larger proportion of particularly problematic queries, and 
this effect could have negatively affected the success ratings of monolingual dic-
tionaries. Also, mean success ratings from advanced L2 proficiency subjects 
were slightly lower than those coming from intermediate subjects and beginners. 
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Given that the use of monolingual dictionaries is often seen to increase with pro-
ficiency level, the ratings of monolingual dictionaries could also have been low-
ered in this way. 

In a similar study using a modified version of the same procedure, Varantola 
(1998) distinguished between monolingual dictionaries for native speakers and 
monolingual learners’ dictionaries. The two subtypes of monolingual dictionaries 
yielded very different success rates: 84% of the look-ups with the use of mono-
lingual dictionaries for native speakers were rated as successful, compared to 
only 44% of the look-ups in monolingual learners’ 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 subjects and the methodological prob-
lems arising from it (see 2.5.1 below for discussion), it would be risky to general-
ize from the above rates. 

Laufer (2000) tested the effect of marginal paper glosses and electronic (on-
screen pop-up window) glosses on vocabulary recall . In the electronic glosses 
condition, subjects could choose the information types displaying on screen. The 
majority chose L1-translation only glosses, and these achieved a mean immediate 
recall rate of 83 percent, and a delayed retention rate of 27 percent. Rates of 100 
percent on both measures were achieved with three-way entries of L1 translation 
plus English definition plus 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 translation plus English definition, scored 90 percent on 
immediate recall but 0 percent on retention (no words were remembered!). This, 
plus the fact that the combined entries were selected in a very small minority of 
cases only, must make us very cautious of the results, and the claim of the supe-
riority of the rich-information entry. Also, since subjects were in control of the 
types of electronic glosses they wished to see, we must consider seriously the 
possibilit y that the few subjects who selected the three-way entries were unusu-
ally highly motivated, which might be the true underlying factor responsible for 
the perfect scores. 

Dziapa (2001) compared the effectiveness of vocabulary acquisition through 
reading by Polish learners of English using bili ngual and monolingual dictionar-
ies. Dziapa worked with two groups of learners: beginners and intermediates. 
Within each group, subjects were randomly assigned to one of two dictionary 
conditions, a monolingual learner’s dictionary and a traditional bili ngual diction-
ary. Overall , results point to an advantage of the bili ngual dictionary for begin-
ners, and a relative lack of such advantage for intermediate learners. However, 
the direction and magnitude of this advantage also depends on the type of lexical 
tasks: the monolingual dictionary seems to be at its best in tasks requiring users 
to provide definitions. 

Wingate (2002: 50) found incidental vocabulary learning scores by Hong 
Kong Chinese intermediate learners of German to be higher when using German-
English bili ngual dictionaries compared with a monolingual German dictionary, 
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although the difference was only statistically significant for high verbal abilit y 
subjects. The sample was very small , so the power of the Kruskal-Walli s test 
used by Wingate is here small as well , but the effect size is quite considerable, 
ranging from 30% to 50% depending on verbal abilit y and type of test. A fairly 
large difference of about 30% in favour of the bili ngual dictionary was also 
found for reading comprehension scores in low verbal abilit y subjects, with the 
p-level just missing the significance threshold at 0.055. However, when Wingate 
rewrote the definitions to make them maximally helpful, the percentage of suc-
cessfully looked up words was higher for the new definitions than for the (non-
native language) bili ngual dictionary, as revealed in a think-aloud study. Still , the 
total sample was very small , with 6 subjects or less per each dictionary condition, 
and the difference was not significant. Also, on supply-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 supply-
definition test may be seen as surprising given that the task could be expected to 
favour definition-supplying dictionary entries10, which the bili ngual dictionary 
did not offer. Wingate’s (2002) findings suggest that learners at the intermediate 
level may not be in a position to use monolingual dictionaries effectively. 

1.6 Preference for early senses 

In an experimental set-up using pseudo-words, Tono (1984;  see also Tono 2001: 
Chapter 9) discovered that dictionary users exhibited a tendency to select the 
early (often initial) senses in a dictionary entry unless clear indications were pre-
sent within the entry that the early sense was inappropriate. Neubach and Cohen 
(1988) found in a think-aloud study that subjects (EFL learners) tended to read 
the first definition only in monolingual dictionaries. A typical comment by one of 
Neubach and Cohen’s subjects was “ I didn’ t go on after the first definition. I 
thought all the rest were just examples” (Neubach and Cohen 1988: 8). Mülli ch 
(1990) also noted a preference for first meanings. Nuccorini (1994) examined 
written translation by students using bili ngual dictionaries and, li kewise, found 
evidence of users stopping after the first sense. 

Reading only part or beginning of a dictionary entry was the single most 
common cause of failure in bili ngual dictionary consultation as established by 
Wingate’s (2002: 113) think-aloud study with intermediate learners of German. 
Furthermore, amongst the successful look-ups, those that did not require the us-
ers to look beyond the first sense within an entry were most numerous. The bili n-
gual dictionary used in the study, the Langenscheidts New College German Dic-
tionary, German-English, English-German (LNCGD), however, did not include 
the native language of the dictionary users, which could be an additional factor 
here. In contrast, reading the early senses only was not found to be a problem in 

                                                     
10 This relative advantage was also confirmed by Dziapa’s (2001) results, as discussed in 

the previous paragraph. 
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intermediate learners using monolingual dictionaries in Wingate’s sample 
(Wingate 2002: 115). There was some evidence from Wingate’s main think-
aloud study, that a cramped entry structure may have contributed to this problem. 

Wingate offered the following recommendation for dictionary design based 
on her findings regarding the preference for early senses: 

The tendency not to read beyond the initial information in dictionary 
entries could be a common one. If this finding can be confirmed in the 
main think-aloud study and further research, it has the implication that 
in dictionary entries, the meanings should always be listed in order of 
frequency, with the most frequent meanings at the beginning of the en-
try. This way the learners have the best chance of f inding the meaning 
they are looking for. (Wingate 2002: 118) 

The reasoning in the above passage appears to be based on an implicit assump-
tion that dictionary users are most likely to be looking for the most frequent 
senses. However, that assumption is obviously incorrect in the case of the more 
advanced learners, who might be expected to have mastered the most frequent 
senses of the core vocabulary items, and if they need to consult a dictionary for 
meaning of such items, it will most likely be one of the less frequent senses that 
will be of interest to them. 

Further, in view of the above findings, there may be a price to pay for in-
cluding too much information under a given sense, because that might discourage 
the user from going on beyond the first sense. This has been a tentative finding of 
Tono (1984; 2001: Chapter 9): 

The third implication from the findings on the user’s reference skill s is 
that users tend not to appreciate the complexity of dictionary design. 
This is indicated by the fact that the subjects generally preferred the 
first definition and that they did not even refer to the second definition 
when lengthy ill ustrative examples followed the first definition. Most 
lexicographers assume that ill ustrative examples play an important role 
in the comprehension and production of text, and this is true in many 
cases. But the findings indicate that most of the subjects who did not 
major in English did not use examples to find appropriate definitions. 
On the contrary, examples prevented the subjects from going on to the 
second definition in many cases (...). These findings add some weight 
to the argument that the users prefer simplicity and brevity above all . 
(Tono 2001: 163) 

In terms of semantic explanation, simplicity and brevity appears to be more com-
patible with native language equivalents than with foreign language definitions. 





 

2. Stud ies of receptive dictionary use: 
methodo log ical issues 

2.1 Literature on the methodo logy of dictionary use research 

Interest in the methodological aspects of dictionary research has so far been rela-
tively small . The two scholars often seen as fathers of the methodology of dic-
tionary use studies are Herbert Ernst Wiegand and Reinhard Rudolf Karl Hart-
mann. 

Wiegand’s call i n the mid-1970’s (Wiegand 1977a; 1977b) to study a “soci-
ology of dictionary use” cleared the way for modern empirical research of dic-
tionary use. Wiegand’s extensive theorizing on the subject culminated in his 
monumental monograph of over 1000 pages (Wiegand 1998). 

Reinhard Hartmann is a much more frequently cited author, not the least be-
cause he published extensively in English (as well as in German). In an early pa-
per (Hartmann 1983b: 11), he specified a four-fold structure of factors involved 
in dictionary use. In Hartmann (1987b), he further distinguished four areas of re-
search into dictionary use: 

• research into the information categories presented in dictionaries (‘dic-
tionary typology’)  

• research into specific dictionary user groups (‘user typology’)  
• research into the contexts of dictionary use (‘needs typology’)  
• research into dictionary look-up strategies (‘skill s typology’) 

(Hartmann 1987b: 12) 

The stress on typology above suggests a taxonomic leaning: perhaps a fitting ap-
proach for a newly-developing area of study. Hartmann also bemoaned the scar-
city of studies with “statistical correlations” (Hartmann 1987a: 26), and a com-
plete lack of “more complex techniques like controlled experiments” (Hartmann 
1987a: 27). Hartmann (1989b) elaborated on the methodological reflection of his 
previous papers by listing a dozen hypotheses relating to dictionary use and dis-
cussing them in the light of contemporary research and delineating seven areas of 
research into dictionary use. 

Hulstijn and Atkins (1998) offered an informative survey of empirical re-
search on dictionary use. Aiming to produce an updated version of Bogaards’ 
(1988) overview, Hulstijn and Atkins conducted a comprehensive search of the 
literature, bringing together information on “some fifty published papers report-
ing on empirical investigations in which the dictionary was involved one way or 
another” (Hulstijn and Atkins 1998: 7). They classified the studies covered in the 
paper under seven headings. In the second part of their paper, Hulstijn and Atkins 
put forward a number of suggestions regarding the methodology of research into 
dictionary use. Among others, they listed fourteen variables that they saw as im-
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portant in the use of L2 dictionaries. They suggested that preferably only one 
variable at a time should be isolated and selected for study. This particular sug-
gestion seems unnecessarily restrictive: such a simple one-way design rules out 
any investigation of interactions between different variables. Interactions be-
tween variables may be both theoretically and practically interesting, so it would 
be a pity to sacrifice this option a priori, even though doing so does 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 seven are con-
trolled for in the present study. The suggestion to limit the designs to a single 
variable may be a continuation of the methodological reflection in Atkins et al. 
(1987). In this earlier publication, the isolation of the variables for testing appears 
to be a major theme, although the focus of the paper is on individual tests. 

The book-length annotated bibliography on language learners as dictionary 
users by Dolezal and McCreary (1999) was probably to some extent inspired by 
Zgusta (1988) and preceded by McCreary and Dolezal (1998) and Dolezal and 
McCreary (1996). Dolezal and McCreary identify three general categories of re-
search on dictionary use by language learners: 

• dictionary typology (for instance, the arguments for and against the 
bili ngual dictionary vs. the monolingual dictionary) 

• the so-called needs of the user (questions and solutions on informa-
tive content, format, accessibilit y, etc.) 

• dictionary choice (which dictionary ‘performs’ better; which dic-
tionary is more suitable for beginning, intermediate and advanced 
learners) (Dolezal and McCreary 1999: XII)  

In contrast, McCreary and Dolezal (1999: 110) decided to cluster experimental 
and quasi-experimental studies into two separate groups, one essentially in the 
methods of reading comprehension research, the other more in the tradition of 
applied linguistics. 

Tono (2001) combines the two classifications of dictionary use research by 
Hartmann (1989b) and Hulstijn and Atkins (1998) into a single list. Tono catego-
rizes the major empirical studies in dictionary use in terms of Cohen and Man-
ion’s (1994) developmental stages of science. He discusses the potential of the 
following techniques and methods in dictionary use research: 

• participant observation 
• surveys 
• accounts 
• correlational research 
• experiments, quasi-experiments and single-case studies (Tono 2001: 

66-72) 

Tono (2001: 72) concludes his discussion of the methodology of dictionary use 
studies with the suggestion that modern statistical techniques, such as factor 
analysis, could be fruitfully applied in the area of dictionary use research, for ex-
ample to reduce the immense volumes of data that can be generated in modern 
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empirical studies of dictionary use, and thus assist the researcher in the inference 
process. 

Interesting methodological reflection on dictionary use research is offered 
by Humblé (2001), who is sceptical of experiments and tests and argues for the 
qualitative, ethnomethodological approach. 

As I hope to have shown in this sketchy overview, the literature on the 
methodology of dictionary use research is hardly comprehensive. Therefore, I 
will discuss below some methodological issues that I believe to be relevant in the 
context of the present work. The discussion below is organized by general meth-
odological approach, although some issues are not restricted to a single approach. 

2.2 Method s in d ictionary use research: introdu ctory 

The earliest, and still very popular approach to dictionary use research has been 
the survey by questionnaire, which was pioneered by Barnhart (1962). Barnhart’ s 
questionnaire study was, however, somewhat untypical in that the respondents 
who were surveyed were not the target dictionary users themselves, but rather a 
group of teachers of American college students, who were asked to report their 
beliefs and convictions regarding their students’ habits and patterns of dictionary 
use. With respondents reporting on somebody else’s behaviour, Barnhart’ s pro-
cedure added, so to speak, another remove to the questionnaire methodology, 
compared to the more typical set-up of the respondents speaking for themselves. 
The first important questionnaire study involving dictionary users directly was 
the impressive survey by Tomaszczyk (1979), which set the standards for this 
kind of studies for many years to come. 

Questionnaires are at their best in covering the background, or context, of 
the dictionary consultation situations, but they are also an important source of in-
formation on those categories of data whose collection by other methods would 
not be an acceptable option (Lew 2002a), either because it would be too expen-
sive, too intrusive on ethical grounds, or just plain impossible. Typical examples 
of such information might include the data on dictionary acquisition and owner-
ship, or frequency of dictionary consultation in the dictionary user’s home. 

Strictly speaking, the case study is an approach that predates questionnaires. 
Traditional dictionary reviews can be seen as a subtype of the case study. Though 
relatively easy to implement, case studies suffer from one basic weakness: they 
tend to be very subjective and idiosyncratic, which makes their value for system-
atic study of dictionary use questionable: Hartmann (1989b: 106) calls them “ the 
bottom rung in the hierarchy of scholarly methodology.” However, they may be 
useful as a window into the more private aspects of dictionary use when used in 
supplement to other methodology and when interpreted with due caution. 

In contrast to questionnaires, direct observation studies are best suited for 
investigating what happens during actual dictionary consultation. As Wingate 
(2002: 48) aptly puts it, observation protocols are process-oriented. 
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When it comes to evaluating the results of dictionary consultation, it is tests 
and experiments that appear to be most useful, with their baggage of accompany-
ing controls and statistical analysis. Wingate (2002: 48) refers to such methodol-
ogy as result-oriented. In the same vein, questionnaires might be termed context-
oriented. 

Recently, authors writing on the methodology of dictionary use studies 
(Hulstijn and Atkins 1998; Nesi 2000b) have begun to advocate the use of more 
than a single method if only possible. This is exactly what a recent study by 
Wingate (2002) attempted: she used experimental tests and think-aloud protocols. 
The novel character of Wingate’s study is that she derived hypotheses about the 
effective and ineffective features of definitions from a think-aloud study, and 
then attempted to verify them in an experimental design. Unfortunately, in testing 
the Langenscheidts Grosswörterbuch Deutsch als Fremdsprache (LGDaF) defi-
nitions against the new definitions written by Wingate herself (NDefs), it is diff i-
cult to separate the effects of the individual features of the new definitions from 
the combined effect of the new entry format treated as a whole. In entries as-
signed to test a given feature, not all other features were controlled for. There 
were good technical reasons behind this, but that does not change the fact that the 
new definitions are a more or less arbitrary cluster of features whose individual 
effect could not be easily evaluated.  

As noted by several authors (Bogaards 1999: 34; Hulstijn and Atkins 1998: 
12; Zöfgen 1994: 36), the dictionary user’s language proficiency level is an im-
portant variable in dictionary use studies. However, very few studies have at-
tempted to cover a broad range of proficiency levels. Battenburg (1989; 1991) 
placed his learner subjects into three groups according to language level, but, as 
Nesi (2000b: 10) pointed out, “ the three groups did not represent a true language 
learning continuum, as the intermediate group’s responses did not generally 
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 
Research Project on Dictionary Use (Atkins and Varantola 1998a). 

In the remainder of this chapter, I will discuss selected methodological is-
sues and problems for the different methodological approaches, concentrating on 
issues relevant for questionnaires and tests, which reflects the focus of the pre-
sent study. 

2.3 Questionn aires 

As Hilary Nesi (2000b: 3) observed, “ [q]uestionnaire-based research is perhaps 
the commonest method of enquiry into the use of English dictionaries,” and this 
observation is probably also true of non-English dictionaries. Questionnaires of-
fer a convenient way of surveying large numbers of subjects. They are indispen-
sable for collecting demographic data. 
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The first well -known questionnaire study was Barnhart (1962), already men-
tioned in 2.2 above, which used the indirect methodology of asking teachers 
about the dictionary needs and habits of their students, as perceived by the teach-
ers themselves. Later studies, starting with Quirk (1974), have tended to ap-
proach the target user directly. Nevertheless, the degree of agreement between 
Barnhart’ s (1962) results and later studies is quite considerable, which suggests 
Barnhart’ s methodology was not entirely without merit. 

As already suggested in a general comment under 2.2 above, the inclusion of 
underlying user variables, especially users’ proficiency level, could help improve 
the accuracy of questionnaire-based investigations. This was pointed out by Zöf-
gen (1994) in his critique of Béjoint (1981) and Hartmann (1982): 

In Béjoint’s case, no distinction was made between the second-, third-, 
and fourth-year students; in Hartmann’s survey averages were taken 
from groups as different as teachers, university students and pupils 
from secondary schools. Therefore a most relevant variable, i.e. profi-
ciency in the FL, was neutralized. (Zöfgen 1994: 36) 

Another critique of contemporary questionnaire-based studies was that by 
Bogaards (1988), who did not in principle disapprove of the method as such, and 
did in fact employ it himself. 

In the remainder of this section dealing with the methodology of question-
naire-based studies of dictionary use, I will focus on what I see as two particu-
larly problematic areas central to the methodology of dictionary user surveys. 
The first area is the fairly well -known issue of the uncertain relationship between 
reports returned by questionnaires and facts and beliefs that the reports are ex-
pected to reflect. The second area of problems concerns the way questions and 
instructions are communicated to the respondents by the researcher. The lan-
guage used should be maximally accessible to subjects, so that it can be under-
stood, as closely as possible, in the way the researcher intended, and in a more or 
less similar way by the individual subjects. At least two linguistic aspects may be 
within the researcher’s control which might seriously affect the comprehensibil -
ity of questionnaires: the degree to which technical jargon or obscure metalan-
guage is used, and the choice between the respondent’s native language and a 
foreign language. The latter aspect in particular has received surprisingly littl e 
attention in the literature, although the issue is one that researchers dealing with 
dictionary use and language learning often find themselves facing. 

2.3.1 Reliabili ty of questionnaire repor ts 
The problems of the reliabilit y of questionnaire reports concern the nature of the 
correspondence between the questionnaire responses and the researchers’ expec-
tation of what they indicate, that is, they touch on issues related to construct va-
lidity (Trochim 2000). Hatherall ’ s (1984) words are perhaps the most often 
quoted piece of criti cism of questionnaires as a research tool in dictionary use 
studies: “Are subjects saying here what they do, or what they think they do, or 
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what they think they ought to do, or indeed a mixture of all three?” (Hatherall 
1984: 184). In Lew (2002a), I examined Hatherall ’ s charge in a broader perspec-
tive and argued that the methodological problems similar to those pointed out by 
Hatherall are also inherent in the methodology that he proposed in his paper. 
Crystal (1986) doubts that questionnaire respondents are in a position to remem-
ber the details of dictionary use. Similarly, Nesi (2000b: 8) cautions that some 
questionnaire items “ [depend] rather too much on the students’ powers of criti cal 
analysis, retrospection and recall .” Crystal (1986) also criticizes the constraining 
nature of many questionnaires, which discourage original responses. 

2.3.2 Language in questionnaires 

2.3.2.1 Native or foreign language 

In the context of foreign language teaching, researchers electing to employ ques-
tionnaires may feel an urge to write their questionnaire instructions and questions 
in the target foreign language. If the researchers are language teachers them-
selves, the use of a foreign language may be nothing more than a habitual reflex 
of the test-editing classroom practice, where instructions and questions may be 
customarily written in the target language. Illustrative material in the foreign lan-
guage may be present in the questionnaire by design, and the author of the ques-
tionnaire may feel that the language of the instructions should match that of the 
target language. An additional factor that could sway the choice of language 
might be a preference for one of those language teaching paradigms that see the 
use of the native language in the classroom as a major offence. 

However, in questionnaire instructions and questions it is essential that the 
intentions of the questionnaire author be communicated as faithfully to the ques-
tionnaire respondent as possible. There is littl e doubt that this role is best served 
by the native language of the subjects, not by any foreign language that they may 
be studying. Quite obviously, the risk of communication failure is appreciably 
greater in the foreign language. For example, Wingate (2002: 48) notes a case 
where subjects clearly failed to understand questionnaire items in Battenburg’s 
(1991) questionnaire study, in which the questions were written in the foreign 
language (English, in this case). 

A complete misunderstanding of a question or instruction is just one obvious 
danger of using a foreign language in a questionnaire, but there is also a less ob-
vious one, and it concerns the precision with which the intended meaning is con-
veyed to the questionnaire respondent. There is good reason to suspect that, even 
for advanced learners of a foreign language, the conceptual range associated with 
a foreign language lexical item is less stable across a sample of learners than the 
conceptual range associated with a similar item in the native language of the sub-
jects. There is no reason why this problem would not affect the conceptualization 
of even the most common words that may appear unproblematic to questionnaire 
designers; words such as, for example, often or rarely. When the sample spans a 
range of proficiency levels, the resulting lexical vagueness of interpretation could 
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become very grave. If this is the case, then the use of a foreign language in a 
questionnaire would introduce additional imprecision, reducing the usefulness of 
the questionnaire as a research instrument. 

Practical considerations may force a researcher to use a foreign language in 
questionnaires. This could be justified when the sample consists of native speak-
ers of a variety of languages, as can be the case in ESL settings, such as in Bat-
tenburg’s (1989; 1991) sample, with subjects representing seven native language 
backgrounds. In such a situation, translations of the research instrument into the 
native languages of the subjects would have to be produced. But translation is 
expensive and quali fied translators may not be readily available for all the lan-
guages involved. In addition, there may be a problem with equivalence between 
the different translated forms of the questionnaire. The latter problem may in fact 
be seen as a variation on the problem of subjects interpreting the foreign lan-
guage questionnaire items, only its milder version, because here the interlingual 
operation is entrusted with the quali fied professional. So, if translators are avail -
able and if the number of native languages involved is not overwhelming, it is 
still i n general preferable to use translated forms, as was in fact done in the EU-
RALEX/AILA Research Project on Dictionary Use (Atkins and Varantola 
1998a). A decision to use a foreign language would be diff icult to defend if the 
subjects all shared the same native language, as in the present study. It is still l ess 
justifiable if the questionnaire author is not the native speaker of the target lan-
guage but that of his subjects, for example when a Polish teacher of English uses 
her Polish learners of English as subjects. Should the teacher elect to use English 
as the language of instruction in her questionnaire in such a case, she has to pro-
duce instructions and questions in a foreign language, which generates language 
problems of its own on top of the ones discussed above. 

To conclude the above arguments, due to the increased risk of the subjects 
faili ng to understand, completely misinterpreting, partially misunderstanding, or 
interpreting vaguely the foreign language content of a research instrument, it is 
the native language of the subjects that should be used in questionnaires if only 
possible, and as much as possible. 

2.3.2.2 Metalanguage 

Theoretical lexicography (metalexicography) has now accrued a substantial body 
of technical concepts and terms that describe the various aspects of dictionary 
structure and dictionary consultation (e.g. Hartmann and James 1998). When dic-
tionary use researchers entertain and express ideas about dictionaries, they natu-
rally do it in those technical terms. While terminological rigour is certainly help-
ful in specialist discourse, dictionary users are not dictionary experts, so ques-
tionnaires meant for the ordinary dictionary user should steer clear of the techni-
cal li ngo that is li kely to confuse rather than inform potential subjects. 

An examination of the existing studies shows that the researchers are not 
always fully aware of this issue. For example, Nesi (2000b: 10) so criticizes Bat-
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tenburg’s (1991) use of technical terms in his questionnaire: “ It seems unrealistic 
to expect subjects with elementary English to comment on their use of ‘syntactic 
patterns’ and ‘derived forms’ in dictionaries.” And it is somewhat ironic that the 
author of the famous criticism of the questionnaire methodology had this unnec-
essarily convoluted piece of English syntax thrown at his subjects in the post-task 
feedback form (a questionnaire, really): “Do you think the time constraint had 
any effect on your method of working?” (Hatherall 1984); rather than asking in 
plain English: “ If you had had more time, would you have done anything differ-
ently?” . 

Using technical terms may seem deceptively attractive to the researcher, 
with its lure of improved precision of questionnaire items, but this is deceptive: 
precision must be evaluated from the point of view of the subjects interpreting 
the questionnaire items, rather than the researchers’ point of view. Therefore, 
everyday language should be used, although the dilemma of conveying technical 
notions in everyday language may be diff icult to resolve. Broad consultation and 
piloting may help in arriving at the optimal wording of questionnaire items. Dif-
ficult metalanguage should be avoided as far as possible in questionnaires ad-
dressed to dictionary users. 

2.3.3 Summary 
The chief problems associated with the use of questionnaires in dictionary use 
research were aptly summarized by Nesi (2000b: 12): 

1) Results are often a measure of the respondents’ perceptions, rather 
than objective fact. The respondents’ desire to conform, their (perhaps 
unconscious) wish to appear in some way better than they really are, or 
their inabilit y to recall events in detail may distort the data. 

2) Researcher and respondent do not necessarily share the same terms 
of reference. Linguistic concepts cannot be accurately expressed with-
out metalanguage, but the specialist terms the linguist uses have no 
meaning (or a different meaning) for the non-linguist. In large-scale 
surveys where there is no opportunity for researcher and respondent to 
negotiate meaning there is likely to be considerable misinterpretation of 
both the questions and the answers. 

While it may be true that “ linguistic concepts cannot be accurately expressed 
without metalanguage,” some of those concepts are simply incomprehensible – 
metalanguage or not – without special training. As for those less esoteric con-
cepts that may be comprehensible to non-linguists, simply replacing the technical 
jargon with everyday language may do a good enough job. To take an example, 
asking subjects about “ information on what other words to use this word with” 
will li kely invoke as much linguistic awareness as one could reasonably expect of 
a dictionary user without linguistic training, and will surely fare better than ask-
ing about “collocational information.”  

Finally, useful general advice on aspects of questionnaire design that are not 
specific to research into dictionary use may be found in existing questionnaire 
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design manuals written by experts in fields such as sociometry, psychometry, and 
second language research (Berdie and Anderson 1974; Bradburn, Sudman and 
Blair 1979; Dörnyei 2003; Oppenheim 1992; Sudman and Bradburn 1982). 

2.4 Case s tudies 

Case studies in dictionary use research involve a small number of dictionary us-
ers: there could be as few as one subject (e.g. Ronald 2002), or their number 
could be closer to a dozen (e.g. Nuccorini 1992; Tono 1991). A case study could 
focus on a detailed analysis of the process of dictionary use during some (natural-
istic or artificially imposed) task, such as composition writing (Ard 1982). Case 
studies may employ observation protocols, self-reports, and interviews for data 
collection. The advantage of the method is that with a small number of subjects 
the researcher can afford to allocate significant resources to individuals and may 
thus be able to capture details that would escape a large-scale study. However, 
the small number of subjects also means that no statistical generalization to any 
larger population is generally possible, and this limits the usefulness of case stud-
ies. 

2.5 Observation p rotocols 

Written and oral protocols have been employed to get insight into what happens 
during the dictionary consultation process, both in terms of dictionary behaviour 
and in terms of thought and decision processes of dictionary users. Hatherall 
(1984) asked his students to fill out protocol forms describing the process of 
L1:/�� �(QJOLVK-to-German) translation with a dictionary. However, only pre-
liminary information from this study has been reported, and design details are 
diff icult to extract from the article. A newer study with better-documented meth-
odology is Varantola (1998), where four translation majors recorded the details 
of their dictionary use on special answer sheets. 

As many as three recording sheets were being completed by the 211 infor-
mants in Harvey and Yuill (1997). The first sheet was a relatively simple eight-
item table fill ed in by dictionary users prior to dictionary consultation. The other 
two sheets were structured as flowcharts and were fill ed in following the consul-
tation act. Though carefully designed, the flowcharts were very complex (Harvey 
and Yuill 1997: 277-278) and there may be realistic concerns about the subjects’ 
abilit y to complete the charts as intended by the researchers. 

Think-aloud protocols have been used to monitor the process of dictionary 
work (Momoi 1998; Mülli ch 1990; Neubach and Cohen 1988; Whyatt 2000; 
Wingate 2002; Yokoyama 1994), and the immediate recall protocol has been use-
ful in the study of dictionary use while reading to assess reading comprehension 
(Knight 1994). 

There is a potential in protocol-based studies for revealing the fine details of 
the dictionary-consultation process. The diff iculty lies in the processing and in-
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terpretation of the data collected through protocols, which can be very laborious. 
This is why only small numbers of subjects usually participate in studies of this 
type. For example, Ard (1982), who used video-recordings and oral interviews, 
worked with two subjects only. In some other protocol studies (Momoi 1998; 
Yokoyama 1994), the sample size may have been somewhat larger, but typically 
not large enough to warrant generalizations beyond the sample, which is a major 
weakness of the approach. 

A possible solution to the above dilemma may come from data-collection 
techniques similar to that employed in Nesi and Haill (2002). The data for the 
study was drawn from the library research skill s assignment forming part of the 
‘Key Academic Skill s for International Students’ module at Oxford Brookes 
University. Rather than systematically report the complete details of all their dic-
tionary consultation over a defined stretch of time, students were asked to answer 
questions about their dictionary consultation of just five selected lexical items. 
They answered the questions in writing while working on a text of their own 
choice. The restriction on the volume of data produced with this technique al-
lowed the researchers to collect their data from a larger number of subjects than 
has usually been the case in protocol designs not so constrained. Overall , 89 con-
tributions, each from a different student, were collected over a three-year period. 
While such a technique makes it more manageable to collect contributions from a 
broader sample of subjects, there are trade-offs here as well , though on a differ-
ent level of sampling. Because each subject selected five specific dictionary 
searches to report on, questions might be raised as to how representative those 
five items were of that subject’ s typical dictionary-using behaviour. Further, 
since the students were completing the reports as part of an academic assignment, 
they may have approached the task rather more meticulously than usual. There is 
a danger that they may have wanted to avoid what they saw as trivial or uninter-
esting dictionary searches for fear of returning mediocre assignments. Also, they 
may have felt an urge to submit excessively elaborate descriptions of their work, 
which might not have truthfully reflected what they actually did with their dic-
tionaries. 

Self-reporting by dictionary-using subjects is often used in observation-
based studies, just as it was in Nesi and Haill (2002). However, as pointed out by 
Tono (2001: 54), self-reporting in protocol studies is open to methodological 
problems similar to those present in questionnaires: subjects may tend to report 
their beliefs and perceptions rather than facts about the consultation process, or 
may want to please the researcher. They may be selective in their reporting. The 
reporting process may interfere with the look-up process itself, especially if the 
procedure calls for the reports to be completed during actual dictionary work. An 
interesting example of an alternative to self-reporting is a study by Atkins and 
Varantola (1998), where written recording sheets (similar to those in Varantola 
1998) were fill ed by lexicography students acting as monitors, each monitor be-
ing assigned to a single dictionary user working on a translation task. 



 Studies of receptive dictionary use: methodological issues 45 

  

2.5.1 Look-ups, subjects, and independent observations 
When dictionary users’ behaviour is observed and recorded, the dictionary con-
sultation process may be broken down, in a theoretical sense, into searches and 
look-ups (consultations), where several look-ups may constitute a single search 
(Atkins and Varantola 1997; 1998b; Scholfield 1982; 1999; Varantola 1998). 
When results of individual look-ups are being evaluated, an assessment of the 
data obtained should be made in terms of the independence of the individual 
look-ups. 

To ill ustrate the point, consider a study of dictionary use in L1:/���)LQQLVK�
to English) translation (Varantola 1998). Three categories of dictionaries were 
distinguished in the study: bili ngual dictionaries, monolingual dictionaries for na-
tive speakers and monolingual learners’ dictionaries. The mean look-up success 
rates within the three categories, established on the basis of subjects’ evaluation 
of the individual look-ups, are given in Table 1 (based on Varantola 1998: 185). 

Table 1: Dictionary type and success rate in Varantola (1998: 185) 

Dictionary type Successful 
look-ups 

Unsuccessful 
look-ups 

Total 
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 
monolingual dictionaries yielded very different overall success rates: 84% of the 
look-ups with the use of monolingual dictionaries for native speakers were rated 
as successful, compared to only 44% of the look-ups in monolingual learners’ 
dictionaries. The difference looks impressive, but how much weight should we 
attach to it? To what extent can we generalize from the above rates? 

First, one should note that the number of observations (i.e., individual look-
ups) is quite small , particularly in the case of monolingual learners’ dictionaries. 
Varantola (1998) does not test for differences between the different dictionary 
types. Such a test is attempted in Table 2, using the Chi-square statistic with 
Yates correction to compensate for low expected frequencies. 

Table 2: Yates-corrected Chi-square values and p-levels for dictionary type pairs com-
puted from data in Varantola (1998: 185) 

Dictionary type Yates-corrected 
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 
 



46 Chapter Two 

The Chi-square test yields only one significant difference: that between the 
monolingual native dictionaries and monolingual learners’ dictionaries, though 
the difference between bili ngual and monolingual native dictionaries approaches 
the 5% significance level. However, there is a problem with the application of 
this test: it is a fundamental assumption of the Chi-square test that the individual 
observations (here, look-ups) are independent. In this case, several look-ups may 
constitute a single dictionary search; in fact, about 60% of all l ook-ups were part 
of multi -look-up searches, as can be estimated from Varantola’s (1998: 183) 
data. There is good reason to claim that multiple look-ups constituting a single 
search should not be treated as independent. 

Even more importantly, the number of subjects in the study was just four, so 
inevitably many look-ups must have come from a single subject. Obviously, out-
comes of multiple look-ups from a single subject cannot be treated as independ-
ent observations. In fact, one can easily imagine a situation where a large propor-
tion of the look-ups for a given dictionary type would come from a single dic-
tionary user. It is not at all unlikely that a particular user might have a favourite 
dictionary, and might tend to rate his or her look-up satisfaction in a markedly 
idiosyncratic way, either because s/he is a demanding (or otherwise) rater, or 
simply because s/he is a skil ful (or otherwise) dictionary user. Differences such 
as those reflected in Table 1 could easily have arisen under this – hypothetical 
but realistic – scenario. 

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

2.6 Tests and experiments 

It was around the time when the well -known criticism of the early questionnaire 
studies was voiced (Hatherall 1984) that the experimental approach started to 
gain some popularity, starting with Bensoussan, Sim and Weiss (1984) and Black 
(1986). As Nesi (2000b: 12, 31) notes when comparing questionnaire-based and 
test-based research, an important motivation behind the introduction of tests and 
experiments into dictionary use research was to obtain more objective and reli -
able data than was normally achievable in questionnaire-based studies. More 
rigid design and controlled conditions of data collection were better suited to the 
experimental paradigm. In terms of the potential of the two approaches, Nesi fur-
ther observes that “ test-based research can enable the researcher to prove or dis-
prove hypotheses in a more conclusive fashion than is possible with question-
naire-based research, which usually generates rather than tests hypotheses” (Nesi 
2000b: 31). 

One of the earliest and commonest applications of testing techniques in dic-
tionary use studies has been to investigate the effect of dictionary use on learn-
ers’ performance on reading comprehension tests (Bensoussan, Sim and Weiss 
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1984; Nesi 2000b, Chapter 2; Nesi and Meara 1991; Tono 1989). Wingate 
(2002), however, challenged reading comprehension tests as an unreliable in-
strument to measure dictionary effectiveness; she advocated equivalent-
supplying and definition-supplying tasks as a preferable alternative. However, 
the latter approach carries 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-
jects’ responses often closely paralleled the ill ustrative material in the entries, 
and Mill er and Gildea concluded that this did not necessarily indicate successful 
comprehension. 

A popular area of experimental research has been the identification of the 
headword types that dictionary users would prefer to look up first when trying to 
locate a multi -word item, such as an idiom or a spaced compound (Atkins and 
Varantola 1998a; Béjoint 1981; Bogaards 1990; 1991; 1992; Tono 1987). The 
typical procedure in such studies has involved asking subjects to either underline 
or note down the word or words that they would choose to look up as the head-
word. This may or may not have been accompanied by actual dictionary consul-
tation. Designs without the consultation are less natural (and less experimental), 
since the outcome of a decision as to which item to look for could conceivably be 
affected by whether the user actually intends to act out the decision in a real 
look-up act. 

Another area of experimental dictionary research centres around the role and 
importance of various dictionary information types in various tasks. Tono (1984) 
used custom bili ngual dictionary entries in booklet form and introduced nonce 
words to test the usefulness of eight types of information: grammatical informa-
tion (Tono included here: part of speech labels, such grammatical labels as “no 
passive” and information on article use with nouns); verb pattern, noun count-
abilit y (countable vs. uncountable); gloss (Tono included here synonyms but also 
collocational indicators following the equivalent in parentheses); collocation; id-
iom; run-on entries; and ill ustrative examples. On top of these information types, 
Tono also manipulated the order of dictionary definitions and found a strong 
preference by the subjects to select the first definition provided. In later experi-
mental studies, Tono investigated the role of access facilit ation devices: entry 
menus (Tono 1992), and sense access indexes in the form of guidewords and 
signposts (Tono 1997). 

The role of examples in dictionaries has received some degree of experimen-
tal study (Black 1986; Laufer 1992; 1993; Laufer and Hadar 1997; Laufer and 
Melamed 1994; Nesi 1996), although, as in other areas of lexicography, the body 
of empirical work on examples in dictionaries is far outnumbered by non-
empirical studies (e.g. Fox 1987; Humblé 1998; 2001; Jessen 1996; Marello 
1987; Van Scherrenburg 1990; Toope 1996, and many others). 

Not only has the presence of various lexical information been studied, but 
also its form, or the way it is presented in dictionaries. In this connection, one 
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should mention the studies of the effect of different defining styles on perform-
ance, both receptive and productive (Cumming, Cropp and Sussex 1994; Kostr-
zewa 1991; Laufer 1993; Nesi 2000b: Chapter 3; Wingate 2002), as well as stud-
ies comparing the effectiveness of authentic and invented examples (Laufer 
1992). 

The quality of presenting lexical information in a dictionary is not always 
easy to separate from the users’ interpretation of the information offered. A dic-
tionary consultation act involves both the dictionary product and the dictionary 
user, and so the success or failure of the look-up act may often have competing 
explanations: first, in terms of the characteristics of the dictionary itself, and sec-
ond, focusing on the dictionary-using skill s of the user. Research into users’ ref-
erence skill s (Atkins 1998; Atkins et al. 1987; Béjoint 1981; Hartmann 1985; 
Tono 1984; 1988; Turkish 1972) tends to embrace the “user perspective.”  

In many of the studies cited in this section there was a more or less explicit 
interest in the effectiveness of dictionaries in general, or in relative differences in 
effectiveness between various types of dictionaries. Experimental and quasi-
experimental set-ups have been applied to test the effectiveness of one or more 
dictionary products, although statistical evaluation of the differences was not al-
ways attempted, and measures of effectiveness varied across studies (Atkins and 
Varantola 1997; 1998b; Bogaards 1991; Krantz 1991; Laufer 1992; 1993; 1995; 
2000; Laufer and Hadar 1997; Laufer and Melamed 1994; McCreary 2002; Os-
karsson 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 
1998a; Bensoussan, Sim and Weiss 1984; Hulstijn, Hollander and Greidanus 
1996; Krantz 1991) registered disappointingly low rates of dictionary use by sub-
jects in the course of the testing. This phenomenon poses a fundamental meth-
odological problem to dictionary use research, because it presents a threat to a 
necessary condition underlying such studies: in order to collect information on 
the details and effects of dictionary use, dictionary use must occur11. Further-
more, there may well be a large body of studies where rates of dictionary use are 
unknown, and which may also be affected with the same methodological problem 
without the researchers realizing it. 

The nature of the problem lies in the fact that when the aim of the study is to 
investigate the effect of dictionary use, then if the subjects fail to use dictionaries 
during the study, one cannot expect an effect to follow from a non-occurring 
condition. If, for example, a study involves a comparison with a control group 
that has no access to dictionaries, then the real difference between the experimen-
tal (dictionary condition) group and the control will be not so much dictionary 

                                                     
11 The problem does not, of course, affect those studies whose aim is to find out the rate 

of dictionary use. 
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consultation, but a mere potential opportunity to consult a dictionary by the ex-
perimental group. If dictionary use in the experimental group does occur, but is 
minimal, then the dictionary-supported behaviour will be statistically over-
whelmed by behaviour that does not involve actual dictionary use, so any effect 
of (actual) dictionary use will be severely watered down and only potentially dis-
coverable in very large samples. 

The problem of dictionary underuse is partially related to the problem of the 
use of vocabulary items that are either known, or just believed to be known, by 
subjects (see 2.6.4 below for discussion). In such a situation, subjects are less 
likely to want to invest their time and effort in consulting the dictionary. In the 
EURALEX/AILA Research Project on Dictionary Use (Atkins and Varantola 
1998a), fewer than 25% of the subjects used a dictionary while working on the 
Dictionary Research Test items. Tono (2001) attributes this low rate of consulta-
tion to the diff iculty level of the test items, which he says may have been too 
easy. But similarly low (if not lower) rates have been reported in other studies 
where the tasks do not seem to be overly easy (e.g. Hulstijn, Hollander and Grei-
danus 1996), so the such low rates may in fact be truly reflective of the typical 
dictionary usage in the natural setting. While the dictionary consultation rate is 
itself of considerable theoretical interest, it is not a good idea, methodologically 
speaking, to allow a low rate of dictionary consultation to obscure the effect of 
dictionary use when this effect itself is being evaluated. 

2.6.2 The use of actual dictionary entr ies in testing 
In experimental studies in which dictionary effectiveness is evaluated, subjects 
need to be provided with access to dictionary entries to use as reference support 
in experimental tasks. These entries may come from actual dictionaries, be it in-
troduced into the experimental setting by the experimenter or brought in by the 
subjects. Such designs provide information about user behaviour and success 
with actual existing dictionary products (titles), and provide one element 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 1983a; Neubach and Cohen 
1988; Nuccorini 1992; Tono 1991; Wiegand 1985). The degree of naturalness is 
greater when subjects are allowed to use their own dictionaries, because they are 
then working with the dictionaries that they are accustomed to using outside the 
experimental situation. 

Studies which use actual dictionary entries are helpful in the evaluation of 
existing dictionary products. However, once a difference is found between two 
dictionary products, the researcher cannot in principle determine what specific 
features of the two products are accountable for the observed differences: it can 
only be established that one title as a whole yields better performance than an-
other competing product. Such findings may be useful in marketing research, but 
they are of limited interest to the metalexicographer, who is more often than not 
interested in theoretical issues that extend in scope beyond the single dictionary 
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title, such as whether sentence examples are useful, which types of syntactic in-
formation are easier to assimilate, etc. Existing dictionary titles may differ in 
those respects, and may be used in testing, but they also invariably differ on a 
number of other dimensions, which remain uncontrolled, and whose influence on 
subjects’ performance cannot be known. These dimensions are too numerous to 
list here, but we might just mention such apparently trivial matters of typographic 
presentation as font size, weight and typeface, line spacing, or the ordering of the 
different information types. When comparing two dictionary products that differ 
in their lexicographic treatment of a certain focal aspect, it is tempting to attribute 
to this aspect of interest any differences in performance found in the course of an 
experiment, but with existing dictionary titles we can never be sure that the dif-
ference is not really due to some completely different aspect, such as the ones re-
lated to typography, or in fact any complex combination of obvious and entirely 
unknown elements. 

This methodological problem is present in many studies of dictionary effec-
tiveness, but apparently the awareness of its consequences is low. Some authors 
specifically comment on the incidental features of the titles used in the testing, 
but nevertheless interpret the results as applying to general types of dictionaries 
represented by these products. For example, Raudaskoski (2002) used a relatively 
small bili ngualized dictionary and a much larger bili ngual dictionary to test the 
effectiveness of bili ngualized and bili ngual entries in translation, and complained 
of the bili ngual’ s “dense entries full of symbols and abbreviations,” admitting 
they “caused diff iculties for many students, especially when the necessary head-
word or equivalent was concealed inside a long entry” (Raudaskoski 2002: 3). 
Clearly, such unbalanced 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 
(1994): 

The different results observed in bili ngualised and bili ngual dictionar-
ies may not be due to the difference inherent in these two types of dic-
tionaries, but possibly to the matter of quantity of information (equiva-
lents only vs. full i nformation). Not only the dictionary category, bili n-
gual or bili ngualised, but also the actual information provided in each 
type of dictionary must be carefully controlled in order to make the test 
more valid. (Tono 2000: 23) 

The effect of specific types of lexicographic treatment can only be assessed with 
any certainty if other, incidental aspects that contribute to the dictionary content 
and presentation are controlled for. This is virtually impossible to achieve with 
existing dictionary products, because rarely do we find two dictionary products 
that differ only in a single aspect, even in two titles coming from the same pub-
lisher. Sometimes we may be able to find a pair of dictionary products which 
might differ along a single dimension, such as binding type (paperback versus 
hardback) 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 researcher can undertake 
to supply custom-made dictionary entries, where the experimental variables are 
manipulated by the researcher, and all the other variables are tightly controlled. 
In such a set-up, special dictionary entries, often in a number of versions, have to 
be created just for the purpose of the experiment. This was the approach taken by 
Tono (1984), and a similar approach has been adopted for this study. 

2.6.3 Control of dictionary selection and success rates 
In general, monolingual dictionaries tend to require greater reference skill s as 
well as higher language proficiency compared with bili ngual dictionaries. In-
versely, learners with better reference and language skill s are more likely to 
reach for monolingual dictionaries, as is repeatedly shown in almost all relevant 
studies. This interrelationship poses methodological problems for those designs 
where dictionary choice is left within the subjects’ control. 

As an ill ustration, consider Atkins and Varantola (1998a: Table 17), who re-
port success rates with bili ngual and monolingual dictionaries on tasks requiring 
reference and language skill s. The problem is that dictionaries were selected by 
the subjects themselves. If, as numerous studies show, there is a systematic posi-
tive relationship between skill l evel and the preference for the monolingual dic-
tionary type, then the success rate figures for monolingual dictionaries would 
automatically become inflated. In other words, if subjects preferring monolingual 
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 should be assigned randomly by the 
researcher. Unavoidably, some subjects will t hen end up working with a diction-
ary that is different from the dictionary they are accustomed to using, which 
might in turn negatively affect their performance. Random assignment of dic-
tionaries would thus make the dictionary consultation less naturalistic, more re-
moved from real-li fe experience of the dictionary users, compared to allowing 
subjects to choose their own dictionaries. 

Bensoussan et al. (1984) was one study where both these options regarding 
the selection of dictionaries were employed. This investigation of the effect of 
dictionary use on text comprehension scores included three similar but separate 
studies. Dictionaries were randomly assigned in the Ben Gurion University study, 
but they were selected by the subjects in the two Haifa University studies. No in-
teresting or significant differences were found in any of the three studies, though 
it must be noted that the overall rate of dictionary use was low (see 2.6.1 above 
for a discussion of the problem of dictionary underuse), and the Ben Gurion Uni-
versity sample was much smaller than any of the two Haifa University studies, 
with 91 subjects against 670 and 740, respectively. 

Ultimately, the decision as to how dictionary assignment is to be handled in 
a particular study of dictionary use should be guided by the goal of the study. If 
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the investigators want to know how subjects work with the very dictionaries they 
are normally using, then subjects should be asked to bring their own dictionaries. 
If, however, comparing the level of helpfulness of the different dictionaries or 
dictionary types is the primary goal, random assignment seems a better option. 
There is another related issue here: to fairly compare dictionary types rather than 
specific dictionary products, specially prepared dictionary entries should be used, 
as argued in 2.6.2 above. If this solution is adopted, the use of subjects’ own dic-
tionaries is out of the question. 

2.6.4 Lexical preknowledge 
In studying the effect of dictionary consultation on various aspects of lexical be-
haviour, such as word comprehension or word acquisition, investigators often 
face the problem of lexical preknowledge. Lexical preknowledge is the knowl-
edge about lexical items which subjects bring with them into the experimental 
setting and which they draw upon during the conduct of the experiment. 

The methodological concern related to lexical preknowledge is that subjects’ 
lexical behaviour may be based not so much on experimental treatment (such as 
dictionary consultation) as on their pre-existing knowledge of the target lexical 
items. The extent to which subjects’ behaviour is motivated by preknowledge 
varies individually, and it is diff icult to assess, which presents a threat to the in-
ternal validity of studies. 

There may be several ways of dealing with the problem of lexical preknowl-
edge (other than not addressing the issue at all ). Words of appropriately low fre-
quency may be used. One possible problem with this solution is that low-
frequency items tend to be less polysemic and more complex in form than high-
frequency words. That, however, may not always be a problem, depending on the 
particular goals of a given study. Such a method of selecting target words may be 
supplemented – or replaced – by piloting, in which a group of subjects similar to 
proper study subjects report on their knowledge or ignorance of the target item 
candidates. Sometimes the problem of lexical preknowledge is simply ignored 
(e.g. Black 1986; Luppescu and Day 1993), in which case we might also expect 
the problem of dictionary underuse (see 2.6.1 above) to be aggravated. 

An ingenious solution to the problem of lexical preknowledge was adopted 
by Hulstijn, Hollander and Greidanus (1996) in their excellent study of incidental 
vocabulary acquisition while reading. Lexical preknowledge of target items was 
tested explicitly: subjects were confronted with the target words and asked 
whether they had ever come across them. Subjects’ responses were noted, but 
they were further corrected using the responses to test questions proper, so that if 
a subject had declared famili arity with a given target word but later gave an in-
correct description of its meaning, it was assumed that the subject had been un-
famili ar with that target word in the first place, and the lexical preknowledge 
value for that word was adjusted accordingly. This schema allowed Hulstijn, 
Hollander and Greidanus to catch and correct – based on subjects’ incorrect de-
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scriptions of the meaning of target words – some cases of false positives: those 
where subjects incorrectly declared a prior knowledge of target items. The cor-
rection procedure could not, however, have identified those cases of false posi-
tives where a correct identification of meaning resulted from vocabulary acquisi-
tion during the reading experiment itself. Nor could it have caught any false 
negatives, that is cases where subjects wrongly declared no prior knowledge of 
target items, irrespective of the outcome of the meaning test. Another study 
where subjects were tested for their lexical preknowledge was Knight (1994). 

A different approach was adopted by Tono (1984;  see also Tono 2001: 
Chapter 9), who employed pseudo-words as target words. Since pseudo-words 
are not actual words, there is very littl e chance of subjects having any prior 
knowledge of those particular “words,” since they could not have possibly come 
across them in the past12. It cannot be ruled out, though, that subjects could for-
mulate some initial hypotheses about pseudo-words based on a perceived analogy 
with actual words, or from what appears to be a famili ar morphological structure. 
It is diff icult to say how such effects could possibly be controlled or eliminated. 

Pseudo-words have to be believable to pass off as actual words. If they look 
suspect because of, say, strange letter sequences, there is a danger that subjects 
will discover the ruse and modify their behaviour. Some of Tono’s pseudo-words 
(e.g. lectvus, muvitly) do appear to have letter sequences that are very unusual in 
English. 

2.6.5 Statistical testing 
The body of quantitative studies in dictionary research is not particularly impres-
sive, and experimental studies are still rare (Dolezal and McCreary 1999; Hul-
stijn and Atkins 1998; Tono 2001). It is all the more regrettable that many of 
those studies that did produce quantifiable results amenable to statistical methods 
failed to take advantage of the opportunities that inferential statistics offers. In far 
too many studies, impressionistic claims about theoretically important differ-
ences were made on the basis of sample or group means alone. In some cases, 
other researchers can still use the original data to compute interesting statistics, 
as did Tono (2001: 48) on Battenburg’s (1991) data. Routinely, though, there will 
not be enough of the original data available to make such a reanalysis possible. It 
is regrettable when some of the effort that has gone into data collection, often a 
laborious process, appears to have been partially wasted, and the data have not 
been utili zed to a fuller extent. 

For example, it is a littl e disappointing that the most comprehensive survey 
of dictionary use to date (Atkins and Varantola 1998a), which took 14 years from 
conception to the publication of the final report, limits its presentation of results 
to cross-tabulation of frequencies and means, and conclusions appear to have 

                                                     
12 On the use of pseudo-words see also Hulstijn (1993; 1997). 



54 Chapter Two 

been based on an impressionistic assessment of the figures, without any objective 
statistical testing. 

One of the most popular tools of inferential statistics for social sciences, 
analysis of variance (ANOVA), has been rarely used, though there were notable 
exceptions, such as the study by Hulstijn, Hollander and Greidanus (1996), a me-
ticulously designed piece of research where multi -way ANOVA was expertly 
used. In some cases, statistical testing was attempted but apparently without a 
deeper understanding of the underlying philosophy. Wingate (2002) used two-
way ANOVAs in her experiment, but she claims them to be one-way ANOVAs 
(Wingate 2002: 90). The misunderstanding probably arose from a confusion of 
the term level as the value of the factor (independent variable) with level as a 
synonym for verbal abilit y level, which appears to have been the second inde-
pendent variable on top of dictionary type, each of the variables having its own 
two levels in the statistical sense. 

Also, as already pointed out by Tono (2001: 72), modern statistical tech-
niques, such as multidimensional scaling, could be used to reduce the sometimes 
mind-boggling complexity of dictionary use research data, but has not yet, to my 
knowledge, been so used. Further, loglinear analysis, a multi -dimensional gener-
alization of the Chi-square statistic, could conceivably be employed as a data-
mining technique to locate patterns in dictionary use questionnaire and test re-
sponses, and to verify metalexicographic hypotheses. 

To conclude, it appears that statistical techniques have been underused or 
sometimes misused in dictionary use research, and their potential to reduce the 
large volumes of data that are often part and parcel of empirical dictionary use 
studies and assist the researcher in the inference process is underestimated. In the 
present study, I hope to break with this infamous tradition and attempt to employ 
statistics wherever it can be of assistance in revealing hidden patterns and replac-
ing intuition in the inference process. 



 

3. The study 

The present chapter will outline the research questions (section 3.1), and describe 
the design (3.2), subjects (3.3) and procedure (3.4) of the study undertaken to an-
swer the research questions. Data on the educational context of the study as re-
vealed by the Teachers’ Questionnaire and the Learners’ Questionnaire will be 
reported in sections 3.5 and 3.6, respectively. A detailed description of the Dic-
tionary Effectiveness Test (3.7) will conclude the chapter. 

3.1 Research qu estions 

As already indicated in the introduction, the present study was primarily designed 
as an exploratory enterprise, with a view to revealing patterns between a range of 
factors related to receptive dictionary use by Polish learners of English (and, 
li kely, language learners more generally) and thus offering partial answers to the 
many unanswered questions in the area of dictionary use by language learners, as 
well as suggesting avenues for future research. On top of this general goal, the 
present study was designed with a number of specific research questions in mind; 
these questions will be listed below, grouped roughly by area of study within dic-
tionary use research. 

The first area concerned the frequency of dictionary use, including different 
dictionary types and its relationship to learner proficiency level. The research 
questions in this area were: How frequently do Polish learners consult dictionar-
ies? Do Polish learners, li ke learners in other published studies, use bili ngual dic-
tionaries much more frequently than monolingual dictionaries? Within the bili n-
gual category, are there any significant differences in the frequency of consulta-
tion between Polish-English and English-Polish dictionaries? What is the rela-
tionship between dictionary consultation frequency and proficiency level? As 
learners progress, do they start to use monolingual dictionaries more? Do they 
stop using bili ngual dictionaries? 

More specific than information on the use of dictionaries in general, is in-
formation on dictionary types and specific dictionary products. The research 
questions in this area focused on the identification of these products and assess-
ing their relative popularity: What specific dictionary titles do Polish learners 
use? What are their dictionaries of first choice and second choice? What are the 
dictionary types of first and second choice? How do the preferences vary with 
users’ proficiency level? 

The fact that someone uses a dictionary does not necessarily mean that they 
value it as a tool. In this area, questions were asked about the evaluation of those 
dictionaries identified in response to previous questions (see above): How do us-
ers evaluate specific popular dictionary titles? How do they rate different diction-
ary types? Are monolingual dictionaries rated more highly than bili ngual? Do us-
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ers evaluate English-Polish dictionaries differently from Polish-English diction-
aries? Are more advanced learners more critical in their ratings, less critical, or 
about as critical as lower-level learners? Are dictionaries of first choice evaluated 
more highly than second-choice dictionaries? 

When dictionary users refer to dictionary entries, they may be looking for 
different kinds of information. This aspect of users’ reference needs was probed 
with the help of the following research questions: How often do users refer to the 
different information categories typically offered in dictionaries: pronunciation,  
meaning, Polish equivalent, English equivalent, part of speech, syntactic struc-
ture, collocation, synonyms, style and register? What is the relative ranking of 
these different types of information? How do reference needs vary with learner 
proficiency level? 

The focal area of the present study is the effectiveness of dictionaries in 
lexical tasks, with the following specific research questions: What is the relative 
effectiveness of monolingual, bili ngual and semi-bili ngual dictionaries on lexical 
receptive tasks? How does the relative effectiveness of the different types of dic-
tionaries depend on learner proficiency level? How does the relative effective-
ness of the different types of dictionaries depend on the amount of contextual in-
formation? Does the provision of definitions on top of equivalents improve the 
effectiveness of dictionaries? If both definitions and Polish equivalents are given 
in a dictionary entry, are definitions in English more helpful than definitions in 
Polish? If both definitions and Polish equivalents are given, how does their order-
ing affect the effectiveness of a dictionary entry? 

As the emphasis of the present study was on lexical semantic aspects, issues 
of grammar were only treated marginally, and thus limited to one small i solated 
aspect: the plural inflection marker. The research questions asked under this ru-
bric were: How does the use of different dictionary versions affect the handling 
of the plural inflection by users? How does learners’ proficiency level interact 
with dictionary version here? How strong is the effect of proficiency level alone 
on plural inflection accuracy?  

Like grammar, sense ordering has not been the primary focus of this study. 
However, many of the test entries were polysemous, and so the effect of sense 
ordering was considered with the following research questions in mind: How do 
users handle polysemous entries? Does the structure of entries predispose users 
in any way to tend to select either early or late senses? How do learners of differ-
ent levels fare with the various dictionary versions in this respect? 

3.2 Design issues 

The present study combined several methods of data collection: teacher survey, 
learner survey by questionnaire and controlled experiment. Learners of English at 
a range of proficiency levels served as experimental subjects and also fill ed in the 
Learners’ Questionnaire (see 3.6 below). Teachers of the learner subjects acted as 
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respondents for the Teachers’ Questionnaire (see 3.5 below). In the experimental 
part of the study involving the Dictionary Effectiveness Test, six versions of 
mini-dictionaries were randomly assigned to subjects, as described in detail i n 
3.7 below. Before I move on to those details, however, I will briefly discuss some 
design issues. 

3.2.1 Control of lexical preknowledge 
As discussed in 2.6.4 above, lexical preknowledge may be a problematic issue in 
dictionary use studies involving the acquisition or comprehension of lexical 
items. As the present study included lexical tasks meant to be completed with the 
consultation of dictionary entries, prior knowledge of target items could interfere 
in two ways. First, if subjects believed they knew the target items, they would be 
less likely to resort to dictionary consultation. However, dictionary consultation 
was essential to the design of the study, quite irrespective of whether they really 
knew those words or just believed they did. The second complication that could 
result from subjects’ prior knowledge of target items would obtain even if sub-
jects did consult the relevant dictionary entries. It would lie in the subjects draw-
ing on their prior knowledge for lexical 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 used as target words in this 
study. 

3.2.2 Choice of session format 
As is usual and expected in investigations involving human subjects, the present 
study had to deal with the hard-to-resolve conflict between how much data the 
investigator wishes to obtain from subjects and how much data it is feasible to 
collect. 

Subject time is expensive, both in terms of ethics and economics. Since all 
subjects involved in this study were learners of English at some stage of ad-
vancement, and it was during the time normally used for instruction that the test-
ing was conducted, a single class period of 45 minutes (almost universal at Polish 
schools at most levels) was considered a maximum practically acceptable de-
mand on subjects’ time. The ethically relevant question is that any amount of 
time set aside for testing could not be used for actual instruction. There may, of 
course, be long-term benefits to learners of English, including those tested, aris-
ing from the present research, insofar as it may ultimately contribute to im-
provements in available dictionaries. 

In deciding between single-session collection of data versus repeated-
sessions (i.e. a procedure involving more than a single occasion for the same sub-
jects), practical as well as ethical considerations come into play. Moving beyond 
a single session essentially leaves the experimenter with two choices: either the 
test instrument is left in the control of the subjects, or else some reliable method 
is used to keep track of the identities of the subjects from session to session. Both 
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these solutions raise many serious problems which in this case appear to out-
weigh the potential gains of extra time for subject responses. 

Allowing the subjects to retain the test instrument from one session to an-
other has a number of serious undesirable consequences. Perhaps the least of a 
problem is the most obvious one: subjects faili ng to return their question-
naires/tests at all due to forgetfulness or lack of care on their part. Much more in-
sidious are any and all of the ways in which subjects’ extended control over their 
test instruments can affect the responses in those questionnaires and tests that are 
ultimately returned to the experimenter. Having left the test instruments in the 
hands of the subjects, the experimenter would no longer be able to control the 
amount of time actually spent by subjects working out the answers to questions. 
Furthermore, one has to count with subjects tapping various sources for guidance 
in their responses. Such sources could include all sorts of language resources: not 
only dictionaries, but also, say, friends and family. A real danger would lie in 
collaboration between different subjects, especially as in the context of the pre-
sent study they would normally spend time together anyway in other classes. 
Since in this study different subjects were assigned to different experimental 
treatments, collaboration could have been a very serious problem that could have 
invalidated the results. What is more, given that the present design employed 
nonce-formations for tighter control of lexical preknowledge, there was a real 
risk of subjects uncovering the true identity of those items by way of consulting 
dictionaries or people, with diff icult-to-predict consequences for their test behav-
iour. Sealing the tests at the conclusion of the first session might remedy some, 
but by no means all of the above problems, but it would involve additional com-
plication, cost and labour. 

The other way of extending subject responses beyond one session would be 
to collect the test instruments at the end of the first session and hand them out 
again for the subsequent session or sessions; or to split i nstruments into parts and 
distribute them to subjects separately. In both these cases, some way of tracking 
the identities of the subjects would have to be implemented. Whether involving 
true names, student numbers or nicknames, any such tracking system would in-
evitably alter the perception of the exercise as a truly anonymous procedure. 
Having subjects identify themselves in writing would likely have negatively af-
fected the honesty of at least some of the responses, particularly the more sensi-
tive ones. 

Another practical aspect was that at least some of the teachers allowing the 
use of their class period and learners may not have afforded more than a single 
class period for the purpose of this study. A decision to administer the study over 
multiple sessions could thus have reduced the sample of subjects, which would 
have been undesirable for obvious reasons.  

All i n all , given the above considerations, a decision had been made at a 
fairly early stage that all data must be collected during a single session. The dis-
advantage of this solution was the restriction on time available to subjects for 
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working with their tests and questionnaires, 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 potential negative effect of questionnaire 
fatigue, whereby after some time of continuous filli ng in, subjects’ responses be-
come less and less reliable. 

3.2.3 Resolving the problem of dictionary underuse 
As discussed in 2.6.1 above, experimental studies of dictionary use often face the 
problem of dictionary underuse during experimental treatment. Such failure to 
consult dictionaries masks any potential effects of dictionary consultation. Based 
on the existing reports, I saw this problem as a serious one, and so I took several 
steps to minimize the dictionary underuse effect. 

First, instructions were placed at the top of the test page in the booklet en-
couraging subjects to consult the attached dictionary. Second, all words (most of 
them being pseudo-words) treated in the test dictionary were presented in bold 
type, and the instructions pointed out that words printed in bold can be found in 
the dictionary. Third, further encouragement to consult the attached dictionaries 
was provided by experimenters in oral instructions given during the test sessions. 
Fourth, the booklet was bound is such a way that the dictionary entries were im-
mediately available on the facing page of the test booklet, obviating the need for 
any page-turning. Fifth, the test dictionary was only a single page long. 

As a consequence of these last two design features, the act of dictionary 
consultation was simpli fied compared to a natural act of paper dictionary consul-
tation. The effort involved in reaching for the dictionary and opening it (and also, 
optionally, selecting the dictionary) was eliminated. Further, access diff iculty re-
lated to the size of the wordlist was heavily reduced: it was much easier to find 
the entry sought. 

These measures are likely to have made our experimental dictionary consul-
tations easier than is usual in natural consultation acts. As explained above, this 
was deliberate. The design probably affected such aspects of dictionary consulta-
tion as entry access time or rate of success in locating the entry – these aspects 
cannot be reliably studied with such a design, and they were not studied here. 
The focus of this study was on the microstructure, and specifically on the seman-
tic information within the entry. Since the stage of locating the entry (headword) 
in the consultation act is li kely to be fairly independent of the stage of locating 
the sense within the entry and extracting semantic information from it (cf. 
Scholfield 1982), our research questions should be well -served by the present de-
sign. 

Subjects’ dictionary consultation was not monitored in any way, so the pre-
cise extent of dictionary consultation is not known. However, the statistically 
significant effect of dictionary version (see 4.5 below) testifies to the success of 
this strategy, because if subjects had not used the dictionaries, it would not have 
mattered which dictionary version they had at their disposal. 
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3.3 Subjects 

Study subjects were all Polish learners of English and (for the Teachers’ Ques-
tionnaire) their respective teachers. The 712 learners participating in the study 
came from 44 organized learner groups (class sections) at 22 different educa-
tional institutions around Poland. A complete listing of the participating institu-
tions is given in Appendix 8. Data on subjects comes from the Learners’ Ques-
tionnaire (see 3.6 below) and – indirectly – from the Teachers’ Questionnaire 
(see 3.5 below). 

Profiles of educational institutions and learner groups making up the sample 
used in the study are discussed in 3.5.1 below. The sample is on the whole oppor-
tunistic: systematic sampling was not feasible within the resources available, but 
the sample does offer a broad selection along the social (age, background), edu-
cational (school level, class level, school type), and, to a lesser extent, geographi-
cal (region, city/town/country) dimensions. 

3.4 Procedure 

All data were collected between December 1999 and May 2000. The Learners’ 
Questionnaires and Dictionary Effectiveness Tests were both administered, for a 
given group of subjects, during a single session (see 3.2.2 above), 45 minutes in 
duration, under the supervision of one of 20 experimenters. All experimenters 
except one were English majors at the School of English, Adam Mickiewicz 
University, enrolled in one of lexicography-related seminars taught by the re-
searcher. The researcher was the one remaining experimenter (for four subject 
groups). The 19 experimenters received full hands-on training from the re-
searcher with the particular materials used in the study. They also received de-
tailed written instructions to be followed during the sessions (reproduced in 
Appendix 1, English translation available in Appendix 2). 

Teachers completed their Teachers’ Questionnaires at their leisure, though 
they were instructed to read the instructions beforehand and, as far as possible, 
fill out their questionnaires either during the testing session, or as soon after-
wards as practicable, taking notes during the session if necessary. 

All test booklets were provided to the experimenters in labelled envelopes, 
one sealed set for each group of subjects. The labels were generated from a data-
base to maintain consistency and order, and to minimize the risk of any confusion 
or switching. The forms in the envelopes were also labelled with unique envelope 
keys. All forms were returned in their original envelopes. Data from all question-
naire and test forms were entered by the researcher into a relational database de-
signed for this particular purpose (Lew 2003 gives the details). The way the ques-
tionnaires and tests were constructed, there was littl e room for subjectivity in in-
terpreting the data from the questionnaire and test forms. Nevertheless, a random 
selection of about 10% of all papers were read and keyboarded independently by 
another evaluator, a specially trained lexicography major. This procedure yielded 
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a 0.993 interrater agreement (measured by Cohen’s simple kappa coeff icient), 
and the slight discrepancy was due solely to isolated clerical errors on the part of 
the second evaluator. 

Once the database was complete, SQL queries were written by the re-
searcher to extract the relevant record data into statistical packages, so that the 
research questions could be addressed with the full support of the descriptive and 
inferential statistical apparatus. 

3.5 Teachers’ Questionn aire 

The Teachers’ Questionnaire forms (Appendix 1, see also Appendix 2 for an 
English translation) were completed by teachers of each of the subject groups, 
one form per group. In these questionnaires, teachers were asked to fill i n a num-
ber of questionnaire items related to the teaching and level of English in the 
group, and provide details of the experimental session. In the small number of 
cases where the teacher and the experimenter were different people, the two 
shared the task of filli ng in the questionnaire, each taking charge of the relevant 
section. 

3.5.1 Educational institutions 
Study subjects came from 44 formal learner groups representing 22 different 
educational institutions of different levels and profiles. A complete list of educa-
tional institutions is given in Appendix 8. 

Table 3 provides a list of school types, specifying the number of subjects 
coming from a particular type, and the numerical level rating assigned to repre-
sent the overall English language level for a given type of school in Poland. The 
ratings are based on the positioning of the particular school types in the hierar-
chical structure of the Polish educational system, aided to some extent by my 
personal experience as educator in the Polish EFL setting. 
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Table 3: School types, number of subjects and assigned numerical EFL level ratings 

Type Polish expansion approx. English 
equivalent 

Count Percent Level 
rating 

G gimnazjum middle school 86 12.1 2 
LO OLFHXP�RJyOQRNV]WDáF�FH high school 284 39.9 3 
LZ liceum zawodowe trade school 83 11.7 2 

NKJO nauczycielskie kolegium 
M
]\NyZ�REF\FK 

teachers' college 14 2.0 5 

SJO V]NRáD�M
]\NyZ�REF\FK language school 40 5.6 3 
SP V]NRáD�SRGVWDZRZD elementary school 57 8.0 1 

SW V]NRáD�Z\*V]D university non-
English major 

52 7.3 4 

T technikum trade school 62 8.7 2 

U uniwersytet: filologia 
angielska 

university English 
major 

34 4.8 6 

 

A detailed distribution of study subjects by their school’ s level rating is 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 should not be seen as a design flaw 
with respect to distributions related to educational hierarchies: in general, there 
are more people getting their education at the more basic level than there are 
those at the more advanced level. This is one respect in which the study sample, 
though opportunistic, appears to be a realistic reflection of the general population 
of Polish learners of English. 

Table 4: Breakdown of study subjects by level rating of their educational 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 of study subjects by level rating of their educational institution 

3.5.2 Teachers’ assessment of proficiency level 
In their Teachers’ Questionnaires, teachers were asked to assess their learner 
group’s EFL proficiency level, using the following scale: beginner, pre-
intermediate, intermediate, upper intermediate, advanced. The breakdown of 
teachers’ responses is given in Table 5, and the distribution is ill ustrated graphi-
cally in Figure 2. The second column of Table 5 gives a numerical code for pro-
ficiency level used in the abscissa in Figure 2 as well as throughout this study. 

Table 5: Teachers’ assessment of proficiency level 

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 
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Figure 2: Distribution of teachers’ assessment of subject group proficiency level 

Comparing Figure 1 and Figure 2, we note that both are skewed to the right. The 
skewness is more radical in Figure 2, the mode is also lower (with a value of 
two), and there is a distinctly larger proportion (25% versus 8%) of subjects at 
the lowest value on the scale. This difference is li kely indicative of the fact that 
there are students whose EFL learning is somewhat delayed when viewed against 
the educational opportunities currently provided by schools. Possibly, this could 
be a matter of personal choice: some students might aspire to attend higher-level 
classes than is warranted by their proficiency level. Alternatively, schools may 
have expanded by adding higher-level classes to their course offerings which 
may not yet have been available at the time when the student was opting for a 
given school and class. 

3.5.3 Textbook level 
Teachers were also asked about the primary textbook they used with their group 
for EFL instruction, including information on the text’ s target proficiency level. 
The responses are tabulated in Table 6 and their distribution is represented in 
Figure 3. There is a clear dominance of pre-intermediate textbooks amongst the 
study groups. 
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Table 6: Textbook level 

Textbook level Num Count Cumulative Percent Cumulative 
beginner 1 39 39 5.5 5.5 

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 of textbook level 

3.5.4 Learner level 
Many of the aspects of dictionary use are potentially sensitive to the users’ level 
of proficiency. In fact, the interaction between the various aspects of dictionary 
use and learner proficiency is among the more interesting ones, theoretically as 
well as practically, as dictionary products are more and more often targeted at 
specific proficiency levels. For example, it is often claimed (Baxter 1980) that 
monolingual dictionaries are more suited to the needs of the more advanced 
learners. It was in recognition of the importance of learners’ level as a variable, 
that the sample of the present study was structured so as to represent a broad 
range of learner groups from various institutions. 

For learner level to be introduced as a predictor variable in a study, it needs 
to be measured. One way to measure subjects’ proficiency level would be to test 
it with a language proficiency test (as done by Atkins and Varantola 1998a). 
However, an even minimally reliable language proficiency test would require an 
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amount of time that would make it impossible for such a proficiency test to be 
accommodated in a single session with the Learners’ Questionnaire and the Dic-
tionary Effectiveness Test. On the other hand, as argued in detail i n 3.2.2 above, 
stretching the study into two separate sessions was not an acceptable option. 

Furthermore, language proficiency tests themselves suffer from inherent 
construct validity problems, and measures obtained in this way are polluted to an 
unknown extent by factors such as test-taking skill s, test anxiety, motivation, 
stress, fatigue, time pressure, and others (Wainer and Braun 1998). 

For these reasons, learner level in this study is operationalized as a com-
pound construct derived from a number of items elicited in the Learners’ Ques-
tionnaire and the Teachers’ Questionnaire13. The components that go into the 
computation of learner level are the duration and intensity of EFL instruction 
(items A and B), peer-relative self-assessment of proficiency (item C), self-
assessment of success at language tasks (items D1-D3), teachers’ assessment of 
group level, publisher-declared textbook level, school level (positioning in the 
hierarchy of the Polish educational system), and class level (grade progression 
within a school). 

Technically, the learner level variable was computed through an SQL query 
on the database tables holding the test scores and questionnaire results. The query 
is given in the box below: 

[A]+[B] AS QEdLevel, IIf(I sNull ([C]),2,[C])-
2+IIf(I sNull ([D1]),2.5,[D1])+IIf(I sNull ([D2]),2,[D2])+IIf(I sNull ([D3]),2,[
D3]) AS QEnLevel, [QEdLevel]+[QEnLevel] AS QLevel, 
Sessions.TeachLevel, Sessions.TextLevel, [TeachLevel]+[TextLevel] AS 
TTLevel, SchoolLevel.SchoolLevel, Sessions.ClassLevel, 
3*[SchoolLevel]+[ClassLevel] AS EdLevel, 
2*[TTLevel]+[EdLevel]+[QLevel] AS AllLevel, 
IIf( [AllLevel]<28,1,(IIf( [AllLevel]<32,2,(IIf( [AllLevel]<38,3,(IIf( [AllLeve
l]<46,4,5))))))) AS [Level] 

A continuous measure of learner level obtained in this way was then partitioned 
into five discrete categories for the purpose of ANOVA computations, based on 
level score intervals. The breakdown of level into the five categories is presented 
in Table 7 and Figure 4. 

                                                     
13 Compare MacFarquhar (1983) for the use of questionnaire data to group subjects into 

proficiency levels, and Albus (2001) for a similar use of self-assessment of proficiency. 



 The study 67 

  

Table 7: Breakdown of learner level scores into 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 level scores into five discrete categories 

The five level categories contain roughly similar numbers of scores, with the 
middle level 3 representing the highest count of 175 subjects (a quarter of the 
sample), and the top level 5 holding the lowest number of 107 subjects (15 per-
cent of the sample). These differences are a reflection of the clustering of the 
level values. 

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

3.5.5 Conclusion 
The Teachers’ Questionnaire provided data on the educational background of the 
subjects participating in the study, as well as details of the experimental sessions 
with 44 learner groups coming from 22 educational institutions. The largest sec-
tion of the sample came from OLFHXP�RJyOQRNV]WDáF�FH, the most popular general-
education school type at the secondary level, roughly equivalent to high school in 
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the United States or comprehensive school in the United Kingdom. In terms of 
the school level, our sample reveals a right-skewed distribution with a mode of 
three on a scale of six. Teachers’ assessment of subjects’ proficiency level also 
produced a right-skewed distribution with the modal value of two out of five. A 
similar distribution pattern was found on textbook level data. This suggests that 
the sample may be a fairly good reflection of the general population of Polish 
learners of English, with a greater number of learners at the lower proficiency 
levels than at the top levels. By combining the various data reported by learners 
and teachers using fitted weighting ratios, a compound measure of learner level 
was obtained. It was subsequently partitioned into five discrete level groups of 
roughly similar size. We will now move on to the Learners’ Questionnaire. 

3.6 Learners’ Questionn aire 

In this section I report on the results of those items from the Learners’ Question-
naire which do not directly relate to dictionary use proper, but rather provide in-
formation on individual subjects’ educational background and foreign language 
skill s level. 

3.6.1 Duration of EFL instruction 
Duration of EFL instruction received by subjects, expressed in years, was elicited 
in item A of the Learners’ Questionnaire. A breakdown of responses to question 
A is given in Table 8 and Figure 5. 

Table 8: Years of English instruction 

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 
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Figure 5: Years of English instruction 

The sample is split fairly equally into three groups: those with six or more years 
of instruction (33.3%), those who have been studying English for a period of four 
to five years (32.3%), and those with up to three years of English 
(25.7%+8.7%=34.4%). Within this last category, about a third are complete be-
ginners, reporting only up to one year of EFL instruction. 

3.6.2 Number of hours of instruction per week 
Question B in the Learners’ Questionnaire asked about the number of teaching 
hours of EFL instruction currently received by student subjects. Teaching hours 
are understood in the Polish setting as instructional periods of 45 minutes each. A 
breakdown of responses is given in 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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Figure 6: Hours of EFL instruction per week 

Nearly two-thirds of the subjects (64.9%) report receiving between two and three 
hours of EFL instruction per week. A third (33%) take more than four hours a 
week, with every tenth subject 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 a week. 

3.6.3 Peer-relative self-assessment of proficiency 
In question C of the Learners’ Questionnaire, subjects were asked to assess 

their proficiency in the English language relative to their classmates. A break-
down of responses to question C is presented in Table 10 and Figure 7. 

Table 10: Self-assessment of EFL proficiency level 

Self-assessment Count Cumulative Percent Cumulative 
below average 82 82 11.5 11.5 
average 533 615 74.9 86.4 
above average 96 711 13.5 99.9 
missing 1 712 0.1 100.0 
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Figure 7: Self-assessment of EFL proficiency level 

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

The symmetry of the distribution (see Figure 7) makes good statistical sense, 
but we should be wary of the suspiciously low dispersion of responses in what is 
li kely to be perceived as a psychologically sensitive question. Even though re-
sponses were anonymous, the social and psychological pressures and feelings of 
solidarity with the group may well have prevented at least some subjects from 
rating themselves as different than average. Still , 13.5% of the subjects did report 
themselves as above average while 11.5% gave the below average response. 

3.6.4 Self-assessment of success at language tasks 
Questions D1-D3 of the Learners’ Questionnaire asked subjects to assess if they 
would be capable of performing three language tasks: asking for directions to a 
station (D1); describing the symptoms of a cold (D2); understanding the lyrics of 
a song while listening to the song (D3). 

The design intention behind items D1-D3 was to provide a range of hypo-
thetical language tasks so as to obtain a compound measure of reported foreign 
language expertise at a range of abilit y levels. 

A joint breakdown of responses to all three questions (D1-D3) is presented 
in raw counts and percentages in Table 11.  
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Table 11: Self-assessment of success on three language tasks: D1=ask for directions to a 
station; D2=describe the symptoms of a cold; D3=understand a song’s lyrics 
while listening 

Can you…? D1 D1% D2 D2% D3 D3% 
No 15 2.1 59 8.3 18 2.5 
Probably not 87 12.2 201 28.3 118 16.6 
Probably yes 288 40.5 271 38.1 405 57.0 
Yes 321 45.1 180 25.3 170 23.9 
Total 711 100.0 711 100.0 711 100.0 

 

A box plot showing the means and standard deviations for the three questions is 
shown in Figure 8. To obtain the mean and standard deviation values, responses 
were recoded to a linear integer scale as follows: No as 1; Probably not as 2, 
Probably yes as 3, Yes as 4. 

As expected, asking for directions to a station, a basic communicative task 
(D1), proved to be the least challenging of the three tasks, resulting in the highest 
overall ratings of success, with the mean rating somewhat better than Probably 
yes (Figure 8; the mean value is 3.29). Again as expected, describing symptoms 
of a cold (D2), a productive task, proved to be seen as more diff icult on average 
than asking for directions, with the mean rating of 2.80, that is below Probably 
yes. The receptive task of understanding lyrics of a song while listening was 
judged, overall , to be of medium diff iculty by the average subject, with a mean 
rating response of Probably yes (a numerical value of 3.02). However, the num-
ber of unquali fied yeses for this item was the lowest of all , which may reflect the 
objective diff iculty of getting a task described in D3 completely right. It is also 
inevitable that respondents did not all  conceptualize successful outcomes in ex-
actly the same way. 

In terms of the variabilit y of responses, it was the describe symptoms task 
(D2) that caused the responses to be spread rather more evenly over the four op-
tions than for the other two tasks. Responses to items D1 and D3 varied less 
across subjects than did those for D2.  
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Figure 8: Box plot of means and standard deviations for questions D1-D3, measuring 

self-assessment of success in three language tasks. Numerical values on the 
ordinate code responses as follows: 1=No; 2=Probably not, 3=Probably yes, 
4=Yes. 

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

3.6.5 Conclusion 
Apart from data on dictionary use, which will be presented and discussed in sec-
tions 4.1-4.4, the Learners’ Questionnaire provided information on the participat-
ing subjects’ educational background and proficiency level, including the dura-
tion of EFL instruction, the number of hours of instruction received per week, 
self-assessment of proficiency and success at three language tasks. Two-thirds of 
the learners in the sample reported having studied English for at least four years. 
A similar majority of subjects took between two to three hours of instruction per 
week. Most participating learners rated their proficiency level as average against 
their class peers. Learners believed they would be fairly successful on the three 
language tasks listed in the questionnaire, with “asking way to station” achieving 
the highest success ratings. These data were used in the determination of learner 
level, as described in 3.5.4 above. We will now move on to the Dictionary Effec-
tiveness Test. 

3.7 Dictionary Effectiveness Test 

In all subject groups, the Dictionary Effectiveness Test was administered during 
the same session as the Learners' Questionnaire, directly following the question-
naire at the prompt of the experimenter. The test involved a number of test tasks 
completed with the help of specially prepared dictionary pages included in the 
test booklet and presented on the page directly facing the test items. There were 
six different versions of the dictionary, assigned randomly to subjects. 
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3.7.1 Test tasks 
The Dictionary Effectiveness Test (Appendix 5, see also Appendix 6 for an Eng-
lish translation) consisted of a number of lexical tasks designed to be completed 
with the assistance of the dictionary entries provided in the same test booklet. 
Particular emphasis was placed on maximizing dictionary use, as described in 
3.2.3 above. The test tasks varied in the amount of textual context accompanying 
the target lexical items. There was a grading of contextual material from none 
(isolated lexical items), through sentence-long, up to a short text of several sen-
tences. 

3.7.1.1 Out of context 

Test section H consisted of two types of items. The first part (H1-H5) involved 
the semantic matching of a target (pseudo-English) lexical item with a Polish 
lexical item closest in meaning, that is picking an equivalent, with one best an-
swer and three distractors. It should be pointed out here that in most cases the 
closest equivalent was deliberately not explicitly li sted in any dictionary version, 
to eliminate any straightforward mechanical matching without semantic process-
ing. 

The second part of test task H (H6-H7) involved semantic matching of a tar-
get (pseudo-English) lexical item with an English item and thus resembled syno-
nym matching. Here again, there were three distractors per item, and all three as 
well as the target pseudo-word were listed in the attached dictionary. 

3.7.1.2 Sentence context 

Test sections I and J involved lexical tasks in sentence-long contexts: sentence 
completion and sentence translation. Section I was a sentence completion exer-
cise, with an empty slot to be fill ed with one item out of a list of four items pro-
vided: one correct item and three distractors, each being pseudo-English words 
provided in the test dictionary. Section J was based on English-to-Polish transla-
tion, with English and pseudo-English target words (again provided in the test 
dictionary) featuring in each sentence to be translated. 

3.7.1.3 Text context 

In test section K, subjects were asked to translate a joke from English into Polish, 
with target words spread out throughout the text of the joke. 

3.7.2 Mini-dictionar ies 
For the test section of the study, subjects were provided with specially prepared 
mini-dictionaries, bound in the same booklet as the Learners’ Questionnaire and 
the Dictionary Effectiveness Test. Subjects were instructed and encouraged to 
refer to their dictionaries while engaged in the experimental tasks, but not while 
completing the Learners’ Questionnaire. The dictionaries were laid out so that the 
entries were immediately accessible on the facing page (without any need for 
page-turning) during the completion of the experimental tasks. This layout was 
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designed to overcome the methodological problem of dictionary underuse (see 
2.6.1 and 3.2.3 above for a discussion of this issue). In order to address the re-
search questions, six versions of the dictionary were prepared (see Appendix 7), 
all set in identical font and paragraph styles, and with identical structure, differ-
ing only in the type of semantic explanation provided for the senses. The seman-
tic explanation in the six versions was as follows: 

1. Polish equivalents 
2. definitions in English 
3. Polish equivalents followed by definitions in English 
4. Polish equivalents followed by definitions in Polish 
5. definitions in English followed by Polish equivalents 
6. definitions in Polish followed by Polish equivalents 

Version 1 thus represents a prototypical bili ngual dictionary. Version 2 is a 
monolingual dictionary, with definitions written in a style most closely approach-
ing that of LDOCE, which was found to be liked by users (MacFarquhar and 
Richards 1983) as well as relatively effective (Cumming, Cropp and Sussex 
1994; Nesi and Meara 1994).14 Versions 3 and 5 are representative of the semi-
bili ngual type, and they differ in the relative ordering of the two types of seman-
tic explanation. Versions 4 and 6 are like 3 and 5, respectively, except that the 
English definitions have been translated into Polish. In addition, in those versions 
that combined definitions and equivalents, definitions were enclosed in angled 
brackets (often employed as delimiters for glosses in Polish lexicography), in or-
der to set them apart typographically from the neighbouring Polish equivalents. 

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

Table 12: The six dictionary versions used in the Dictionary Effectiveness Test 

dictionary 
version 

Polish 
equivalent 

definition position of 
definition 

language of 
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 assigned randomly to sub-
jects, generating the six experimental groups. 

                                                     
14 Another reason was that LDOCE has enjoyed wide popularity in Poland. LDOCE2 was 

reprinted in Poland soon after its original publication and offered at a very competitive 
price. Therefore, Polish learners may be expected to be more famili ar with traditional 
LDOCE-style definitions than with the COBUILD-style full sentence definitions, 
which have also been found to be effective in some studies. 



 

4. Results and d iscuss ion 

In this chapter, I present and discuss subjects’ responses to sections E-G of the 
Learners’ Questionnaire and the results of the Dictionary Effectiveness Test. The 
Learners’ Questionnaire items which will be covered here are the ones directly 
pertaining to dictionary use, as opposed to those dealing with personal and insti-
tutional educational context, which are presented and discussed in 3.6 above. 

4.1 Frequency of dictionary use 

In section E of the Learners’ Questionnaire, subjects were asked to specify the 
frequency with which they consulted three categories of dictionaries: Polish-
English (E1), English-Polish (E2) and monolingual English (E3). The split i nto 
Polish-English and English-Polish subtypes of the bili ngual dictionary could be 
made in the Polish context because there is a tradition of publishing the two in 
separate volumes, except of course for the smallest dictionaries. But even for sin-
gle-volume bili ngual dictionaries (combined Polish-English and English-Polish), 
the question should still present no problems of interpretation, with E1 and E2 
referring to the Polish-English and English-Polish sections, respectively, of the 
combined bili ngual dictionary. 

The options offered were (English translations given in parentheses): cod-
ziennie (daily), NLOND� UD]\� QD� W\G]LH�� (a few times a week), UD]� QD� W\G]LH��
(weekly), rzadziej/wcale (less frequently/not at all ). In tables and figures of this 
section this last option is abbreviated as less frequently for reasons of readabilit y, 
but the not at all  part was included explicitly after it had been found at the pilot-
ing stage that subjects did not necessarily assume less frequently to include not at 
all , even though in the researcher’s original intention it was meant to cover this 
possibilit y. 

4.1.1 Polish-English 
In item E1 of the Learners’ Questionnaire, subjects were asked to assess the fre-
quency with which they consulted Polish-English dictionaries. A detailed break-
down of responses is presented in Table 13, and a histogram of responses is 
shown in Figure 10. 
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Table 13: Frequency of Polish-English dictionary consultation 

Consultation 
frequency 

Count Cumulative 
Count 

Percent of 
Valid 

Cumul % 
of Valid 

% of all 
Cases 

Cumulative 
% 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 dictionary consultation 

About 40% of the subjects consult a Polish-English dictionary a few times a 
week. In a close second place, weekly use is reported by a third of the subjects. 
Every fifth subject consults a Polish-English dictionary less frequently than once 
a week. Only 3% – a surprisingly low figure – use a Polish-English dictionary 
with daily regularity. 

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

Consultation 
frequency 

Count Cumulative 
Count 

Percent of 
Valid 

Cumul % 
of Valid 

% of all 
Cases 

Cumulative 
% 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 dictionary consultation 

Basically, the distribution of responses for the English-Polish dictionaries is quite 
similar to that for Polish-English dictionaries. The response a few times a week 
dominates here even more, accounting for no less than 44% of all responses. 32% 
of the subjects report weekly use of English-Polish dictionaries, that is slightly 
less than for Polish-English. Close to 19% claim to consult English-Polish dic-
tionaries less frequently than once a week. However, the proportion of daily users 
is noticeably higher for English-Polish dictionaries than for Polish-English dic-
tionaries, with 5% and 3% of responses, respectively. 

4.1.3 Monolingual English 
In item E3 of the Learners’ Questionnaire, subjects were asked to assess the fre-
quency with which they consulted monolingual English dictionaries. A break-
down of responses is presented in Table 15, and a histogram of responses is 
shown in Figure 12. 
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Table 15: Frequency of monolingual English dictionary consultation 

Consultation 
frequency 

Count Cumulative 
Count 

Percent 
of Valid 

Cumul % 
of Valid 

% of all 
Cases 

Cumulative 
% 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: Frequency of monolingual English dictionary consultation 

The distribution of reported consultation frequency for monolingual English dic-
tionaries looks radically different from either of the bili ngual dictionary types. As 
much as 84% of the subjects claimed they used monolingual English dictionaries 
less often than once a week. The three remaining frequency bands are split i nto 
roughly equal parts of around 5% each. 

4.1.4 Bili ngual versus monolingual 
The contrast between the distributions for the three dictionary types shows up 
clearly in a combined histogram given in Figure 13. 
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Figure 13: Reported frequency of dictionary consultation for Polish-English, English-

Polish, and monolingual English dictionaries 

The pattern in the histogram suggests a strong difference between the look-up 
frequencies for monolingual dictionaries versus (any section of) bili ngual dic-
tionaries. To verify this impression, textual responses were assigned numerical 
values as follows: daily = 4, a few times a week = 3, weekly = 2, less fre-
quently/not at all  = 1. These values were used to compute ranks and means of re-
sponses. 

To test whether there is any difference between how frequently subjects, 
based on their own reports, consulted the three types of dictionaries (i.e. mono-
lingual dictionaries and the two sections of bili ngual dictionaries), a Friedman 
ANOVA was computed for repeated measures on the Polish-English, English-
Polish, and monolingual English ranks. The Friedman statistic here compares the 
ranking of responses for the three types of dictionaries, and it does so separately 
for each individual subject, which makes it a suitably powerful statistic for the 
purpose at hand, even though it only requires measurement on a rank-order (or-
dinal) scale. The Friedman ANOVA Chi-square value is a very high 664.13 (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 of reported consultation frequency 
between Polish-English, English-Polish, and monolingual dictionary 

Dictionary Valid 
N 

Average 
Rank 

Sum of 
Ranks Mean Std.Dev. 

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 

 

Based on the Friedman ANOVA test results we can conclude that there are sig-
nificant differences between the consultation frequencies for Polish-English, 
English-Polish, and monolingual English dictionaries. It is abundantly clear that a 
huge portion of this variation is due to the much less frequent consultation of 
monolingual dictionaries versus bili ngual dictionaries. 

An impressionistic comparison of the distributions of consultation frequen-
cies reported for Polish-English and English-Polish dictionaries suggests a large 
degree of similarity between the two. However, the Friedman ANOVA for re-
peated 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 table is presented in Table 17. 

Table 17: Friedman ANOVA table for a comparison of reported consultation frequency 
between Polish-English and English-Polish parts of a bili ngual dictionary 

Dictionary Average 
Rank 

Sum of 
Ranks 

Polish-English 1.46 1025.5 
English-Polish 1.54 1083.5 

 

Based on the Friedman ANOVA results for Polish-English vs. English-Polish 
dictionaries, we can conclude that even though the patterns of consultation fre-
quency for the two bili ngual dictionary parts are fairly similar, the difference be-
tween them is nevertheless highly significant. It is the English-Polish section 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 combined histogram 
in Figure 13, where the E-P bars are taller than P-E bars for the top two fre-
quency values (daily and a few times a week), but shorter than P-E for the bottom 
two frequency values (weekly, less frequently/not at all ). 

The higher frequency of English-Polish versus Polish-English dictionaries 
may be due to the primacy of decoding needs of the subjects over their encoding 
needs. The effect is consistent with Tomaszczyk’s (1979) findings, which in-
cluded a more frequent use of L2:/��GLFWLRQDULHV�FRPSDUHG�ZLWK�/�:/��GLc-
tionaries. It will be interesting to examine how the preference for English-Polish 
versus Polish-English relates to learner level. 
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4.1.5 Dictionary type versus level 
In this section the relationship between dictionary type and learner level will be 
examined. There is widespread belief among language teachers and some re-
searchers (e.g. Baxter 1980) that monolingual dictionaries are better suited for 
the more advanced learners, and appeals to learners to move from bili ngual to 
monolingual dictionaries are often heard in the classroom as well as from the 
monolingual learner dictionary publishing houses. 

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

Table 18: Means and standard errors by level for reported consultation frequency for 
Polish-English, English-Polish and monolingual English dictionaries 

Level P-E 
Mean 

P-E 
Std.Err. 

E-P 
Mean 

E-P 
Std.Err. 

Mono 
Mean 

Mono 
Std.Err. N 

1 2.22 0.07 2.15 0.07 1.10 0.05 143 
2 2.17 0.07 2.22 0.07 1.08 0.05 123 
3 2.13 0.06 2.27 0.06 1.08 0.05 169 
4 2.32 0.07 2.39 0.07 1.13 0.05 152 
5 2.55 0.08 2.80 0.08 2.49 0.06 104 

 

Mean values of reported consultation frequency for Polish-English, English-
Polish and monolingual English dictionaries are plotted against level in Figure 
14. 
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Figure 14: Reported frequency of dictionary consultation for Polish-English, English-

Polish and monolingual English dictionaries as a function of level 

As seen in Table 18 and Figure 14, there appears to be a tendency for frequency 
of dictionary consultation to increase with level for all three dictionary categories 
for which this measure was elicited. However, there are differences across the 
three types as to how sharp the increase is and the exact level range over which it 
is observed. For English-Polish dictionaries, the upward tendency is distributed 
across the whole level range, with the slope of the curve also increasing with 
level. For Polish-English dictionaries, the increase in frequency appears to be re-
stricted to levels 4 and 5. This last tendency may be interpreted as reflecting an 
emergence of encoding use for learners between levels 3 and 4, and a subsequent 
growth of that use in intensity. 

A very different picture emerges for the monolingual dictionary: here the re-
ported frequency stays uniformly flat and very low all the way up to level 4, with 
a sharp peak at level 5, at which the frequency mean catches up with the Polish-
English dictionary. The patterning of the frequency profiles for monolingual and 
bili ngual dictionaries suggests that monolingual dictionary use is minimal except 
for the highest level, where the frequency of consultation approaches that for bi-
lingual dictionaries. Interestingly, the monolingual dictionary does not appear to 
be used as a replacement for the bili ngual dictionary by the advanced learners, 
but rather in addition to the bili ngual dictionary, a finding that differs from that 
by Atkins and Varantola (1998a), where the use of bili ngual dictionaries de-
creased more or less in step with the use of monolingual dictionaries. 
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A General Linear Model (GLM) analysis reveals a highly significant overall 
(multivariate) effect of level (Wilks lambda = 0.56760, F(12, 1810)=36.003, 
p<0.0001). Details of this analysis are presented in Table 19. 

Table 19: GLM multivariate tests of significance for reported consultation frequency by 
level  for Polish-English, English-Polish and monolingual English dictionaries  

Effect Wilks 
lambda 

F Effect 
df 

Error 
df 

p 

Intercept 0.073585 2870.452 3 684.000 <0.0001 
Level 0.567596 36.003 12 1809.985 <0.0001 

 

A univariate GLM analysis presented in Table 20 reveals highly significant uni-
variate effects of level for all three types of dictionaries (Polish-English, English-
Polish and monolingual English). 

Table 20: GLM univariate tests of significance for reported consultation frequency by 
level  for Polish-English, English-Polish and monolingual English dictionaries 

Effect df 
P-E 
SS 

P-E 
MS 

P-E 
F 

P-E 
p 

E-P 
SS 

E-P 
MS 

E-P 
F 

E-P 
p 

M 
SS 

M 
MS 

M 
F 

M 
p 

Intercept 1 3479 3479 5382 <0.0001 3764 3764 5735 <0.0001 1268 1268 3618 <0.0001 
Level 4 13 3.3 5.1 0.0005 29.8 7.4 11.3 <0.0001 172 43 123 <0.0001 
Error 686 443 0.6   450 0.7   240 0.4   
Total 690 456    480    412    

 

The above results would suggest that there is indeed a significant effect of learner 
level on the overall frequency of dictionary consultation (as reported by sub-
jects), as well as an effect of level for each of the three dictionary categories (Pol-
ish-English, English-Polish and monolingual English) separately. 

To examine more closely the difference between the E-P and P-E sections of 
bili ngual dictionaries, the difference between the numerical values of E2 and E1 
(E-P and P-E frequencies, respectively) was computed for each subject who re-
ported both pieces of data. The difference is highly significant (F(4,698)=4.79; 
p=0.0008) and the means of this difference variable are given in Table 21, broken 
down by learner level. 

Table 21: Mean differences between reported English-Polish and Polish-English consul-
tation frequencies by level 

Level EP-PE 
1 -0.06 
2 0.03 
3 0.15 
4 0.08 
5 0.26 
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The distribution of the differences between reported consultation frequencies for 
English-Polish and Polish-English dictionaries (EP-PE) within the five learner 
levels is given in Table 22. 

Table 22: Distribution of consultation frequency differences between English-Polish and 
Polish-English dictionaries (EP-PE) by level 

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

-3 0 0 0 0 1 (1%) 1 
-2 3 (2%) 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 

Total 143 
(100%) 

129 
(100%) 

174 
(100%) 

152 
(100%) 

105 
(100%) 

703 
(100%) 

 

Most subjects reported using the E-P and P-E sections of bili ngual dictionaries 
with equal frequency (0 values in the EP-PE row). For level 5, however, as many 
as 29 out of 105 subjects (28%) reported using English-Polish dictionaries more 
often than Polish-English dictionaries. This is interesting in view of the sharp in-
crease in the frequency of use of monolingual dictionaries for that level. One 
might expect that the use of the monolingual dictionary would tend to be an al-
ternative for the English-Polish dictionary more readily than for the Polish-
English dictionary, since the monolingual dictionary is in principle relatively 
more suitable for decoding tasks than it is for encoding. The observed effect 
could be due to an overall i ncrease in decoding tasks at level 5, with correspond-
ing greater use of both these types of dictionaries. Another explanation could be 
that the monolingual dictionary is heavily used for encoding, e.g. composition, 
not so much to locate a target lexical item, but rather to learn how the word could 
be used in context. Some support for this last explanation may come from the re-
ported increased interest of level 5 subjects in collocational information in a dic-
tionary (see 4.4.11 below). This type of reference need was probably, at the time 
of the study, better met by the monolingual learners’ dictionaries than by the bi-
lingual dictionaries available in Poland, though of course this does not have to be 
true of these types of dictionaries in principle. The particular interaction between 
consultation frequencies for the two sides of the bili ngual dictionary does not 
tally well with Tomaszczyk’s (1979: 106) claim that L2:/�� GLFWLRQDULHV� DUH�
used more often than L1:/�� GLFWLRQDULHV� IRU� DOO� JURXSV� RI� GLFWLRQDU\� XVHUV��
However, it appears that all of Tomaszczyk’s language learner subjects were at 
the college level, so his sample does not seem to have covered the lower levels of 
language proficiency that are also represented in this study. 

It should be remembered that whenever a difference in frequency of consul-
tation between two dictionary types is revealed by the questionnaire, it might be 
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expected to be of a non-trivial magnitude, since only four discrete categories for 
consultation frequency were available to subjects. This means that any non-zero 
EP-PE value as given in Table 22 indicates a difference of at least one category 
(e.g. once a week versus a few times a week). The Pearson Chi-square statistic for 
the frequencies in Table 22 is 52.84 at 20 df, and is highly significant at 
p<0.0001. 

4.1.6 Maximum frequency 
Different subjects have different preferences and habits when it comes to using 
the three dictionary types (that is, Polish-English, English-Polish and monolin-
gual English dictionaries). In this section, the maximum frequency reported by 
each subject was noted, out of the three types of dictionaries for which consulta-
tion frequency reports were elicited. The measure presented in this section is a 
better indication of the frequency of dictionary consultation in general than the 
categorized frequency figures given so far. It will also be useful in the determina-
tion of absolute frequency with which various information types are consulted, 
based on relative frequency data directly reported by subjects (see 4.4.11.2). A 
breakdown of maximum frequency responses obtained in this manner is pre-
sented in Table 23, and a histogram of responses is shown in Figure 15. 

Table 23: Maximum frequency of dictionary consultation 

Consultation fre-
quency Count Cumulative 

Count 
Percent of 

Valid 
Cumul % 
of Valid 

% of all 
Cases 

Cumulative 
% of All 

less frequently 92 92 12.9 12.9 12.9 12.9 
weekly 226 318 31.8 44.7 31.7 44.7 
a few times a week 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 apparent in Table 23 and Figure 15 indicates that the largest 
section of the subjects, nearly half of the sample, claim to consult their most-used 
dictionary with a frequency of a few times a week. The second most popular re-
sponse, given by close to a third of the subjects, is weekly. It is followed by less 
frequently, which was the frequency reported by about 13% of the sample. Only 
about 9% of the subjects reported consulting their most-frequently used 
dictionaries on a daily basis. Speaking in absolute terms, one might characterize 
the consultation frequency data as moderately high, with 87% of the subjects 
reporting that they consult their preferred dictionary at least weekly. 

Let us now look at the relationship between maximum consultation fre-
quency and learner level. For this analysis, 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 of the analysis, the maximum fre-
quency variable is treated as a numerical variable, and the four levels of the fre-
quency variable are assigned numerical values of 1, 2, 3, and 4. This procedure 
might be seen as somewhat problematic, given how the original variable was 
measured: we are here dealing with an ordered scale, but not exactly an interval 
scale. The presentational value of Figure 16 and Table 24 that employ the nu-
merical values should remain unaffected, but the accompanying significance test 
results should be treated with some caution. 
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Figure 16: Maximum frequency of dictionary consultation by level 

Figure 16 plots the distribution of mean maximum frequency15 of dictionary con-
sultation, computed from numerical frequency values as explained above. 

Table 24 provides numerical values of mean maximum frequency of dic-
tionary consultation with their standard errors and 95% confidence intervals. 

Table 24: Maximum frequency of dictionary consultation by level with standard error 
and 95% confidence intervals 

Level MaxFreq 
Mean 

MaxFreq 
Std.Err. 

MaxFreq 
-95% 

MaxFreq 
+95% N 

1 2.38 0.07 2.25 2.51 144 
2 2.39 0.07 2.25 2.52 131 
3 2.35 0.06 2.23 2.46 175 
4 2.47 0.06 2.35 2.60 154 
5 3.15 0.08 3.00 3.30 107 

 

GLM analysis yields a highly significant effect of level on maximum consulta-
tion frequency (F(4, 706)=21.5, p<0.0001). Trend analysis with linear polynomial 
contrast confirms that there is a highly significant increase in consultation fre-
quency with level (F(1, 706)=54; p<0.0001). The graph in Figure 16 suggests that 
this effect is primarily due to an increase in consultation frequency at the highest 

                                                     
15 Where ‘mean’ refers to averaging over all subjects of a given level, whereas ‘maxi-

mum’ refers to the selection of the top consultation frequency reported for any of the 
three dictionary categories. 
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learner level. Indeed, post-hoc pair-wise contrast analysis reveals that it is level 5 
that is significantly different from any other level in terms of consultation fre-
quency, but there are no statistically significant differences between the frequen-
cies for the remaining levels. However, results of the above analysis must be 
viewed with caution, given the character 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 as a 
discrete predictor of the level variable. Here, mean levels were computed within 
groups of subjects who reported each of the four respective maximum consulta-
tion frequencies. The results are listed in Table 25 and plotted in Figure 17. The 
effect is highly significant (F(3, 707)=25.2, p<0.0001). 

Table 25: Mean level as a function of 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 level as a function of maximum frequency of consultation 

In the present analysis, the three pairwise contrasts with daily are all highly sig-
nificant (p<0.0001). The contrast between a few times a week and weekly is sig-
nificant (p<0.003), and no other contrasts are significant. The upward trend (lin-
ear polynomial contrast) is highly significant (p<0.0001). 
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The above results suggest that the more frequent consultations are more 
characteristic of the higher-level learners, and this is especially true of daily con-
sultations. However, the difference between weekly and less frequent consulta-
tions of the learners’ preferred dictionaries is independent of their level. 

4.1.7 Conclusion 
In terms of the reported frequency of consultation, a few times a week was the 
most popular response for bili ngual dictionaries, Polish-English as well as Eng-
lish-Polish. The situation looks very different for monolingual dictionaries, 
where the lowest-frequency option less frequently/not at all  accounts for 84% of 
all responses. A Friedman ANOVA confirms that learners refer (according to 
their reports) significantly more frequently to bili ngual dictionaries than they do 
to monolingual dictionaries. The same statistic also reveals a significant differ-
ence in reported consultation frequency between Polish-English and English-
Polish dictionaries, even though impressionistically the distribution for the two 
appears to be quite similar. English-Polish dictionaries (or dictionary sections, as 
the case may be) are consulted more often than the reverse direction Polish-
English ones.  

When proficiency level is factored in, the consultation frequency for mono-
lingual dictionaries is seen to rise sharply at the highest level 5, but remains vir-
tually flat, and very low, throughout the remaining levels. The use of bili ngual 
Polish-English dictionaries tends to increase from level 3 upwards, while consul-
tation frequency for bili ngual English-Polish dictionaries rises steadily across the 
whole level range, though the increase tends to become steeper at the higher lev-
els. These findings are not compatible with the scenario where advanced learners 
are replacing bili ngual dictionaries with monolinguals. Rather, the data suggest 
that highly advanced learners keep on using their bili ngual dictionaries with an 
intensity at least as high as that at lower proficiency levels, but they supplement 
their active set of lexical reference works with monolingual dictionaries. One 
likely interpretation of this could be that the monolingual dictionary may be used 
for encoding in conjunction with the Polish-English bili ngual dictionary: the bi-
lingual dictionary could be used to locate a potential English equivalent, while 
the monolingual dictionary could be consulted for examples and details of usage, 
collocation, and grammar, and to confirm that an appropriate equivalent was 
found in the bili ngual dictionary. Finally, highest-level learners tend to consult 
their dictionaries daily, more frequently than learners at any of the lower levels. 

4.2 Dictionary preference 

In section F of the Learners’ Questionnaire, subjects were asked to name two dic-
tionaries they used most frequently. The two spaces in the questionnaire were 
numbered to stress the point that respondents were meant to identify their dic-
tionary of first choice at number one (F1), followed by their dictionary of second 
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choice at number two (F2). Subjects were also asked to rate the dictionaries they 
listed on a five-point scale (see 4.3 below). 

4.2.1 Dictionary identification 
A reasonable-guess policy was adopted by the researcher in decisions involving 
dictionary identification, largely because subjects’ recall of just about any fea-
tures of their dictionaries was very poor. This problem had been anticipated, and 
thus users were encouraged in the instructions to try to give as many details as 
they could recall (title, publisher, author, edition) to maximally aid the positive 
identification of the dictionary product subjects meant in each case. Unfortu-
nately, such positive identification was rarely fully possible. 

Thus, for example, if a subject reported “*yáWR-QLHELHVND� RNáDGND� ]� GX*��
OLWHUN��/” (‘yellow-and-blue cover with a large L’ ), such a response was inter-
preted as Langenscheidt’s Pocket English Dictionary, since, to the researcher’s 
knowledge, at the time when the data was collected, this was the only dictionary 
on the Polish market with these particular physical characteristics. 

In this section, dictionaries identified by subjects are often represented with 
their abbreviated database dictionary codes. These codes are expanded in 
Appendix 9. Since section F of the Learners’ Questionnaire was open-ended, the 
degree of detail given depended largely on the subjects, although they were en-
couraged to provide as much detail as they could. It is quite possible that in many 
cases learners did not recall any further useful details beyond those provided. As 
a result, the degree of specificity to which positive identification was possible 
varies, and the responses recorded here are a reflection of this. Thus, we find here 
codes that represent actual identifiable dictionary titles (products), such as 
LDOCE, author/editor names, names of publishers, partial titl es, as well as codes 
for broad categories for any bili ngual, any monolingual, or any other dictionary. 
It is quite likely that some dictionaries hidden inside the broad “wastebasket” 
categories also feature elsewhere in some narrower category, but it is hard to do 
anything about it, given the notoriously imperfect recollection of dictionary de-
tails by users and the open-ended question format. On the other hand, a multiple 
choice format was not a viable option here because of the staggering number of 
potential choices and the space they would have taken. And even if an extensive 
list of dictionary titles had been provided to choose from, subjects would often 
probably have misattributed their dictionaries anyway, misled by deceptively 
similar titles or for other reasons. 

Information given in part E was sometimes used to aid the decision as to 
which dictionary was meant in part F. It wil l be recalled that in part E subjects 
were asked about the relative frequency of use of specific types of dictionaries. 
Since part F attempted to elicit the one or two most frequently used dictionaries, 
it is reasonable that the types identified in F and E should correspond in most 
cases. Thus, for example, if a subject reported “Longman” as the dictionary most 
frequently used in F (and rated it) and previously in E the same subject reported 
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the frequency of use for the two bili ngual dictionary types as several times a 
week but less frequently/not at all  for monolingual dictionaries, then Longman 
SRGU
F]Q\�VáRZQLN�DQJLHOVNR-polski, polsko-angielski was entered as the diction-
ary identified in F, since, to my knowledge, it was the only (Polish) bili ngual 
Longman dictionary available at the time the study was conducted. 

It is possible that in some isolated cases the above triangulation procedure 
may have led to incorrect results, such as when subjects did not remember any 
details of the dictionary they used most frequently and instead decided to report 
on some other dictionary which they happened to recall better, even though they 
did not use the latter dictionary as often as the former. The same objection, how-
ever, could also be levelled at part F of the Learners’ Questionnaire alone. Com-
bining the data reported in sections E and F made it possible to reconstruct much 
useful information about how subjects rated dictionaries, and specifically to at 
least identify the types (bili ngual vs. monolingual) rather than be forced into us-
ing the catch-all category of “other” more often than was absolutely necessary. 
However, if it was not quite clear from the two responses which dictionary type 
was meant, the more general option was conservatively entered. 

In one case, “TP Dictionary, Robert Lew” was obviously copied from the 
footer of the attached test dictionary, reported as the second most frequently used 
dictionary, and rated as “good” . This response was rejected (ignored) as it was 
likely meant in jest, and was also in conflict with the information reported in part 
E, where the least common use of the three types of dictionaries was weekly, and 
thus a one-time use of the alleged “TP Dictionary” could not possibly have been 
the second most frequent. 

If subjects reported equal frequency at E1 and E2, but only gave a single rat-
ing identifiable as bili ngual at F, then it was assumed the rating referred to the 
bili ngual dictionary as a whole, and not just to one part of it, Polish-English or 
English-Polish, even if the dictionary’s description at F only made explicit men-
tion of one part. It appears to be a common informal abbreviatory convention in 
Polish to refer to a bili ngual dictionary by explicitly mentioning its one part only, 
and so it was assumed here that the subjects were following this convention. 

4.2.2 Dictionary of f irst/second choice 
There were 645 valid responses to item F1, which means that 91% of the subjects 
specified their dictionary of first choice. A much lower number of 363 subjects 
(51%) provided information on their second-choice dictionary. This might be 
taken to suggest that approximately half of the subjects only use one English dic-
tionary. All subjects 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 
363 second-choice ratings. 

In Table 26, categorized responses to items F1 and F2 are combined. For 
each dictionary code (see Appendix 9 for code expansions), the table reports the 
number of times a given dictionary or dictionary category was listed across the 
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whole sample as one of the two most frequently used dictionaries: first-choice 
only, second-choice only, a total of the two, and, in the final column, a total ex-
pressed as percentage of all responses. The rows are sorted by total frequency 
first, then by code. 

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

Dictionary code 1st choice 2nd 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 2.5 
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 1.3 
LDOCE 7 4 11 1.1 
ALD 7 3 10 1.0 
Mono 2 8 10 1.0 
.DáX*D 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 
ElBi 2 1 3 0.3 
Etranslator 1 1 2 0.2 
LTT 1 1 2 0.2 
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Dictionary code 1st choice 2nd 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 
ElEP 1 0 1 0.1 
ElPE 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 bili n-
gual dictionary that has not been positively identified as belonging to a more spe-
cific dictionary category. This happens to have been the most frequent response, 
with a total count of 203 (or 20.1% of all responses), of which 157 were given as 
first choice (F1) and 46 as second choice (F2). The two runners-up are also un-
specified bili ngual dictionaries, but here the source language/target language 
combination was indicated. These three catch-all categories account for nearly 
half of all responses. 

The first identifiable title on the list is the Langenscheidt's Pocket English 
Dictionary, with 87 occurrences throughout. The Colli ns-BGW family of dic-
tionaries lists next with 67 occurrences. However, one of the two popular 
Colli ns-BGW titles was published in two separate volumes, and these separate 
English-Polish and Polish-English parts register 16 and 17 occurrences, respec-
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tively. When these are added to the 67, then Colli ns-BGW gets ahead of Langen-
scheidt, and even more so if the CD edition of the Colli ns-BGW dictionary is 
also included in the count, with a further 15 occurrences. 

Bili ngual dictionaries clearly occupy the top-ranking positions to the exclu-
sion of monolingual dictionaries. This is consistent with the results of Section E 
of the Learners’ Questionnaire, as discussed in 4.1.4 above. It is the differences 
in the distribution of monolingual and bili ngual dictionaries that we turn to next. 

4.2.3 Monolingual vs. bili ngual 
Most of the dictionary categories listed in section 4.2.2 were classified as either 
monolingual or bili ngual, 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 monolingual-bili ngual contrast can be made. 

Table 27 lists the frequencies with which monolingual and bili ngual diction-
aries were reported by subjects as the dictionaries they used most frequently and 
second-to-most frequently. The table also provides column percents, which indi-
cate the proportion of responses that each dictionary type accounts for within ei-
ther choice. 

Table 27: Monolingual versus bili ngual dictionaries given as 1st and 2nd choice; column 
percents are given in parentheses 

Dictionary type 1st choice  2nd 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 responses of 932 is smaller here than that in Table 26, be-
cause for the present analysis it was necessary to ignore those responses which 
could not be unequivocally assigned to either the monolingual or bili ngual dic-
tionary type. Looking at the results, we note that monolingual dictionaries only 
account for about 9% of all dictionaries reported, which confirms the findings 
from section 4.1, indicating an overall l ow incidence of monolingual dictionary 
use. We also note a tendency for monolingual dictionaries to be relatively dis-
preferred as 1st choice and preferred as 2nd choice. A Chi-square test shows this 
effect to be significant (χ2=8; p=0.005). This may be taken to indicate that those 
learners that do use monolingual dictionaries tend to treat them as their second-
choice dictionary, rather than the primary language reference. 

4.2.4 Dictionary of f irst/second choice by level and type 
The frequency data for first- and second-choice dictionaries can be further bro-
ken down by learner level, as shown in Table 28. 
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Table 28: Breakdown of dictionaries by choice, type, and level 

Level Dictionary type Choice 
1 2 3 4 5 

Row 
Totals 

1 121 113 152 120 59 565 
2 69 67 52 51 44 283 bilingual 

Total 190 180 204 171 103 848 
1 0 0 0 4 39 43 
2 3 0 2 4 32 41 monolingual 

Total 3 0 2 8 71 84 
 

The table clearly shows that the overwhelming majority of cases where monolin-
gual dictionaries were named come from level-5 subjects (71 out of a total of 84, 
or 85%). This confirms the findings from section E of the Learners’ Question-
naire, indicating a very low frequency of use of monolingual dictionaries for all 
proficiency levels except level 5 (cf. Figure 14). Not a single monolingual dic-
tionary was named by subjects at level 2. 

4.2.5 Conclusion 
Subjects were asked to identify their dictionaries of first choice and second 
choice and to rate them on a five-point scale. As expected and usual in collecting 
this type of information from informants, the details provided by subjects were 
largely incomplete and vague, and so in many cases they were insuff icient to 
make a positive identification of a specific title, let alone edition. To help with 
the identification, data provided by subjects in section E of the questionnaire was 
used for triangulation. Over 90% of the subjects gave details on their dictionary 
of first choice, but only about 50% on their second-choice dictionary, suggesting 
that roughly half of the subjects only used a single dictionary title with any regu-
larity. A ranking table produced from the data allowed the identification of the 
most popular dictionary titles. Where the positive identification of dictionary title 
proved impossible, an attempt was made to at least identify the dictionary type: 
bili ngual or monolingual. Bili ngual dictionaries accounted for 91% or all re-
sponses, while monolinguals for 9% only. Monolingual dictionaries were dis-
preferred as first-choice, suggesting that those learners that do use monolingual 
dictionaries tend to use them in as their secondary lexical reference works, with 
the bili ngual dictionary serving as the primary lexical aid. An analysis by level 
revealed that monolingual dictionaries were hardly listed at all by subjects at lev-
els lower than level 5. 

4.3 Dictionary eva luation 

In section F of the Learners’ Questionnaire, subjects were asked to rate on a five-
point scale the dictionary (or dictionaries) they named as the one (or two) they 
used most frequently. Subjects were asked to tick one of the five boxes with 
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graded verbal descriptions in Polish as follows (English glosses and correspond-
ing numerical codes are given in parentheses): �ZLHWQ\ (‘excellent’ , 5), dobry 
(‘good’ , 4), ujdzie (‘OK’ , 3), kiepski (‘poor’ , 2), dno (‘awful’ , 1). Numerical 
codes were used for coding the five responses in a manner similar to that in 
Tomaszczyk (1979), and are used throughout this section. 

A total of 1008 ratings were obtained, with a breakdown as shown in Table 
29 and in the histogram in Figure 18. 

Table 29: Breakdown of subjects’ 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 subjects’ 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 distribution. Since subjects were probably 
mostly rating the dictionaries they themselves preferred to consult, it should not 
be surprising that the ratings tend to be mostly positive, with 78% of the re-
sponses representing better-than-neutral evaluations, and only 4% worse than 
neutral. Negative ratings could reflect a variety of underlying situations that 
might lead to dissatisfaction 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 (school policy, school copies, a gift); the user might not be able to 
afford a better dictionary; a better dictionary might be impractical to use, such as 
when most dictionary use takes place at school and a better dictionary is too 
heavy to carry, or is installed on the user’s home desktop computer; a better dic-
tionary might not be available on the market, or the user has not been able to ob-
tain one; the user may be unfavourably disposed to dictionaries in general, but is 
nevertheless forced to use them. Overall , however, such hypothetical cases are 
probably a minority, since the general picture that emerges from subjects’ ratings 
is one of a fairly high level of satisfaction with dictionaries. 

4.3.1 Ratings by level 
Let us now examine how learners of different levels rate their dictionaries. Table 
30 gives mean ratings for subjects within the five level groups. Figure 19 plots 
mean ratings as a function of level. 

Table 30: Mean dictionary rating by learner level 

Level Mean rating N 
1 3.94 210 
2 3.89 201 
3 3.86 221 
4 4.00 196 
5 4.04 180 
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Figure 19: Mean dictionary rating by learner level 



100 Chapter Four 

Table 30 indicates that the contributions of the five learner levels to ratings data 
are fairly equal, with about 200 ratings from subjects of each level, ranging from 
180 to 221. 

The tendency that emerges from Figure 19 appears to be for the dictionary 
evaluations to decline from the lowest learner level to level 3, and then climb for 
levels 4 and 5. This effect, however, is not significant (F(4, 1003)=2; p=0.09). Per-
haps the upward tendency for levels 4 and 5 is due to the increased involvement 
of monolingual dictionaries, which tend to be rated more highly than bili ngual 
dictionaries. 

4.3.2 Evaluation of individual dictionary categor ies 
In Table 31, mean subject ratings and their standard errors are given for the dic-
tionary categories introduced in section 4.2.2. A detailed distribution of ratings 
for each dictionary category is also provided. 

Table 31: Mean rating and breakdown of rating responses by dictionary category 

Rating Dictionary code Mean 
rating 

Std. Err. 
of mean 1 2 3 4 5 

N 

Bi 3.96 0.05 2 4 31 129 37 203 
BiEP 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 4.13 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 
.DáX*D 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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Rating Dictionary code Mean 
rating 

Std. Err. 
of mean 1 2 3 4 5 

N 

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 
ElBi 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 
Wtranslator 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 
ElEP 3.00 0.71 0 0 1 0 0 1 
ElPE 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 are an indication of how learners in the 
sample rated a specific dictionary or dictionary category. The overall mean rating 
is 3.94. If the number of subjects who rated a particular dictionary category is 
small (column N), then the indication is not very reliable. Since Table 31 is 
sorted by descending N, this is certainly the case for the items towards the bot-
tom of the table: they are given here for completeness, but no great weight should 
be attached to them. The ratings are most reliable (note the standard error values) 
for the most frequently named dictionary categories, which come towards the top 
of Table 31. These dictionary categories also tend to be of greater interest, be-
cause they typically represent the more popular dictionaries. It is for the above 
reasons that I have decided not to sort the table by rating: a rating that only 
comes from one or two raters is not worth much. Instead, I will proceed from 
high to low ratings in my discussion of the results in the remainder of this sec-
tion: first for monolingual dictionaries, then for bili ngual dictionaries, as there is 
a clear tendency for monolingual dictionaries to receive higher ratings than bili n-
gual dictionaries (and I will examine this tendency more closely in section 4.3.3). 

At the top of the list for categories with at least four ratings there is the cate-
gory ‘Oxford’ , which has earned top ratings from all raters, and an average rating 
of 5.00. However, this category is so vague, not much can be said of it, except 
perhaps that the positive image and authority behind the name ‘Oxford’ might be 
partially responsible for the high ratings. 

LDLC and LDOCE, the two Longman dictionaries (Longman Dictionary of 
English Language and Culture and Longman Dictionary of Contemporary Eng-
lish) are rated very highly, with mean ratings of 4.63 and 4.55, respectively. ALD 
(Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary of Current English), a line of titles with 
the longest tradition in English pedagogical lexicography, is not far behind 
Longman with a mean rating of 4.50. The same high rating is held by OxMono, a 
code which stands for any unspecified monolingual dictionary identified as ‘Ox-
ford’ . A wastebasket category of ‘Mono’ follows with a rating of 4.40. The cate-
gory ‘LongMono’ , representing any unspecified monolingual dictionary identi-
fied as ‘Longman’ has a rating of 4.38. Cobuild and CIDE have identical mean 
ratings of 4.29, with the same number and distribution of ratings. 

‘OxWord’ (Oxford Wordpower. 6áRZQLN� DQJLHOVNR-polski z indeksem 
polsko-angielskim) is a special case here. Because it uses Polish for semantic ex-
planation by providing Polish equivalents, it is classified as bili ngual in the 
coarse two-way taxonomy. More specifically, though, it is a bili ngualized dic-
tionary (and thus a semi-bili ngual one). Its average rating is very high at 4.40, a 
value more typical of monolingual dictionaries in the sample. 

Amongst the most frequently named bili ngual dictionaries that can be posi-
tively identified from subjects’ responses, the BGW family of dictionaries (coded 
as BGW, BGWEP, BGWPE, BGWCD) earned the highest grades from learners 
in the sample, with a mean rating of 4.24 across the four codes. 
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‘Saloni’ , which may represent a number of dictionary titles co-authored by 
Zygmunt Saloni, earns a high score of 4.20, although that is a mean of only five 
ratings. ‘StanP’ , which represents any of the numerous editions of 3RGU
F]Q\�
VáRZQLN� DQJLHOVNR-polski and/or 3RGU
F]Q\� VáRZQLN� SROVNR-angielski from 
Wiedza Powszechna, gets a mean rating of 4.00. 

‘Bi’ , a catch-all category for an unspecified bili ngual dictionary and, in fact, 
the single most numerous category, earned a mean rating of 3.96. 

‘Jaworska’ , which, as far as I have been able to establish, refers to any of a 
number of compact dictionaries published as 6áRZQLN� DQJLHOVNR-polski, polsko-
angielski WNT with Teresa Jaworska as author, received an average rating of 
3.95. 

The new 3RGU
F]Q\�VáRZQLN�DQJLHOVNR-polski, polsko-angielski (‘LongPodr’ ) 
carrying the Longman brand name received a mean rating of 3.92. Close behind 
DUH� µ.DáX*D¶� �6áRZQLN� DQJLHOVNR-polski, polsko-angielski� E\� -DQ� .DáX*D�� SXb-
lished by Exlibris), with 3.89, and the generic pseudo-category ‘Podr’ (a mean 
rating of 3.86), which could refer to any of a number of dictionaries with the 
word SRGU
F]Qy in the title. 

The code ‘Uniwersalny’ stands for 6áRZQLN� XQLZHUVDOQ\� DQJLHOVNR-polski, 
polsko-angielski published by Harald G., Andrzej Kaznowski’ s adaptation of Ta-
deusz Grzebieniowski’ s older work. This dictionary received an average rating of 
3.83. Very close behind, and quite appropriately, with a mean rating of 3.82, is 
Grzebieniowski’ s prototype of ‘Uniwersalny’ , revived after several decades as 
‘Langenscheidt’ . This dictionary is the second most popular category among the 
more specific dictionary categories, second to the BGW, although the latter cate-
gory actually represents not one, but two popular paper titles (excluding the 
BGWCD). There is yet another category, ‘Grzebieniowski’ , rated at 3.74, which 
could refer to any of the titles otherwise included under ‘Uniwersalny’ , and 
‘Langenscheidt’ , but there was not enough information to classify them as such, 
since subjects would only give the single name in those cases. ‘Uniwersalny’ , 
‘Langenscheidt’ and ‘Grzebieniowski’ jointly account for 112 occurrences, 
which is more than the 100 for paper BGW dictionaries, but somewhat less than 
the 115 for BGW including the CD version. 

The three large catch-all categories: ‘Other’ , ‘BiEP’ and ‘BiPE’ all show 
mean user ratings of 3.78. What is interesting here is the remarkable convergence 
of these values, and the difference between the ‘BiEP’ and ‘BiPE’ ratings against 
the more general ‘Bi’ category at 3.96. This difference is statistically significant 
(t-value=2.80 at df=464, p=0.005). It is diff icult at present to interpret this differ-
ence in any meaningful way. 

If we ignore the dubious ‘NewHot’ category (mean rating 3.00), which is 
not a typical dictionary, but rather a glossary attached to a coursebook used by a 
specific group of learners, then the two bili ngual dictionary categories with low-
HVW�UDWLQJV�DUH�µ67$*¶�DQG�µ.LHV]¶��µ67$*¶�UHIHUV�WR�-DQ�6WDQLVáDZVNL¶V�Wielki 
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VáRZQLN� DQJLHOVNR-polski and :LHONL� VáRZQLN� SROVNR-angielski, an immensely 
popular reference work which has served generations of users since the mid-
sixties. This dictionary earned a disappointingly low mean rating of 3.60, perhaps 
because it is now very much out of date, or perhaps the users’ expectations of it 
are higher compared to the smaller dictionaries. ‘Kiesz’ , which stands for 
Kieszonkowy sáRZQLN�DQJLHOVNR-polski i polsko-angielski�E\�-DQLQD�-D�ODQ�DQG�-DQ�
6WDQLVáDZVNL��UHFHLYHG�D�PHDQ�UDWLQJ�RI������ 

It appears that, overall , learners evaluate monolingual dictionaries more 
highly than bili ngual dictionaries. Amongst the dictionaries most frequently used, 
the BGW and Langenscheidt dictionaries get the best grades. The difference in 
ratings between monolingual and bili ngual dictionaries will be the focus of the 
next section. 

4.3.3 Monolingual vs. bili ngual 
A detailed analysis of ratings for individual dictionary categories in section 4.3.2 
above suggests that monolingual dictionaries tend to receive higher ratings from 
subjects than do bili ngual dictionaries. This effect will be examined next16. Table 
32 gives the mean ratings, standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals for bi-
lingual and monolingual dictionaries. 

Table 32: Subjects’ ratings of bili ngual and monolingual dictionaries 

Type Mean Rating Std. Error -95% +95% N 
bilingual 3.90 0.02 3.86 3.95 848 
monolingual 4.40 0.08 4.25 4.56 84 

 

The number of ratings, 932, is here somewhat smaller than the total 1008, since 
those ratings for which the monolingual-bili ngual status could not be determined 
had to be rejected. The results show that the typical rating for a monolingual dic-
tionary (4.40) is higher than that for a bili ngual dictionary (3.90) by exactly half a 
grade. This effect is highly significant by one-way ANOVA (F(1, 930)=36.8, 
p<0.0001). The finding is consistent with that of Tomaszczyk (1979), who also 
found that Polish dictionary users value monolingual dictionaries more highly 
than they do bili ngual dictionaries. Similar observations have been reported by 
other researchers (Baxter 1980; Béjoint 1981; Kharma 1985). 

The effect is open to several interpretations. It could be that learners express 
greater satisfaction with monolingual dictionaries simply because monolingual 
dictionaries are objectively more effective as tools than bili ngual dictionaries. 
This interpretation, however, appears to be contradicted by the results of section 
4.5 below, although the results may not hold for all types of tasks. It could be that 
the monolingual dictionaries available on the Polish market represent, on aver-
age, a better professional level of lexicography than do the available bili ngual 
                                                     
16 Some of the data and analysis appearing in this section were presented at the Euralex 

2004 Congress and are to be included in the proceedings volume published by Euralex. 
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dictionaries. There is much anecdotal evidence to support this as at least a partial 
explanation. One should consider the extensive resources available to the major 
publishers of monolingual dictionaries, and the fact that until fairly recently most 
bili ngual dictionaries were several decades out of date. In terms of the coverage 
of current terms and senses, such older dictionaries must be at a disadvantage. 
Even with these considerations, there is one important consideration that puts this 
interpretation into question: if subjects really believed that monolingual diction-
aries are more useful, why is it that so many of them were unwilli ng to use them, 
and even if they did, they tended to use them as second choice? 

Another interpretation is that Polish learners see monolingual dictionaries as 
better because the level of their language and reference skill s may make it easier 
for them to register the failures of bili ngual dictionaries than of monolingual dic-
tionaries. Because semantic explanation in monolingual dictionaries takes the 
form of a (sometimes complex) syntactic construction in the foreign language (or 
rather a special metalanguage based on the foreign language), users may tend to 
lay the blame on their lack 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 feel more in a posi-
tion to find fault with bili ngual dictionaries, where much of the content is pro-
vided in their native language. 

Yet another aspect of dictionary evaluation by users is the impact of the 
opinions of various authorities on learners’ evaluations: to what extent are learn-
ers’ opinions a reflection of their own experience with dictionaries, and to what 
extent are they a passive restatement of the opinions of others? Anecdotally, Pol-
ish language teachers often speak of monolingual dictionaries making it possible 
for learners to “ think in the foreign language.” The transition from bili ngual to 
monolingual dictionaries is seen as a sign of progress (and, in a way, it is pro-
gress, of course, as also confirmed by some results of this study), and thus ren-
ders an aura of superiority to monolingual dictionaries, which may well filter into 
subjects’ ratings. 

4.3.4 Ratings by choice 
It was expected that subjects would tend to give higher ratings to the dictionary 
they named as the most frequently used (first choice) than to the one they named 
as the second most frequently used (second choice). Mean ratings broken down 
by choice, together with standard error values and 95% confidence intervals are 
given in Table 33. 

Table 33: Subjects’ ratings of first-choice and second-choice dictionaries 

Choice Mean Rating Std. Error -95% +95% N 
1st 3.98 0.03 3.93 4.04 645 
2nd 3.87 0.04 3.79 3.95 363 
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The mean rating for the dictionary of first choice is 3.98, for second choice it is 
3.87. Although the effect size is small , only a tenth of a grade, it is statistically 
significant (one-way ANOVA, F(1, 1006)=5.6, p=0.02). 

When only those responses are included that can be unambiguously assigned 
to either the bili ngual or monolingual type, the corresponding data would look as 
in Table 34. 

Table 34: Subjects’ ratings of first-choice and second-choice dictionaries, restricted to 
bili ngual or monolingual only 

Choice Mean Rating Std. Error -95% +95% N 
1st 4.25 0.06 4.14 4.36 608 
2nd 4.03 0.06 3.91 4.15 324 

 

Mean ratings are here somewhat higher than in Table 33, the effect is more sig-
nificant (F(1, 928)=7.3, p=0.007), and the effect size is twice as large. A possible 
explanation for the increase in mean ratings is that the dictionaries that the sub-
jects cannot even identify as bili ngual or monolingual tend not to be the diction-
aries that learners care much about, hence perhaps the lower evaluations in Table 
33. 

4.3.5 Ratings by type and choice 
Mean subjects’ ratings broken down by type and choice are given in Table 35. 

Table 35: Subjects’ ratings by dictionary type and choice 

Dictionary Type Choice Mean Rating N 
bilingual 1st 3.95 565 
bilingual 2nd 3.82 283 
monolingual 1st 4.56 43 
monolingual 2nd 4.24 41 

 

The type by choice interaction is not significant (F(1, 928)=1.2, p=0.27), so the 
main effects hold irrespective of the particular combination of factor levels. 

4.3.6 Ratings by choice and level 
Table 36 gives mean ratings for all combinations of choice and level. 



 Results and discussion 107 

  

Table 36: Subjects’ ratings by choice and learner level 

Choice Level Mean Rating N 
1st 1 4.01 130 
1st 2 3.89 121 
1st 3 3.93 161 
1st 4 3.97 132 
1st 5 4.18 101 
2nd 1 3.82 80 
2nd 2 3.89 80 
2nd 3 3.70 60 
2nd 4 4.06 64 
2nd 5 3.87 79 

 

A General Regression Model (GRM) ANOVA with rating as dependent variable 
and level and choice as categorial predictors produces a significant whole model 
(p=0.005), significant main effects of choice (F(1, 998)=6.65, p=0.01) and level (F(4, 

998)=2.64, p=0.03) but a non-significant choice by level interaction (F(4, 998)=2.23, 
p=0.06). The main effects have already been discussed above. The choice by 
level interaction, although not significant at the 5% level, approaches this level 
closely and is quite interesting (see Figure 20). 
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Figure 20: Subjects’ ratings by choice and learner level 

There appears to be a tendency for first-choice dictionary ratings to decline for 
lower-range proficiency level learners and then to go up for higher-level learners. 
For second-choice dictionaries, it is diff icult to observe any regular tendencies. 
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The mean ratings for first-choice dictionaries are higher than those for second-
choice dictionaries at levels 1, 3 and 5. The ratings for the two choices are identi-
cal 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 somewhat surprising. At 
first sight, one could try to explain this effect by the influence of monolingual 
dictionaries, which receive consistently higher ratings and are at the same time 
more likely to be named as second choice. However, a careful examination of 
Table 28 reveals that this explanation is unlikely, as very few level 4 subjects 
named monolingual dictionaries at all . Simply, there are too few ratings given for 
monolingual dictionaries at level 4 to make a difference here. In order to examine 
the relationships more closely, a three-way interaction must be analyzed, taking 
into account choice, level, and dictionary type at the same time. 

4.3.7 Ratings by dictionary type, choice and level 
Ratings broken down by choice, level and dictionary type are listed in Table 37. 

Table 37: Breakdown of subjects’ ratings by dictionary type, choice and learner level 

Dictionary Type Choice Level Mean Rating N 
bilingual 1st 1 4.02 121 
bilingual 1st 2 3.90 113 
bilingual 1st 3 3.94 152 
bilingual 1st 4 3.94 120 
bilingual 1st 5 3.92 59 
bilingual 2nd 1 3.84 69 
bilingual 2nd 2 3.87 67 
bilingual 2nd 3 3.69 52 
bilingual 2nd 4 4.04 51 
bilingual 2nd 5 3.59 44 

monolingual 1st 4 4.50 4 
monolingual 1st 5 4.56 39 
monolingual 2nd 1 3.67 3 
monolingual 2nd 3 4.50 2 
monolingual 2nd 4 4.50 4 
monolingual 2nd 5 4.25 32 

 

Some combinations with monolingual dictionaries are missing from the table, 
because they did not occur in the sample: for example, no subject at level 1 gave 
a monolingual dictionary as their first choice, and no subject at level 2 named a 
monolingual dictionary as any choice (see also Table 28). The data are somewhat 
diff icult to assimilate in tabular form, and so for easier viewing the mean ratings 
are plotted in Figure 21. 
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Figure 21: Subjects’ dictionary ratings plotted by dictionary type, choice, and learner 

level 

As in Table 28, so in Figure 21 some of the mean ratings for monolingual dic-
tionaries are not estimable because these particular combinations of levels did not 
occur in the sample, and so they are missing from the plots. For this reason, a 
complete model with three predictors (type, choice, and level) cannot be evalu-
ated statistically. Looking at the plots, however, two interesting tendencies 
emerge. Firstly, a tendency for monolingual dictionaries to be rated more highly 
is reconfirmed here, with the exception of level 1, although this last mean only 
represents three data points, so it should not be taken too seriously. Secondly, 
first-choice dictionaries appear to be evaluated more highly than second-choice 
dictionaries, as one might reasonably expect, with the exception of level 4 sub-
jects, where the reverse tendency is observed, as already noted in 4.3.6 above. 
There, it was suggested that this counterintuitive tendency cannot be explained 
by the involvement of monolingual dictionary ratings, and the graph for level 4 
clearly shows that the tendency actually comes from the ratings for bili ngual dic-
tionaries, which tend to be granted lower ratings by level 4 subjects when named 
as first choice compared to second choice. A close inspection of the individual 
responses of level 4 subjects does not shed any further light on why these sub-
jects, when choosing between two bili ngual dictionaries, would rate their second 
choice more highly. Perhaps there are some external factors in the context of the 
dictionary consultation act that make those learners refer more frequently to a 
dictionary which is their second favourite, such as when substantial dictionary 
work is done in the classroom while the best liked dictionary is reserved for the 
less frequent home use, but this is mere speculation. 
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4.3.8 Conclusion 
Subjects rated the dictionaries they named as the most frequently used. The most 
frequent response was good, corresponding to a 4 on a scale of 1 to 5, which in-
dicates a fairly high overall l evel of satisfaction with dictionaries. The ratings do 
not vary significantly by raters’ proficiency level. Between individual titles, 
where these could be positively identified, ratings vary quite substantially, as 
given in detail i n Table 31. This data may be of practical relevance to publishers, 
teachers, learners, and other would-be dictionary users. Researchers may also 
find it worthwhile to take a closer look at the different titles featured in the table 
and perhaps try to consider which possible features of the products were highly 
valued, and which were disliked. Out of the dictionaries most frequently named, 
the best ratings were given to the Colli ns-BGW and Langenscheidt bili ngual dic-
tionaries. 

Monolingual dictionaries received significantly higher ratings than bili ngual 
dictionaries. Various interpretations of this effect have been considered. The in-
terpretation that monolingual dictionaries are simply more helpful to subjects 
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 
diff iculty with which faili ngs of monolingual dictionaries can be registered, and 
the positive image of the monolingual dictionary, perhaps fostered by many 
teachers. 

As could be predicted, dictionaries of first choice received higher ratings 
than dictionaries of second choice. However, when proficiency level is factored 
in, the reverse is true for level 4. A three-way analysis reveals this unexpected 
effect to be due to lower ratings being awarded to bili ngual dictionaries when 
used as first choice. It is diff icult to give a definitive interpretation of this effect. 

4.4 Reference needs: Information sough t 

In section G, subjects were asked about the frequency with which they were 
looking for specific types of information in their dictionaries. Options in the 
Learners’ Questionnaire were phrased and presented in such a way as to elicit 
relative frequency, which was meant to give an indication of the frequency of 
consultation for the particular types of information relative to any other types of 
information available in a dictionary, with the formulation most often (see 
Appendix 3 for the original formulations of questionnaire items) intended to in-
dicate the type of information looked up more often than, or at least as often as, 
any other type of information. Whether the formulations were in all cases inter-
preted as intended by the researcher is, of course, not known, but it is hoped that 
the majority of the subjects did interpret them in this way, so there is no system-
atic error in the results. 

One type of information featuring in some other similar surveys for which 
frequency information was not elicited, given the space and time constraints of 
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the study, was spelli ng. The reason for omitting spelli ng is that, unlike any of the 
other types of information, spelli ng information is in any case inherently and im-
plicitly present in dictionary entries. Since spelli ng representation is the primary 
mode of representing headwords, it is the cornerstone of just about any diction-
ary’s access structure. Because of this special status of spelli ng, it is its role in 
access structure that is of primary importance in dictionary consultation, and that 
indexical role should guide decisions regarding the salience of the spelli ng repre-
sentation. Access structure is not my main concern here, yet because of the spe-
cial status of spelli ng representation in access structure, a question like whether 
spelli ng information can be excluded from dictionaries is clearly not of para-
mount practical interest.17 

Below, results for the nine individual types of information in turn are pre-
sented in tables and histograms. Then, a comparison of the average reported con-
sultation frequencies is attempted. Next, we look at the influence of level on the 
relative and absolute consultations frequencies for the nine information types. Fi-
nally, 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 study was pro-
nunciation (item G1 of the Learners’ Questionnaire). Learners were asked how 
often they were looking in their dictionaries for information on how a word was 
pronounced (see Appendix 3 for the original formulations of this and the remain-
ing questionnaire items). The breakdown of responses is presented in Table 38, 
with raw frequencies given for each of the four questionnaire options, followed 
by percentages of subjects in parentheses. The missing column indicates the 
number (and percentage) of the subjects who did not tick any box for that par-
ticular questionnaire item. 

Table 38: Breakdown of responses to item G1: Pronunciation 

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

 

The corresponding histogram is given in Figure 22. Missing data are omitted 
from the histogram, because the number is here very low and it would not be 
visible, nor does it significantly contribute to the overall picture. 

                                                     
17 Interestingly, contrary to many teachers’ expectations, the use of dictionaries appears 

to lower students’ abilit y to detect spelli ng errors (McNaughton, Hughes and Clark 
1997). 
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Figure 22: Histogram of responses to item G1: Pronunciation 

Nearly half of the subjects said that they looked up pronunciation rarely. A quar-
ter of the sample never consult their dictionaries for pronunciation. Another quar-
ter look up pronunciation at least often. 

4.4.2 Meaning 
In item G2 of the Learners’ Questionnaire, subjects were asked how often they 
looked for word meaning in their dictionaries. It must be pointed out that an at-
tempt was made in this study to distinguish between consultations for word 
meaning (semasiological consultation acts) and consultations for linguistic forms 
(onomasiological consultation acts). Consultations for Polish linguistic forms are 
covered in item G3, and consultations for English linguistic forms are covered in 
item G4 of the questionnaire. The three items have been presented close together 
in the questionnaire so as to draw the attention of the subjects to the distinction. 
However, it must be realized that the distinction between wanting to know what 
the English word means and wanting to know how that English word translates 
into Polish, while pefectly valid to a linguist or metalexicographer, may not be 
valid at all to an ordinary dictionary user. Due to the primacy of the native lan-
guage linguistic system (and perhaps also, as Baxter (1980) would see it, due to 
the bili ngual dictionary habit), the questions “What does this word mean?” and 
“What’s this word in Polish” may actually be two sides of the same coin for the 
typical Polish learner of English: the meaning of the foreign word may well be 
perceived as its Polish equivalent. Further, even if the concepts of meaning and 
L1 translation are separate for a lay dictionary user, the separateness may not be 
apparent at the level of consciousness suff icient to be helpful in completing a 
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questionnaire. Further still , a search for meaning of a foreign lexical item may 
well be combined with a search for native language equivalent in what is effec-
tively a single consultation act, thus integrating the two reference needs practi-
cally, even if not theoretically. 

All the above reservations notwithstanding, the nontrivial differences be-
tween the distributions of responses to items G2 and G3 presented in this section 
and the following one, suggest that subjects, on the whole, had been successful in 
telli ng apart a search for meaning from a search for Polish equivalents, perhaps 
thanks to the two items (G2 and G3) being presented together. Nevertheless, 
some caution is advised in evaluating these results. 

The breakdown of responses to item G2 is presented in Table 39, and the 
corresponding histogram is given in Figure 23 in the same format as discussed 
above for item G1. 

Table 39: Breakdown of responses to 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 responses to item G2: Meaning 

The results indicate that as many as two thirds of the subjects look for meaning 
most often. The second most popular option was often, which was chosen by 
nearly 24%. As a result, these two options jointly account for over 90% of the re-
sponses, with few subjects admitting to consult dictionaries for meaning rarely 
(7%), and even fewer (a mere 2%) claiming they never look for meaning in a dic-
tionary. 



114 Chapter Four 

The present results would tally well with those of Quirk (1974), where a 
similar proportion 67% of the native speaker subjects gave meaning as the pri-
mary reason for look-up in their monolingual dictionaries. Other studies of refer-
ence needs of native speakers (Greenbaum 1977; Kipfer 1987) also point to the 
primacy of meaning amongst the look-up reasons. In studies of reference needs 
of EFL learners, the dominance of meaning is at least as pronounced, with the 
following percentages of use of dictionaries for meaning reported by the respec-
tive researchers: Tomaszczyk (1979) 85%, Béjoint (1981) 87%, Nuccorini (1992) 
75%. These figures, however, cannot be compared directly, as they result from 
various survey procedures, which differ in terms of how many options a subject 
is allowed to check at a time. Also, what is reported as “meaning” in the various 
studies may be elicited in different ways, sometimes including definitions and 
equivalents. 

4.4.3 Polish equivalent 
In item G3 of the Learners’ Questionnaire, subjects were asked how often they 
looked for Polish equivalents in their dictionaries. As discussed in 4.4.2 above, 
this item was meant to elicit responses relating to dictionary consultations for 
Polish equivalents, independently from searches for meaning. Problems with the 
independence of these two types of reference needs have also been discussed 
above. 

The breakdown of responses is presented in Table 40 and the corresponding 
histogram is given in Figure 24 

Table 40: Breakdown of responses to 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 responses to item G3: Polish equivalent 

An identical number of subjects (41% each) ticked the options often and most of-
ten. 16% of the subjects rarely look up Polish equivalents, with one in twenty 
claiming they never refer to a dictionary in search of a Polish equivalent. It 
should be recalled that in their responses to the meaning item (4.4.2 above) al-
most three times as many subjects chose most often than did often, whereas here 
these options have received equal votes. It may be assumed that looking up Pol-
ish equivalents is a reference need most characteristic of decoding activities. A 
Polish equivalent would serve as a key to meaning (for a linguistically untrained 
person, meaning and native language expression are virtually one and the same 
thing). A Polish equivalent could also be sought in a situation when the user ba-
sically understands the English item but cannot think of a Polish equivalent, or 
wants to double-check on it, such as during an L2:/��WUDQVODWLRQ�WDVN� 
4.4.4 English equivalent 
In item G4, subjects were asked to indicate how often they consulted their dic-
tionaries for English equivalents. The breakdown of responses is presented in 
Table 41 and the corresponding histogram is given in Figure 25. 

Table 41: Breakdown of responses to 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%) 
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Figure 25: Histogram of responses to item G4: English equivalent 

The modal value of the distribution of responses for English equivalents is most 
often, chosen by close to half of the subjects (47%), the second most popular op-
tion is often, with 40% of the subjects’ votes. The other two options, rarely and 
never are not nearly as popular, accounting for only 11% and 2% of the re-
sponses, respectively. English equivalents are a type of information that Polish 
learners of English would typically access when engaged in encoding activities, 
as part of an onomasiological search. 

4.4.5 Par t of speech 
In item G5, subjects were asked how often they had a need to look for part-of-
speech information in their dictionaries. The breakdown of responses for this 
questionnaire item is presented in Table 42 and the corresponding histogram is 
given in Figure 26. 

Table 42: Breakdown of responses to item G5: Part of speech 

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 responses to item G5: Part of speech 

Over half (54%) of the subjects said they looked for part-of-speech information 
only rarely. Another 36% never see the need to consult their dictionaries for part 
of speech. The two options jointly account for close to 90% of all responses. 
Only 8% of the subjects look for part-of-speech information often, and less than 
3% most often. 

The above results suggest that syntactic categorization (part of speech) is a 
type of information that is only rarely, if at all , sought by Polish learners of Eng-
lish. Another type of syntactic information was covered by item G6. 

4.4.6 Syntactic structure 
While item G5 discussed above referred to part-of-speech information, this next 
item asked subjects how often they would look in their dictionaries for guidance 
on how to construct a sentence. The breakdown of responses is presented in 
Table 43 and the corresponding histogram is given in Figure 27. 

Table 43: Breakdown of responses to item G6: 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 responses to item G6: Syntactic structure 

Close to half (48%) of the subjects look for syntactic structure information 
rarely, and 29% never need such information. A substantial fifth of the sample 
(21%) said they often used dictionaries for sentence structure information. Only a 
small margin (less than 3%) opted for most often. 

Previous studies with which I am famili ar did not distinguish between basic 
syntactic categorization (part of speech) and more detailed syntactic information 
(syntactic subcategorization, complementation). Perhaps partly for this reason, 
previous studies produced varying results as regards the need for syntactic infor-
mation, with some studies reporting syntactic information to be quite popular 
(e.g. Béjoint 1981), and others finding that it is hardly used at all (e.g. Battenburg 
1991). 

When responses are compared for item G5 above and item G6, the most 
striking difference is in the popularity of the often option: nearly three times as 
many subjects chose this option for syntactic structure than did for part of speech, 
suggesting that the interest in detailed syntactic information helpful in construct-
ing sentence structure may be greater than in the basic part-of-speech informa-
tion. 

4.4.7 Collocation 
In item G7, subjects were asked about their use of dictionaries for finding typical 
word combinations. The breakdown of responses to this item is presented in 
Table 44 and the corresponding histogram is given in Figure 28. 
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Table 44: Breakdown of responses to 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 responses to item G7: Collocation 

The most popular response for this item was rarely, picked by 44% of the sub-
jects, followed by often (28% of the responses). A quarter of the subjects said 
they never looked for collocational information in their dictionaries. Less than 
4% reported collocation to be the type of information they looked for most often. 

4.4.8 Situation 
In item G8, subjects were asked how often they consulted dictionaries to check in 
what types of situations a word was typically used. This item was designed to 
elicit information on the need of the subjects for information on style and regis-
ter, though the technical phrasing was avoided as a rule. The breakdown of re-
sponses is presented in Table 45 and the corresponding histogram is given in 
Figure 29. 

Table 45: Breakdown of responses to item G8: Situation 

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 responses to item G8: Situation 

The top option for item G8 was rarely, accounting for 44% of the responses. The 
second most common response was often (35%), followed by never (18%). Only 
4% of the subjects ticked most often. The distribution for this item is quite similar 
to the one for collocational information in 4.4.7 above, except that the often op-
tion was here somewhat more popular at the cost of never. 

4.4.9 Synonyms 
In the final item in section G of the Learners’ Questionnaire, subjects were asked 
how often they looked for synonyms (‘words with similar meaning’ ) in their dic-
tionaries. The breakdown of responses is presented in Table 46 and the corre-
sponding histogram is given in Figure 30. 

Table 46: Breakdown of responses to item G9: Synonyms 

never rarely often most often missing 
119 (16.7%) 306 (43.0%) 257 (36.1%) 29 (4.1%) 1 (0.1%) 
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Figure 30: Histogram of responses to item G9: Synonyms 

The modal value in the distribution of responses falls on the rarely option, which 
accounts for 43% of the subjects’ responses. Often is a close second with 36% of 
the subjects in the sample selecting this response. 17% of the subjects said they 
never looked for synonyms in their dictionaries. The least popular response was 
most often, with only 4% of the responses. Overall , the distribution of responses 
to this item is remarkably similar to the one for style and register (4.4.8 above). 
There is a possibilit y that this might be due to subject fatigue.  

4.4.10 Ranking of consultation frequencies 
To more directly compare subjects’ reported frequency with which they looked 
for the nine information types in dictionaries, the four responses were assigned 
numerical values from 1 to 4 as follows: never = 1, rarely = 2, often = 3, most of-
ten = 4. These numerical values were used to compute mean consultation fre-
quencies for each 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 of 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 sought by the 
subjects 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 con-
figuration of top entries suggests that users in the study are most interested in 
semantic information for known word forms (semasiological consultation acts) 
and in locating word forms, either to express specific meanings (onomasiological 
consultation acts, using Polish words as indices for access), or to serve as transla-
tions for forms in the other language. These three types of information appear to 
form the core of users’ reference needs, with all the other information categories 
being more or less subsidiary or marginal. 

Beyond the three central types of information that are accessed most fre-
quently, synonyms are the most popular (2.28), followed close behind by style 
and register information (2.24). Collocational information is next with a fre-
quency score of 2.11, and pronunciation is the next favourite (2.07). Syntactic in-
formation is the least popular of all those addressed in the questionnaire, with 
sentence structure information scoring 1.97, the second lowest score. Part-of-
speech information is at the very bottom of the ranking list with a low score of 
just 1.77. 

4.4.11 Effect of level on consultation frequency 
It is interesting to learn how the consultation frequencies for the different infor-
mation types of information vary by learner level. The design of the present study 
allows such an analysis, and this is the focus of this section18. First, I look at the 
relative frequency scores computed as in 4.4.10 above. However, since the over-
all consultation frequency increases with level (see 4.1.6 above), absolute fre-
quency scores will also be computed, taking into account the overall frequency of 
dictionary consultation. 

                                                     
18 Preliminary results of this part of the study appeared in Lew (2002b). 



 Results and discussion 123 

  

4.4.11.1 Relative frequency 

Relative consultation frequency scores for all  nine information types covered in 
the questionnaire, computed as in 4.4.10 above, are plotted against learner level 
in Figure 31. A GLM analysis on relative frequency scores shows the effect of 
learner level on relative consultation frequencies to be highly significant (Wilks 
lambda=0.73, F(36, 2606.2)=6.44, p<0.0001). Univariate tests are also highly signifi-
cant (p<0.0001) for all nine information types. 
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Figure 31: Relative consultation frequency by learner level 

The graph indicates that for all l evels except the highest level five, information 
types appear to cluster into two groups. Meaning, English equivalents and Polish 
equivalents form the high-frequency cluster, whereas the remaining information 
types constitute the low-frequency group of information types. This clustering 
into core and peripheral types of information has already been revealed in the in-
formation types ranking discussed in section 4.4.10 above. 

Something that has not been revealed in the ranking by mean only, without 
reference to learner level, is the breakdown of the two-way clustering at level 5: 
consultation frequencies for peripheral non-semantic types of information shoot 
up to almost catch up with the three core information types. It is just the two syn-
tactic types of information (sentence structure and part of speech) that appear to 
lag behind the others at level 5. 

The blurring of the basic division into core and peripheral information types 
at level 5 indicates advanced learners’ increased interest in the less central types 
of information provided in dictionaries. This could be indicative of a transition in 
the way dictionaries are used: from a fairly superficial, semantic-centred use 
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typical of non-advanced users, to a more sophisticated, more comprehensive 
mode of dictionary use. 

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

4.4.11.2 Absolute frequency 

The way section G of the Learners’ Questionnaire was constructed, information 
on consultation frequencies was elicited as relative frequency. For example, if a 
learner used a dictionary once a week on average, and used an English-Polish 
dictionary to look up Polish equivalents, that learner would have ticked the most 
often option for the Polish equivalents item in section G, and would at the same 
time indicate once a week in item E2 (frequency of consultation for English-
Polish dictionaries). Another learner using the same type of dictionary in exactly 
the same way, only more frequently, say daily, would have ticked the same op-
tion in section G, but would have indicated daily under item E2. It is in this sense 
that I claim responses to item G to reflect relative frequencies of consultation. 

To obtain a measure of absolute frequency with which specific information 
type was sought, its corresponding relative value reported by each subject (items 
G1-G9) was multiplied by the maximum value reported for frequency of diction-
ary consultation (i.e. the largest of E1-E3; see 4.1.6) for this subject. A measure 
computed in this way is li kely to correspond more directly to absolute consulta-
tion frequencies for the different information types. 

A plot of absolute consultation frequency scores versus learner level for the 
nine information types is given in Figure 32. In a GLM analysis on absolute 
scores, the effect of learner level on absolute consultation frequencies is again 
highly significant (Wilks lambda=0.66, F(36, 2602.5)=8.62, p<0.0001), and so are 
univariate tests (p<0.0001) for all nine information types. 
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Figure 32: Absolute consultation frequency by learner level 

Compared with the graph in Figure 31, we note the higher slope values for abso-
lute scores, especially for level 5, which is probably primarily related to an in-
crease in general consultation frequency at this level. It is worth noting that the 
increase is only evident at the highest level. Previous studies have returned 
highly inconsistent results on the relationship between proficiency level and dic-
tionary use. Perhaps part of the reason for this lack of consistency lies in the in-
compatibilit y between the level ranges of the subjects covered in the different 
samples. 

While consultation frequencies for all peripheral information types surge at 
level 5, they do not all behave alike at lower levels. Some types of information, 
such as synonyms, collocation, style and register enjoy a steady rise across the 
whole level range. In contrast, pronunciation, sentence structure, and part-of-
speech information decline from level 1 through 4, only to jump up at level 5. 
This effect is especially salient for pronunciation. This could indicate that learn-
ers lose their initial interest in looking up pronunciation at a fairly early stage of 
their learning, maybe because they feel their control of English phonetics to be 
suff icient for that stage. 

4.4.12 Corre lation between types of information 
To investigate the relative independence between the nine types of information 
for which consultation frequency was elicited, Pearson correlation coeff icients 
were computed for all pairs of information types. A matrix of Pearson coeff i-
cients is given in Table 48. For easier reference, coeff icient values are given as a 
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complete square matrix, even though the values are symmetrical about the main 
diagonal. 

Table 48: Pearson correlation coefficients for relative consultation frequency scores for 
the nine information types 

 Pron Mng Pol Eng POS Synt Coll Sitn Syn 
G1: 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 0.44 0.41 -0.00 0.14 0.19 0.22 0.12 
G3: Pol -0.00 0.44 1.00 0.57 0.05 0.19 0.05 0.10 0.01 
G4: Eng 0.09 0.41 0.57 1.00 0.07 0.20 0.19 0.19 0.08 
G5: POS 0.34 -0.00 0.05 0.07 1.00 0.42 0.30 0.31 0.18 
G6: Synt 0.26 0.14 0.19 0.20 0.42 1.00 0.42 0.38 0.23 
G7: Coll 0.26 0.19 0.05 0.19 0.30 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 obtains between collocation and 
style/register (0.60). This means that there is a marked degree of kinship between 
the two types of information, in the sense that learners in the sample tend to look 
them up with similar frequencies. It is worth pointing out that both categories are 
amongst the less basic types of information offered in dictionaries, and both are 
primarily useful in encoding tasks. Also, synonym is fairly strongly correlated 
(0.40) with both collocation and style/register. 

The second highest correlation coeff icient (0.57) was obtained for the Polish 
equivalent – English equivalent pair. These two, in contrast to the previous pair, 
are among the core information types. They would both be typically used in 
translation tasks, and would likely represent the primary usage mode of a bi-
directional bili ngual dictionary, especially by the unsophisticated user. 

Relatively high correlation coeff icients were also obtained 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 close practical and 
theoretical aff inity, for the Polish learner, 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 coeff icient of 0.42 was found between syntax and part of 
speech, on the one hand, but also between syntax and collocation, on the other. 
The first correlation can be accounted for by the fact that both information types 
provide syntactic information of some kind. The second pair may be associated 
through productive dictionary use, where the two types of information address 
two aspects of text construction: the syntactic and semantic conventions of word 
combination. 

In terms of the items with the lowest correlation coeff icients, pronunciation 
and Polish equivalent exhibit a near-zero value, as do meaning and part of 
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speech, as well as Polish equivalents with synonym. Very low values were found 
for Polish equivalents and collocation (0.05), English equivalents and part-of-
speech information (0.07), English equivalents and synonyms (0.08), and English 
equivalents and pronunciation (0.09). In terms of statistical significance, correla-
tions lower or equal to 0.07 are not significant at the 5% level, those of 0.08 or 
higher are significant at this level. 

In the next section, I supplement the present analysis of the relationships be-
tween the different information types. Rather than simply list the Pearson correla-
tion values, factor analysis and cluster analysis will be used to explore the multi -
dimensional aspects of the information types. 

4.4.13 Information types: extraction of factors and clusters 
In order to investigate more closely how the different information types position 
themselves in relation to one another, a factor analysis was performed using the 
PCA (Principal Components Analysis) extraction method. Projection of the nine 
information types on the factor plane of two factors with the greatest loadings is 
presented in Figure 33. 
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Figure 33: Factor analysis (PCA) on consultation frequencies for information types: pro-

jection of the nine types on the factor plane 

The two principal factors account for 52% of the total variance. The graph in 
Figure 33 indicates that Factor 1 is mainly composed of the six information types 
previously identified as the peripheral types (Synt, Sitn, Coll , Syn, POS, Pron: 
some of the labels are a littl e hard to read in the graph, since their coordinates 
overlap so closely); for Factor 2, the main contribution comes from the three in-



128 Chapter Four 

formation types identified as core types (meaning, Polish equivalent, English 
equivalent).  

In order to investigate further the nature of the clustering of the information 
types, a cluster analysis was performed on the consultation frequencies for the 
nine information types, with Euclidean distances used as metric and single link-
age. The resulting vertical icicle plot is given in Figure 34. 
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Figure 34: Cluster analysis on consultation frequencies for information types 

The icicle plot in Figure 34 reveals two clear clusters: the core Eng-Pol-Mng 
triad against the peripheral group of the remaining six information types again, 
just as was identified by means of the factor analysis above. However, the plot in 
Figure 34 clearly shows the clustering configuration of the information types. We 
see the first-level clustering of English with Polish equivalents within the core 
main cluster on the one hand, and style/register with collocation in the peripheral 
group of information types. We also note the aff inity between the two types of 
syntactic information (Synt and POS), and the relative autonomy of pronuncia-
tion information within its peripheral cluster. This last effect has not been appar-
ent in the analysis so far. 

4.4.14 Conclusion 
In this study, the lexicographic information types cluster into two groups in terms 
of how often subjects consult them. The three core types of information, which 
are looked up most frequently, include: meaning, English equivalents, and Polish 
equivalents. The remaining six types of information (of those covered in this 
study), looked up less often, form the peripheral group: synonyms, style and reg-
ister, collocation, sentence structure, part of speech, pronunciation. Syntactic in-
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formation is looked up the least. At the most advanced level, learners become 
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 of 
the present study did not, however, allow for such information to be elicited. 

4.5 Lexical dictionary effectiveness 

In this part of the study, the effectiveness of six dictionary versions (see 3.7.2 
above for a detailed description of the six versions, which are reproduced in 
Appendix 7) is assessed in a number of lexical tasks with varying amount of con-
text. The effects of dictionary version and of learner level will be evaluated. 

4.5.1 Overall l exical effectiveness 
Overall l exical effectiveness of the test dictionaries was measured by the mean 
subject scores across all tasks. Effects of level (with version controlled) and ver-
sion (with level controlled) on lexical effectiveness scores will be discussed be-
low, followed by the interaction effect of level by version. All three effects have 
been found to be highly significant by GLM analysis. A detailed ANOVA table 
is given in Table 49. 

Table 49: ANOVA table for overall l exical effectiveness scores 

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 246.6 20 12.3 2.01 0.0055 
Error 4176.5 682 6.1   

 

4.5.1.1 Effect of level 

It was expected that subjects’ lexical performance on the Dictionary Effective-
ness Test would improve steadily with learner level, based on the rationale that 
subjects’ reference skill s would tend to be generally positively correlated with 
their level. This expectation was fully confirmed by the experimental results. 
Mean values for each of the five levels with their respective 95% confidence in-
tervals are presented in Table 50. 
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Table 50: Overall l exical effectiveness by level 

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 14.31 175 
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 effect size of level on overall l exical performance scores measured by the 
Dictionary Effectiveness Test is considerable, with an over fifty percent increase 
in mean scores across the whole range of learner levels. The rate of increase is 
fairly uniform, with a slightly steeper climb from level 1 to level 2. This is 
clearly seen in a plot of the level effect presented in Figure 35. 
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Figure 35: Plot of overall l exical effectiveness by level 

The effect of learner level on lexical scores is highly significant (F(4, 682)=104.43, 
p<0.0001). An examination of the 95% confidence intervals given in Table 50 
reveals that the confidence intervals for the consecutive levels never overlap, 
with each interval range being placed higher than the one for the previous level. 
This is an indication that the population means increase monotonically with in-
creasing levels, in a manner similar to that shown in Figure 35. 
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4.5.1.2 Effect of dictionary version 

One of the primary aims of the present study has been to test the effectiveness of 
various dictionary types in lexical tasks completed with the aid of dictionary en-
tries. Here, the effectiveness of the six versions of dictionary entries used in this 
study will be compared. Table 51 lists mean lexical scores for each of the six ver-
sions, and their 95% confidence intervals. 

Table 51: Overall l exical effectiveness by version 
P=Polish; E=English; eq=equivalent; df=definition; += followed by 

Version Score Std. Error -95% +95% N 
1.Peq 14.11 0.24 13.62 14.59 119 
2.Edf 11.01 0.41 10.21 11.81 121 
3.Peq+Edf 14.02 0.22 13.59 14.45 116 
4.Peq+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 also been provided 
as follows: P=Polish; E=English; eq=equivalent; df=definition; +=followed by; 
e.g. Peq+Edf=Polish equivalent followed by English definition, etc. 

The size of the effect of version is substantial, with the top-performing ver-
sions achieving scores 28% higher than the bottom-scoring version 2. A plot of 
means for the dictionary version effect is shown in Figure 36. 
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Figure 36: Plot of overall l exical effectiveness by version  

The effect of version on scores is highly significant (F(5, 682)=27.54, p<0.0001). 
The one dictionary type that clearly stands out from the rest is version 2 (the 
monolingual dictionary with English definitions). The mean lexical effectiveness 
score for this dictionary version is outperformed by any other version by about 
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 2 and every other version, but no significant differences between 
any other versions (see Table 52; please note that the matrix is symmetrical about 
the main diagonal, with the values given twice each for easier reference). 

Table 52: Post hoc test on overall l exical effectiveness scores for dictionary versions: 
Tukey HSD probabiliti 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 homogenous groups; the 
first group only consists of version 2, while the second group holds the other five 
versions of the test dictionary. The above clearly points to subjects’ performance 
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with version 2 dictionaries being much worse than with any other version. Since 
version 2 is the only one that lacks the Polish equivalent in its semantic informa-
tion, this is what has to be singled out as the underlying factor for the significant 
difference in performance obtaining between version 2 and the remaining ver-
sions. 

4.5.1.3 Interaction of level by version 

In this section, the interaction effect of level by version on lexical effectiveness 
scores will be examined. Mean values for each of the 30 combinations of the five 
levels and six versions are presented in Table 53. 95% confidence intervals are 
also included in the table. 

Table 53: Overall l exical effectiveness by level and version 

Version Level Score Std. Error -95% +95% N 
1.Peq 1 11.00 0.74 9.45 12.55 22 
1.Peq 2 13.17 0.41 12.32 14.02 24 
1.Peq 3 15.07 0.27 14.52 15.62 28 
1.Peq 4 15.24 0.32 14.58 15.90 25 
1.Peq 5 15.88 0.25 15.36 16.39 20 
2.Edf 1 6.36 0.83 4.64 8.08 25 
2.Edf 2 9.83 0.81 8.15 11.52 21 
2.Edf 3 10.93 0.73 9.43 12.42 28 
2.Edf 4 13.09 0.53 12.00 14.19 27 
2.Edf 5 15.38 0.26 14.83 15.92 20 
3.Peq+Edf 1 11.72 0.47 10.77 12.68 29 
3.Peq+Edf 2 13.41 0.41 12.54 14.28 17 
3.Peq+Edf 3 14.44 0.32 13.77 15.10 24 
3.Peq+Edf 4 15.08 0.25 14.56 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 13.55 15.45 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 12.28 21 
5.Edf+Peq 2 13.50 0.54 12.38 14.62 25 
5.Edf+Peq 3 14.02 0.42 13.15 14.88 31 
5.Edf+Peq 4 15.50 0.28 14.93 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 13.50 15.18 41 
6.Pdf+Peq 4 15.25 0.34 14.54 15.96 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 about 6 to a high of 
around 16. The nature of the interaction effect is easier to assimilate from a 
graphical plot presented in Figure 37. The effect is statistically significant (F(20, 

682)=2.01, p<0.006). 
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Figure 37: Interaction plot of overall l exical effectiveness by level and version  

The plot reveals a steady increase in scores as a function of level, and this effect 
is observed for all dictionary versions. The second feature showing up clearly in 
the graph is the striking gap between scores obtained with the aid of the mono-
lingual dictionary and those for all the other dictionary versions: it appears that 
the monolingual dictionary is much less effective on the lexical tasks tested. This 
substantial gap is largest for levels 1 to 3. It becomes somewhat smaller at level 
4, to finally disappear at the highest level 5. One should, however, note, that the 
performance achieved with the monolingual dictionary by level 5 is only about as 
good as that of level 3 subjects using the bili ngual dictionary: the respective 
mean scores are 15.38 and 15.07, with confidence intervals largely overlapping.  
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Foreign language teachers often hold and express very assured opinions 
about the relative advantage of the monolingual dictionary over the bili ngual dic-
tionary for advanced learners (Thompson 1987). In terms of the results of the 
present study, we do indeed find the performance difference between the mono-
lingual and bili ngual dictionary to be related to the proficiency level of the user, 
and the direction of the interaction effect is properly predicted. However, the na-
ture of this relationship as revealed by this study is such that the disadvantage of 
the monolingual dictionary decreases with growing learner level, but it never 
really turns into an advantage in absolute terms. This is surely not the kind of ad-
vantage that proponents of the early weaning of learners onto monolingual-only 
dictionaries have in mind. The present results also add some empirical substance 
to learners’ apparent desire to keep using their bili ngual dictionaries even at an 
advanced level. 

In the following sections, I will examine results for individual tasks, which 
vary in the amount of lexical context provided, to investigate whether the meas-
ured effectiveness of the different dictionary versions is sensitive to how 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 lexical effectiveness was assessed with the aid of the word match 
task (part H of the Dictionary Effectiveness Test), wherein subjects were in-
structed to match the word with the closest meaning to the target word. Just as for 
overall l exical effectiveness, effects of level (with version controlled) and version 
(with level controlled) on lexical effectiveness scores are of interest here, as well 
as the interaction effect of level by version. GLM analysis reveals all three ef-
fects to be significant, with the main effects being highly significant. A detailed 
ANOVA table is given in Table 54. 

Table 54: ANOVA table for out-of-context lexical effectiveness scores 

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   

 

4.5.2.1 Effect of level 

Table 55 gives mean scores for each of the five levels and their respective 95% 
confidence intervals. We find performance improving steadily with level, as for 
overall results, and the confidence intervals are non-overlapping, indicating a 
clear separation of levels in terms of estimated population word-match task 
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scores. The table indicates that the mean score for level 5 is over 50% higher than 
that for the lowest level. 

Table 55: Word match task scores by level 

Level Score Std. Error -95% +95% N 
1 4.05 0.11 3.83 4.26 145 
2 4.91 0.12 4.68 5.13 131 
3 5.26 0.10 5.06 5.45 175 
4 5.79 0.11 5.58 6.00 154 
5 6.28 0.13 6.03 6.54 107 

Total 5.21 0.06 5.10 5.33 712 
 

The shape of the level by word match task score relationship can be appreciated 
in Figure 38. The slope remains fairly constant throughout the whole range of 
levels present in the sample, with score values increasing steadily. The plot does 
not appear to depart markedly from that obtained for overall results. The effect is 
highly significant (p<0.0001). 
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Figure 38: Plot of word match task scores by level 

4.5.2.2 Effect of dictionary version 

Mean scores with 95% confidence intervals for the six dictionary versions are 
presented in Table 56.The confidence intervals for versions 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6 over-
lap with each other, but the score for version 2 is markedly lower, similarly as for 
overall results. The top-scoring version outperforms version 2 by 29%, so the 
size of the effect of version is practically the same as for overall scores. 
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Table 56: Word match task scores by version 

Version Score Std. Error -95% +95% N 
1.Peq 5.21 0.12 4.98 5.45 119 
2.Edf 4.37 0.12 4.13 4.61 121 
3.Peq+Edf 5.34 0.13 5.09 5.59 116 
4.Peq+Pdf 5.64 0.12 5.40 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 5.10 5.33 712 
 

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

The zigzag pattern in the graph may suggest that versions 4 and 6 hold some ad-
vantage on this task. These two versions are different from the rest in that they 
contain definitions in Polish alongside Polish equivalents as part of the semantic 
information. Given the above emerging pattern, two contrast analyses were per-
formed, excluding version 2, because it lacks 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 compared against ver-
sions 1, 3 and 5, effectively testing subjects’ performance on the word match task 
under two conditions: with Polish definitions and without Polish definitions. All 
subjects had access to Polish equivalents, and some subjects in the second group 
had access to English definitions. The set of contrast coeff icients for this analysis 
is given in Table 57. 

Table 57: Contrast coefficients for contrast analysis of versions 4 and 6 versus 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 significance test results for the coeff icients set as given in Table 
57, showing this contrast to be significant at p=0.009, and suggesting that the 
Polish definitions were found to be helpful in raising subjects’ scores on the word 
match task in the presence of Polish equivalents. 

Table 58: Test of significance for contrast analysis of versions 4 and 6 versus 1, 3 and 5, 
word match task scores 

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

 

In the above contrast analysis, the group that did not have access to Polish defini-
tions was not uniform in what it had available in place of the Polish definitions: 
some had access to English definitions, others did not have such access. This 
could pose interpretation problems, and so a second contrast analysis was per-
formed, in which versions 4 and 6 were compared with versions 3 and 5 only, 
excluding version 1 (as well as version 2). Such a test provides a more balanced 
design, with one group having access to Polish definitions and the other group to 
English definitions, on top of Polish equivalents. The set of contrast coeff icients 
for this analysis is given in Table 59. 
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Table 59: Contrast coefficients for contrast analysis of versions 4 and 6 versus 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 coeff icients from Table 59 are reported in 
Table 60, revealing this contrast to be significant at p=0.05. 

Table 60: Test of significance for contrast analysis of versions 4 and 6 versus 3 and 5, 
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 contrast analysis would thus suggest that subjects who had access to Polish 
definitions as well as Polish equivalents performed better on the word match 
tasks than did subjects who had access to English definitions as well as Polish 
equivalents. 

This last effect will now be examined in greater detail i n an alternative fac-
torial analysis, using the underlying factors of language of definition (DefLang) 
in conjunction with position of definition (DefPos), both of which have been in-
troduced in Table 12. The analysis excludes version 2, for which the position of 
definition is undetermined (there is no second semantic information element with 
which the definition could switch places), and version 1, for which both DefPos 
and DefLang are undetermined (as in version 2 above, plus there is no definition 
at all ). An ANOVA table for this analysis is given in Table 61. 

Table 61: ANOVA table for definition position and definition language, 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 effect found to be significant is the main effect of DefLang (language of 
definition, p=0.03). Group means with 95% confidence intervals are presented in 
Table 62. 

Table 62: Word match task scores by language of definition 

DefLang Score Std. Error -95% +95% N 
Pol 5.58 0.09 5.40 5.76 238 
Eng 5.30 0.09 5.12 5.48 234 

 

The results indicate that the mean word-match task score under the Polish defini-
tions condition is higher than the mean score under the English definitions condi-
tion, all i n the presence of Polish equivalents. The difference, though statistically 
significant, is not a great one, with Polish definitions outperforming English 
definitions by some 5%. 

Finally, we will briefly examine the advantage of Polish definitions over 
English definitions as a function of learner level. The scores on the word match 
task under the two conditions are plotted by level in Figure 40. 
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Figure 40: Word match score by level and language of definition 

The two lines in the graph run in parallel for levels 1-4, and converge at level 5. 
This would indicate that in the presence of Polish equivalents, Polish definitions 
are providing dictionary users more additional help than English definitions for 
all l evels except the most advanced one, at which the users’ competence in Eng-
lish is presumably high enough to compensate for the gap.  
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The intriguing question in view of these findings is why Polish definitions 
should be giving users the extra boost on this out-of-context task. This is a ques-
tion that is not an easy one to answer under the present design, but I will never-
theless address it briefly, although what follows is highly speculative and should 
be treated with caution. It will be helpful to examine the plots of individual 
scores for all H items, which are given in Figure 41. 

�+�6
�+�6
�+�6
�+�6
�+�6
�+�6
�+�6� � � � � �

9HUVLRQ

���

���

���

���

���

���

���

���

���

���

���

:R
UG�

PD
WFK

�VF
RUH

 
Figure 41: Word match scores by version for individual task H items 

A close analysis of the graph suggests that the boost effect for versions 4 and 6 of 
the dictionary should be attributed primarily to items H1 and H6 of the out-of-
context task. In item H6, the element that might be responsible for the improved 
performance of entries with Polish definition is the presence of the Polish lexical 
item ]DEURQLü in the Polish definition of the synonym option word ban: the same 
word ]DEURQLü 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 Gildea 1987; Mitchell 
1983b)19. 

Item H1 appears 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 second sense. When the meaning is only given as the 
Polish equivalent, the polysemy of the Polish equivalent delikatny comes into 
play. It is possible that the Polish definition is helpful here as a sense indicator of 
the Polish equivalent. It would not be surprising if the polysemy issues came to 

                                                     
19 Wingate (2002: 304) reports evidence of the kidrule strategy in comprehension. 
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the surface in a type of task where no context was provided for the target words, 
because textual clues present in contextually richer tasks would be missing. 
However, the above is highly speculative; perhaps the issue can be clarified in 
future research involving a more naturalistic research set-up. 

4.5.2.3 Interaction of level by version 

In this section, the interaction effect of level by version on out-of-context lexical 
task scores will be examined. Two-way tables of means (like Table 53 for overall 
scores) will not be reported for individual tasks, as they take up a lot of space20. 
Such interaction effects will only be presented in graphical form. Figure 42 
shows the plot of word match task scores for different dictionary versions and 
learner levels. 
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Figure 42: Interaction plot of word match task scores by level and version 

The interaction effect is significant (p=0.016). The graph bears a general resem-
blance to that for overall scores (cf. Figure 37). Two points are worthy of note, 
though. The first is the slightly poorer performance of the bili ngual-only diction-
ary vis-à-vis the other versions (except the monolingual-only version 2, of 
course), though level 3 appears to be unaffected by this. The second point is the 
break in an otherwise monotonic increase of the version-2 line between levels 2 
and 3. It appears that for this level range there is no improvement in performance 
with the monolingual-only dictionary on the word match out-of-context task. 
However, if we connect the littl e squares for level 1 and 3, the resulting trend line 

                                                     
20 Approximate values can be read off the plot; contact the author if you need exact nu-

merical values. 
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will be approximately straight throughout the whole range of levels, so this slope 
irregularity appears to be related to a large improvement in performance between 
levels 1 and 2, followed by no change between levels 2 and 3. 

4.5.3 Sentence-length context: lexical gap completion 
Sentence-length context lexical effectiveness was assessed with two different 
tasks: lexical gap completion (multiple choice), and sentence translation. The 
lexical gap task is covered in this section, the sentence translation task is treated 
in section 4.5.4 below, and overall results for sentence-length context tasks are 
summarized under 4.5.5 below. 

In the lexical gap completion task (part I of the Dictionary Effectiveness 
Test) subjects were instructed to pick a suitable (pseudo-)word for a sentence 
frame. In a GLM analysis for this task, the main effect of version is found to be 
significant, and level is highly significant. The version by level interaction effect, 
however, is not significant. A detailed ANOVA table is presented in Table 63. 

Table 63: ANOVA table for sentence-length context, lexical gap completion effectiveness 
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 4.256 5 0.851 2.526 0.0281 
Level*Version 5.939 20 0.297 0.881 0.6119 
Error 229.810 682 0.337   

 

4.5.3.1 Effect of level 

Table 64 gives mean lexical gap completion task scores with 95% confidence in-
tervals for the five learner levels. 

Table 64: Lexical gap completion scores by level 

Level Score Std. Error -95% +95% N 
1 0.93 0.05 0.84 1.03 145 
2 1.18 0.05 1.08 1.29 131 
3 1.48 0.04 1.39 1.56 175 
4 1.67 0.05 1.58 1.77 154 
5 1.84 0.06 1.73 1.95 107 

Total 1.41 0.02 1.36 1.46 712 
 

The scores are increasing with level, just as was the case for overall results. The 
confidence intervals are generally non-overlapping, so the scores for each con-
secutive level are clearly separated. The size of the effect of level is large for the 
lexical gap completion task, with level 5 scores nearly 100% higher than level 1 
scores, and the effect is highly significant (p<0.0001).  
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Figure 43 presents the plot of lexical gap completion task scores as a func-
tion of learner level. 
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Figure 43: Plot of lexical gap completion scores by level 

Note the high degree of constancy of the slope, with the plot line almost perfectly 
straight. This indicates that performance on this task improves steadily with 
learner level. 

4.5.3.2 Effect of dictionary version 

Mean lexical gap completion task scores with 95% confidence intervals for the 
six dictionary versions are listed in Table 65. Here the best-performing versions 
appear to be versions 1 and 2; versions 4, 5, 6 resulted in lowest scores, and ver-
sion 3 earned moderate scores. The confidence intervals tend to overlap, indicat-
ing smaller differences between the versions than for overall scores. The top-
scoring version outperformed the worst-performing version by only 14%, so the 
size of the effect of version is smaller than for overall scores, and so is the statis-
tical significance of the effect, with p=0.03.  



 Results and discussion 145 

  

Table 65: Lexical gap completion scores by version 

Version Score Std. Error -95% +95% N 
1.Peq 1.53 0.05 1.43 1.64 119 
2.Edf 1.52 0.05 1.41 1.62 121 
3.Peq+Edf 1.43 0.06 1.32 1.54 116 
4.Peq+Pdf 1.34 0.05 1.24 1.45 118 
5.Edf+Peq 1.37 0.06 1.26 1.48 118 
6.Pdf+Peq 1.34 0.06 1.23 1.45 120 

Total 1.41 0.02 1.36 1.46 712 
 

The plot of mean lexical gap completion task scores for the six dictionary ver-
sions is given in Figure 44. 
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Figure 44: Plot of lexical gap completion scores by version 

The shape of the plot is radically different from that for overall results (cf. Figure 
36). The two striking differences are the surprisingly good performance of ver-
sion 2 subjects and the low scores for versions 4, 5 and 6. This is an interesting 
phenomenon and it calls for a closer inspection. An analysis of individual items 
uncovers an unusual pattern for item I2 of the Dictionary Effectiveness Test. The 
breakdown of responses for this item is given in Table 66, where scolb was the 
response awarded one point on the test, the other responses did not earn any 
points. 
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Table 66: Breakdown of item I2 responses by version 

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.Peq+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 different dictionary versions, we note that version 2 
(English definitions only) resulted in the highest number of correct responses for 
scolb. My preferred interpretation for this untypical helpfulness of the English 
definition is the presence of the lexical item car in the definition of the nonce 
word scolb: the same word car was used in the test sentence of item I2. 

Further light on the issue may be thrown by examining mean I2 scores as a 
function of version and level (Figure 45). 
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Figure 45: Item I2 scores plotted by level and version 

The graph indicates that the relative advantage of version 2 is most pronounced 
for level 1 subjects (beginning learners of English). In fact, level-1 subjects using 
version 2 entries outperform level-2 subjects and are almost as good as level-3 
subjects. In view of this finding, it becomes all the more likely that what we are 
dealing with here is the mechanical matching of individual famili ar words, an-
other variation on the kidrule strategy (Mill er and Gildea 1987; Mitchell 1983b), 



 Results and discussion 147 

  

rather than sophisticated use of reference skill s. In this particular case, the me-
chanical matching produces fairly satisfactory results: if we trace the line for ver-
sion 2 on the 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 famili ar word matching wins out in the face of the poor language 
and reference skill s of these beginner subjects. 

Regarding the equivalent + definition versions, these complex semantic in-
formation entries appear to be related to lower performance for this item than the 
simplex versions 1 and 2. Let us examine the results of the Tukey HSD post hoc 
test for differences between the individual versions, given in Table 67. 

Table 67: Post hoc test on I2 item scores for dictionary versions: Tukey HSD probabili -
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 significant differences between version 2 and each of 4, 5 
and 6; and between version 1 and version 4. 

For those versions that combine the Polish equivalent with the English defi-
nition, the presence of the Polish equivalent may render the English definition 
less salient, probably making it less likely for subjects to resort to the mechanical 
pattern matching strategy. The addition of the Polish definition to the equivalent 
also appears to be making matters worse for the users, perhaps by overloading 
them with too much semantic information, or distracting them in some way. 

It is interesting to note that the combination of two of the most successful 
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 
poorer performance, suggesting that, in at least some combinations of semantic 
information in dictionary entries, less may be more. 

4.5.3.3 Interaction of level by version 

The interaction effect of level by version on lexical gap completion task is plot-
ted in Figure 46. 
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Figure 46: Interaction plot of lexical gap completion scores by level and version 

Unlike for overall  scores, the interaction effect 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 and run in parallel. The irregularity exhibited at level 1, version 2, is due 
to item I2 and has already been accounted for in 4.5.3.2 above. 

4.5.4 Sentence-length context: t ranslation 
Part J of the Dictionary Effectiveness Test consisted of a sentence translation 
(English to Polish) task, which was the second lexical task with sentence-length 
context. Only lexical choice for target words was evaluated. GLM analysis for 
this task reveals the two main effects of level and version, as well as the interac-
tion between the two, to be highly significant. A detailed ANOVA table is given 
in Table 68. 

Table 68: ANOVA table for sentence-length context, translation lexical effectiveness 
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 Effect of level 

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

Table 69: Sentence translation task scores by level 

Level Score Std. Error -95% +95% N 
1 3.76 0.08 3.61 3.91 145 
2 4.46 0.08 4.30 4.63 131 
3 4.59 0.07 4.45 4.73 175 
4 4.77 0.08 4.62 4.92 154 
5 4.89 0.09 4.71 5.07 107 

Total 4.49 0.04 4.41 4.57 712 
 

As elsewhere, the scores go up with level, and the effect is highly significant 
(p<0.0001), though confidence intervals overlap for the higher levels. The influ-
ence of level on scores is clearly represented in Figure 47. 
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Figure 47: Plot of sentence translation task scores by level 

The scores go up sharply between levels 1 and 2, then climb at a much slower 
rate for the remainder of the level range. The total gain in performance from level 
1 to level 5 is 30%, which is less than the 50% for overall scores. 

4.5.4.2 Effect of dictionary version 

Mean sentence translation task scores with 95% confidence intervals for the six 
dictionary versions are listed in Table 70. 
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Table 70: Sentence translation task scores by version 

Version Score Std. Error -95% +95% N 
1.Peq 4.80 0.09 4.63 4.97 119 
2.Edf 3.41 0.09 3.24 3.57 121 
3.Peq+Edf 4.83 0.09 4.66 5.01 116 
4.Peq+Pdf 4.71 0.09 4.54 4.88 118 
5.Edf+Peq 4.79 0.09 4.61 4.96 118 
6.Pdf+Peq 4.43 0.09 4.25 4.60 120 

Total 4.49 0.04 4.41 4.57 712 
 

The size of the effect of version on this task is relatively high, with the top-
scoring version being 42% better than the worst-performing version. This is 
higher than the 28% for overall scores. The effect is highly significant 
(p<0.0001). Pairwise post hoc tests (Tukey HSD) reveal version 2 to be signifi-
cantly different from every other version, but no other 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 sentence translation task scores by version 

The graph displays a marked dip at version 2, showing the English-only version 
to be inferior for this task. Of the other versions, version 6 with Polish definitions 
preceding Polish equivalents earned a lower mean score than the other versions 
with Polish equivalents, but these differences did not reach significance in the 
corrected post hoc test. The shape of the graph is in general similar to that for 
overall scores, but version 2 lags behind the others more on this task than overall . 
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4.5.4.3 Interaction of level by version 

Figure 49 ill ustrates the interaction effect of level and version on the sentence 
translation task scores. The effect is highly significant (p<0.0001). 
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Figure 49: Interaction plot of sentence translation task scores by level and version 

The graph clearly 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 of version 6 for beginners, where the delaying of the Polish equiva-
lent past the Polish definition apparently causes problems for low-proficiency 
subjects. I suspect that those beginning users are able to skip the English defini-
tion and get right to the equivalent in version 5, but get stalled if the definition is 
in Polish. 

4.5.5 Sentence-length context: overall  
The results from sentence-length context lexical tasks I and J are conflated here. 
Effects of level (with version controlled) and version (with level controlled) on 
lexical effectiveness scores are revealed to be highly significant by GLM analy-
sis. The interaction effect of version by level, however, is not significant, though 
it does approach the conventional 5% threshold with p=0.07. Detailed Univariate 
ANOVA results are presented in Table 71. 



152 Chapter Four 

Table 71: ANOVA table for sentence-length context overall  lexical effectiveness scores 

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   

 

4.5.5.1 Effect of level 

Table 72 gives the mean sentence-length context effectiveness scores for the five 
levels, and their 95% confidence intervals. 

Table 72: Sentence-length context effectiveness scores by level 

Level Score Std. Error -95% +95% N 
1 4.69 0.10 4.50 4.89 145 
2 5.65 0.10 5.45 5.85 131 
3 6.06 0.09 5.89 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 5.79 6.01 712 
 

Scores get better with increasing level, and the confidence intervals for the indi-
vidual levels tend to be non-overlapping. The score for the highest level is 43% 
higher than the score for level 1, and the effect is highly significant (p<0.0001). 

Figure 50 gives a plot of mean score versus level on the sentence-length 
context tasks. 
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Figure 50: Plot of sentence-length context effectiveness scores by level 

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

4.5.5.2 Effect of dictionary version 

Mean scores with their 95% intervals for sentence-length context tasks broken 
down by dictionary version are given in Table 73. 

Table 73: Sentence-length context effectiveness scores by version 

Version Score Std. Error -95% +95% N 
1.Peq 6.33 0.11 6.12 6.54 119 
2.Edf 4.93 0.11 4.71 5.14 121 
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 5.93 6.38 118 
6.Pdf+Peq 5.77 0.11 5.55 5.99 120 

Total 5.90 0.05 5.79 6.01 712 
 

The effect of version on sentence-length context effectiveness scores is highly 
significant (p<0.0001). The highest mean score (version 1) outperforms the low-
est score (version 2) by 28%, so the effect size is the same here as for overall 
scores. 

A graphical plot of score means by version is presented in Figure 51. 
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Figure 51: Plot of sentence-length context effectiveness scores by version 

There is a distinct dip in performance at version 2 (English definition). Also, 
there appears to be some disadvantage to preceding the Polish equivalent with a 
definition, as indicated by the Tukey HSD post hoc test (Table 74), which shows 
version 6 to be significantly less effective than version 1 (Polish equivalent only). 

Table 74: Post hoc test on sentence-length context scores for dictionary versions: Tukey 
HSD probabiliti 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 of level by version 

The interaction effect of level by version on sentence-length context effective-
ness scores is plotted in Figure 52. 
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Figure 52: Interaction plot of sentence-length context effectiveness scores by level and 

version 

The interaction effect of level by version is not significant for sentence-length 
task scores (p=0.07). There is littl e line crossing in the plot, and the lines tend to 
run in parallel. 

4.5.6 Text context 
Text context lexical effectiveness of the dictionary entries was assessed through 
the text translation task (part K of the Dictionary Effectiveness Test), in which 
again subjects’ lexical choices were evaluated. As shown in Table 75, the two 
main effects (level and version) are highly significant, but the interaction effect 
(level by version) is not significant. 

Table 75: ANOVA table for text context lexical effectiveness scores 

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 Effect of level 

Table 76 gives mean text context effectiveness scores with their 95% confidence 
intervals for the five learner levels. 
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Table 76: Text context effectiveness scores by level 

Level Score Std. Error -95% +95% N 
1 1.47 0.07 1.33 1.60 145 
2 2.10 0.07 1.96 2.24 131 
3 2.56 0.06 2.44 2.69 175 
4 2.73 0.07 2.59 2.86 154 
5 2.88 0.08 2.72 3.04 107 

Total 2.34 0.04 2.27 2.42 712 
 

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

Figure 53 plots the mean scores on the text context task as a function of 
learner level. 
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Figure 53: Plot of text context effectiveness scores by level 

The slope of the plot is steeper 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 is re-
lated to a larger gain in performance for the less advanced learners, and a smaller 
gain for the more advanced learners. 

4.5.6.2 Effect of dictionary version 

Mean text context effectiveness scores for the six dictionary versions and their 
95% confidence intervals are given in Table 77. 
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Table 77: Text context effectiveness scores by version 

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 1.97 121 
3.Peq+Edf 2.57 0.08 2.41 2.72 116 
4.Peq+Pdf 2.51 0.08 2.36 2.66 118 
5.Edf+Peq 2.43 0.08 2.27 2.58 118 
6.Pdf+Peq 2.23 0.08 2.07 2.38 120 

Total 2.34 0.04 2.27 2.42 712 
 

Again, version 2 produced the lowest mean score, and was outperformed by the 
top-scoring version 3 by 42%, so the size of the effect of version is substantial. 
The effect is highly significant (p<0.0001). 

A plot of mean scores by version is shown in Figure 54. 
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Figure 54: Plot of text context effectiveness scores by version 

Apart from the clearly inferior performance of version-2 subjects, there appears 
to be a disadvantage to the Polish equivalent being delayed in the presentation of 
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 is indicated to be sig-
nificantly lower than version 1 score by the Tukey post hoc test (Table 78). 
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Table 78: Post hoc test on text context scores for dictionary versions: Tukey HSD prob-
abiliti 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 of level by version 

The interaction effect of level by version on text context scores is ill ustrated in 
Figure 55. 
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Figure 55: Interaction plot of text context effectiveness scores by level and version 

This effect is not significant for text context scores (p=0.36). The lines are near-
hyperbolic in shape, and tend to run in parallel to each other. 

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 components with semantic information: definition and Pol-
ish equivalent. The Polish equivalents were all the same for the four versions 
(and identical to version 1 as well ), but the definition components varied along 
two dimensions: in terms of its language and in terms of its position relative to 
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the Polish equivalent. As shown in Table 12 on page 76, the language of the 
definition takes up two values: Polish or English. With regard to its relative posi-
tion, the definition may precede the Polish equivalent, or follow the Polish 
equivalent. These two positions will be referred to briefly as first and last, re-
spectively. 

Here, I will briefly present an analysis of overall dictionary effectiveness 
scores in terms of these two underlying variables of definition position and lan-
guage, as well as the learner 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 discussion). A complete factorial ANOVA table for this analy-
sis is presented in Table 79. 

Table 79: ANOVA table for level, definition position and definition language, 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, none of the effects except the level effect (already extensively 
covered above) is statistically significant. The only other effect that approaches 
significance is DefPos, the position of definition. The score means for this effect 
with their 95% confidence intervals are listed in Table 80. 

Table 80: Breakdown of overall dictionary effectiveness scores by position of 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 above, this tendency does not reach signifi-
cance. In any case, the difference between the two means is only about 3%. 

A plot of means in Figure 56 ill ustrates how the position of definition effect 
interacts with learner level.  
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Figure 56: Plot of overall score by definition position and level 

The plot in Figure 56 reveals that a major share of the position effect comes from 
level 1 subject scores, where the difference related to the two positions is quite 
substantial, about 15%. In fact, contrast analysis test of significance for level 1 
turns out to be highly significant (F(1, 462)=9.99; p=0.0017). It would appear that 
the definition, when placed in front of the Polish equivalent, may make it more 
diff icult for beginners to locate the equivalent, the single most helpful element in 
the entry. 

Finally, for a more complete picture, let us look at the effect of the language 
of definition, even though this effect does not even approach significance. The 
means and confidence intervals are given in Table 81. 

Table 81: Breakdown of overall dictionary effectiveness scores by language 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 expect, the means are hardly affected 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 definition language and level 

The two lines run very close together, which is consistent with the high p-level 
for this interaction effect (p=0.75). A likely interpretation of this almost perfect 
indifference of scores to the language of the definition is that nobody actually 
reads the definition when the Polish equivalent is available. The only way that a 
definition seems to matter here is that it gets in the way of the equivalent for 
lower-level subjects. The slightly higher scores for the English definition at lev-
els 1 and 2 in Figure 57 may be a reflection of the English definition being easier 
to separate from the Polish equivalent, and thus easier to skip when present in 
front of the equivalent: we have already seen data patterns indicating that skip-
ping the definition to get to the equivalent may present something of a problem to 
the beginning learners in our sample. 

4.5.8 Conclusion 
Throughout this section (4.5), I have presented and interpreted the results of the 
Dictionary Effectiveness Test, which assessed the relative success of subjects at 
different levels, using six versions of the dictionary to complete a range of lexical 
tasks with varying amount of context. I attempt to visualize the complex interac-
tion of the effects of level and dictionary version under varying amount of con-
text in Figure 58. 
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Figure 58: Dictionary effectiveness scores by context, version and level 

The five segments of the graph represent subjects at the five levels. Within each 
segment, the six dictionary versions are represented on the abscissa, and the ordi-
nate indicates test scores. The three types of context are represented with a con-
tinuous line (words in isolation), dashed line (sentence-length context), and dot-
ted line (text context). 

The main findings of this section can be summarized as follows:  

• Scores go up with level. This effect is consistent and expected: learner 
level probably correlates fairly strongly with both reference skill s and 
language skill s, both of which would normally make dictionary consul-
tations more effective. 

• Version 2 is consistently the least effective of all . Clearly, the absence 
of a Polish equivalent is a major factor negatively affecting dictionary 
effectiveness. 

• The disadvantage of version 2 is more serious for the lower-level users. 
As learners progress, so do their foreign language skill s, and their strict 
reliance on Polish equivalents becomes less of a necessity. 

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

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

• When a definition is present as well as a Polish equivalent, there is 
some advantage in the definition being in Polish rather than in English 
for words in isolation. This advantage disappears at level 5. 

• Dictionary users, and especially beginners, appear to resort sometimes 
to a strategy of mechanical matching of lexical items between source 
context and dictionary definition. 

4.6 Morpho logical accuracy: plural inflection 

The Dictionary Effectiveness Test was primarily meant to test the lexical effec-
tiveness of the different versions of dictionary entries, which was the focus of 
section 4.5 above. The test has not been designed to systematically measure 
grammatical accuracy. However, there was one lexical item in task K, remes-
tians, which was given in the plural form, but all dictionary versions (as would 
the great majority of actual dictionary products in paper format) employed a sin-
gular citation form for entry headword, here remestian. In this section, I would 
like to examine to what extent subjects were able to transfer the plural feature to 
the Polish translation of the lexical item, which reflects their performance on the 
item remestians with the aid of the mini-dictionary entries provided. As above, 
the effects of dictionary version and level on subjects’ performance will be exam-
ined. 

At this point a decision needs to be taken on how to treat those cases where 
subjects have not succeeded in translating the target word. The first option is to 
exclude such cases from the analysis. The second option is to treat such cases as 
failures to effectively extract the morphological information from the dictionary. 
Here, the second option was selected, because the first option would lead to mis-
leading results, as will be shown briefly towards the end of section 4.6.2. A 2-
way ANOVA table for the second option is presented in Table 82. 

Table 82: ANOVA table for level and version, plural inflection 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 effect is significant; the main effect of version and the interaction 
of level by version do not even approach significance, with F ratios being less 
than 1. One should note at this juncture that the alternative analysis (first option 
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with the missing cases excluded) produces roughly similar results, that is with 
just the level effect being significant. 

I will now take up the three effects in turn, starting with the significant effect 
of level. 

4.6.1 Effect of level 
Mean plural inflection scores with their 95% confidence intervals for the five 
levels are given in Table 83. 

Table 83: Plural inflection score by level 

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 monotonically with level. They can be interpreted here as 
mean success rate, i.e. a score of 0.5 represents a situation where about half of 
the subjects in the group have supplied the correct plural inflectional marker. The 
effect is highly significant (p<0.0001), and its size is very substantial, with the 
mean for level 5 being about six times the mean for level 1. The size of this effect 
is much higher than for any lexical effectiveness measures noted thus far. This 
should not surprise us: after all , an abilit y to correctly interpret the English plural 
ending might be expected to correlate highly with foreign language proficiency; 
more so than lexical-semantic interpretation of nonce words. In the alternative 
analysis excluding the missing cases, the effect size is, understandably, smaller, 
but still i mpressive, with an over threefold increase in scores. 

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

The plot reveals that the slope of the line is steep and fairly constant, with a slight 
slowdown for level 4, which is compensated for at level 5. 

4.6.2 Effect of dictionary version 
Mean plural inflection scores for the six dictionary versions with their 95% con-
fidence intervals are given in Table 84. 

Table 84: Plural inflection 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 0.53 121 
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 0.49 712 
 

The values for the different versions are close, and all confidence intervals over-
lap, which is consistent with the high p-level (p=0.92). The corresponding plot of 
means is presented in Figure 60. 
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Figure 60: Plot of plural inflection score by version 

It is interesting to note that the two lowest mean scores were achieved with the 
simplex entry versions, with just a single semantic information element. How-
ever, we should bear in mind that the main effect of version does not approach 
significance, and the difference is very slight. Also, a contrast analysis for ver-
sions 1 and 2 versus combined versions 3-6 produces a nonsignificant result 
(F(1, 682)=1.02, p=0.31). We conclude, then, that dictionary version does not ap-
pear to influence plural inflection scores in any way. 

The above analysis has included those cases where translations of the target 
word are missing, interpreting this as evidence of failure. An alternative 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 inflection score by version with missing cases excluded 

Version Score Std. Error -95% +95% N 
1 0.46 0.05 0.37 0.56 104 
2 0.62 0.06 0.51 0.73 78 
3 0.54 0.05 0.44 0.63 97 
4 0.52 0.05 0.43 0.61 97 
5 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 
 

If we compare the values in the two tables, we note the higher score for version 2 
in Table 85, which now becomes the top-scoring version. This difference is baf-
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fling at first. The explanation for this effect is found in the N rows of the two ta-
bles: note that the number of contributing subjects falls dramatically, much more 
so than for any other version. This is because so many version 2 subjects were 
unsuccessful with this item, which is the true reason for the inflated success rate 
for version 2 on the alternative analysis. It is not so much, as Table 85 might ap-
pear to imply, that version 2 subjects were more readily able to supply the plural 
inflection, but rather the less successful users with access to version 2 of the dic-
tionary were unable to supply the translation at all , whereas with the other dic-
tionary versions subjects were at least able to get the lexical item right, but 
missed out on the plural feature. Based on this rationale, the alternative analysis 
is rejected as misleading, and the analysis including the missing cases is pre-
ferred. In any event, the version effect is not significant on the alternative analy-
sis either. 

4.6.3 Interaction of level by version 
The interaction effect of level by version on plural inflection scores is ill ustrated 
in Figure 61. 
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Figure 61: Interaction plot of plural inflection score by level and version 

This effect is not significant (p=0.73). It may be visually intriguing that the six 
versions appear to converge so closely at level 4, and diverge at level 3, but con-
trast analysis does not find any statistical significance here either. It may be con-
cluded that dictionary version does not affect plural inflection scores, either on its 
own, or in combination with learner level. 
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4.7 Sense ordering 

In his pioneering study, Tono (1984) discovered that his dictionary users tended 
to select the first sense listed in a dictionary entry unless clear indications were 
present that this sense was not appropriate. Although investigating the effect of 
sense ordering was not the primary aim of this study, some polysemous items 
were present in the test dictionaries, and target senses were balanced for order, 
meaning that in polysemous entries, half of the target (correct) responses were 
included as initial (early) senses, the other half as late senses. The items were not 
systematically balanced for diff iculty; to do that would have involved a further 
proli feration of dictionary versions, with orders of senses switched for particular 
items. Such a design solution had been considered but rejected, because the de-
sign was already fairly complex. Nevertheless, these details should be borne in 
mind when evaluating the results presented in this section. 

The effect of sense ordering is here operationalized as the so-called early-
late differential score. This measure was computed as the difference between the 
total score on the early-sense target items and the total score on the late-sense 
target items, and should reflect the relative advantage of early placement (the 
first sense) of target information within the entry versus late placement (later 
senses, here usually the second, and last, sense). A differential score of zero 
would thus suggest a zero effect of sense ordering, a positive differential score 
would indicate an advantage of early sense placement within an entry (first sense 
in a polysemous entry), whereas a negative score would suggest an advantage of 
late placement. However, the two sets of items are different items, rather than the 
same items with senses switched, so the early and late items are not perfectly 
balanced for diff iculty. Despite efforts to avoid any such bias, it is possible that 
the early items are on average more – or less – diff icult than the late items. 

The overall early-late differential score turns out to be –0.05, which is very 
close to zero. In fact, the 95% confidence interval includes the value of zero (see 
the bottom row of Table 87 below), so we cannot reject the null hypothesis of the 
score being generally unaffected by sense placement, although the reservations 
discussed in the previous paragraphs still hold. 

While the overall early-late differential score may be unreliable because of 
the lack of systematic control over item diff iculty, the influence of level and ver-
sion on the differential should be less sensitive to this design problem. I will now 
proceed with a two-way factorial GLM ANOVA on differential scores for level 
and version – just as I have done for absolute dictionary effectiveness measures. 
An ANOVA table for this analysis is presented in Table 86. 
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Table 86: ANOVA table for level and version, 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 analysis reveals significant main effects of level and version. The interaction 
of level by version is not significant (and so is the intercept, which confirms the 
lack of general sense ordering effect). The two main effects and the interaction 
will be taken up in turn below. 

4.7.1 Effect of level 
The values of early-late differential score for each level with their 95% confi-
dence intervals are listed in Table 87. 

Table 87: Early-late differential scores by level 

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% confidence intervals include 
zero, with the exception of the level 3 differential score. This is clearly visible in 
the plot in Figure 62. 
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Figure 62: Plot of early-late differential scores by level 

Judging from the plot, there is a tendency for the differential values to be lowest 
for the intermediate level subjects, suggesting a slight but significant (p=0.03) 
relative advantage of late-placed senses for this range of levels. It is diff icult to 
offer a definitive interpretation for such a relationship, but one possibilit y might 
be that learners at this level range are especially meticulous in reading dictionary 
entries, and are careful to read polysemous entries through to the end. Such an 
interpretation is highly speculative, though, and would have to be verified by fur-
ther evidence, preferably from direct-observation studies. 

4.7.2 Effect of version 
Mean early-late differential scores for the six dictionary versions with their 95% 
confidence intervals are given in Table 88. 

Table 88: Early-late differential scores by version 

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 
not as littl e as for level-related variation. Versions 1, 2, 4, and 6 show negative 
values, of which 1 and 4 are small . Version 3 shows a small positive value, ver-
sion 5, a larger positive value. Versions 2 and 5 are the two whose confidence in-
tervals do not include a value of zero. The values are plotted in Figure 63. 

� � � � � �
9HUVLRQ

����

����

����

���

���

���

���

(D
UO\

�/D
WH�

'LI
IHU

HQ
WLD

O

 
Figure 63: Plot of early-late differential scores by version 

The two dictionary versions that differ most from each other are 2 and 5. It is in-
teresting to note that both these versions include English definitions within their 
semantic information. In version 5, however, the English definition is followed 
by the Polish equivalent for each sense. It would appear that such an entry struc-
ture, common in bili ngualized dictionaries, is related to the greatest degree of 
preference for the early sense in polysemic entries. In view of the difference be-
tween versions 2 and 5, an interpretation suggests itself that the typical users in 
the sample exhibit different behaviour patterns when presented with the two ver-
sions, having to read the English definition (as there is nothing else) in version 2, 
but skipping over it in version 5. Here, however, users are apparently unwilli ng 
to skip over the second English definition to locate another Polish equivalent, 
which would account for their relative preference for the early senses. Quite the 
reverse seems to be the case in version 2, which exhibits the highest degree of 
preference for the late senses. Here, users struggling with the English definition 
in the absence of the Polish equivalent, appear to be making a special effort to 
continue reading the entry in order to make the most of the rather unhelpful Eng-
lish-language entry. The above hypothetical scenario for version 5 seems to get 
further support from results for version 6. Version 6 differs from version 5 only 
in that the definition that precedes the Polish equivalent is in Polish, rather than 
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in English. This difference alone results in a marked relative preference for the 
early senses in version 5 vis-à-vis version 6. It would thus appear that either users 
find it harder to skip over the English definition, which is more diff icult to dis-
tinguish from the equivalent (also in Polish), or else they actually read the Polish 
definition rather than skip over it.  

4.7.3 Interaction of level by version 
The interaction effect of level by version on early-late differential scores did not 
turn out to be significant (p=0.65). However, let us review the pattern of the 
early-late differential scores plotted against the two factors, as shown in Figure 
64, in the hope that it will allow us a more accurate interpretation of the main ef-
fects of level and version. 
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Figure 64: Interaction plot of early-late differential scores by level and version 

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

As regards version 5 and its preference for early senses, we find level 5 sub-
jects to be the chief contributors to this effect. This suggests that advanced sub-
jects are rather unwilli ng to read beyond the first sense of an entry when working 
with a semi-bili ngual dictionary (English definition followed by Polish equiva-
lent), more than for any other dictionary type, and more than any lower-level 
subjects. The latter difference appears to be especially surprising and diff icult to 
account for. One possible explanation is that advanced learners have been “con-
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ditioned” to look at the early entries through their exposure to modern learners’ 
dictionaries, which almost universally order senses based on frequency. This ex-
planation is questionable on two grounds. Firstly, if that were the case, one would 
expect the effect to be mimicked for monolingual dictionaries, version 2, but that 
does not appear to be the case. Secondly, advanced learners using learners’ dic-
tionaries would normally find it necessary to delve deeper into polysemous en-
tries, because they would often be famili ar enough with the most frequent senses 
that tend to come early on in an entry. Clearly, this issue calls for further study. 

4.7.4 Conclusion 
This study found no indication of a preference for early senses over late senses, 
as the differential score between early senses and late senses averaged to zero 
across the whole sample. However, the effect might be masked as the diff iculty 
of items was not balanced in the present design. Also, the polysemous entries that 
were used in the study were rather short, up to three senses in length. The results 
might have been different with longer entries. 

The influence of level and version on the early-late differential score was 
examined. The two main effects were found to be significant, but not the interac-
tion effect. A small relative preference for late senses was noted with intermedi-
ate-level subjects, as opposed to beginners and advanced learners, and test dic-
tionary versions 3 and 5 were the strongest contributors to this effect. A prefer-
ence for early senses was revealed for users of version 5, especially advanced 
ones, suggesting that English definitions may be blocking access to the (more ef-
fective) Polish equivalents in semi-bili ngual dictionaries. In monolingual diction-
aries (version 2), a tendency was found for users to persevere to the later sense. 
This last finding is consistent with the results of a think-aloud study by Wingate 
(2002: 113-115), who found that reading only the beginning of an entry was a 
problem for bili ngual dictionaries, but not for monolingual dictionaries. On the 
other hand, Neubach and Cohen (1988) found monolingual dictionaries to be af-
fected by the prefernce for early sense. Perhaps the difference between versions 5 
and 2 is here due to the advanced users expecting monolingual entries to take 
more time reading and consequently allowing themselves more time when faced 
with such entries. 





 

5. Conclusions and sugg estions 

5.1 Review of the find ings 

In the present study, I have tried to probe a range of questions related to receptive 
dictionary use by Polish learners of English by combining questionnaire surveys 
and controlled experimental tests with the same subjects. 

The average Polish learner appears to be using a bili ngual dictionary a few 
times a week. This holds for Polish-English as well as English-Polish dictionar-
ies, though, as in Tomaszczyk (1979), it is the latter that are used somewhat more 
frequently. In contrast, monolingual dictionaries are used very rarely by learners 
at all l evels except the highest. The more intensive use of monolingual dictionar-
ies by most advanced learners is not accompanied by a decreased use of bili ngual 
dictionaries; on the contrary, an increase in the frequency of use is observed in 
bili ngual dictionaries at the highest proficiency level, though relatively speaking 
not as dramatic as for monolingual dictionaries. The patterns of frequency of use 
at different levels suggest that monolingual dictionaries at the highest level sup-
plement bili ngual dictionaries rather than supplanting it.  

The present findings are in general agreement with the results of those stud-
ies which noted 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 1998a; Tomaszczyk 1979). This discrep-
ancy in the findings of previous studies could be due to the different proficiency 
ranges covered in those investigations, since this study, covering a very broad 
span of proficiency levels, found very littl e overall i ncrease in the consultation 
frequency with level except at the highest proficiency ranges. Therefore, if a 
given study did not have suff iciently advanced subjects in the sample, an increase 
may not have been noted. Furthermore, the effect of level did not affect all types 
of dictionaries in the same way. The rise in the use of monolingual dictionaries is 
only noticeable, though very pronounced, at the top level 5. As far as bili ngual 
dictionaries go, the use of Polish-English dictionaries begins to increase at the 
intermediate level, while the frequency of consultation of English-Polish diction-
aries exhibits a more or less steady rise throughout the whole proficiency range. 
The concomitant rise in the frequency of use of monolingual dictionaries and 
Polish-English dictionaries may suggest that monolingual dictionaries may be 
used in conjunction with Polish-English dictionaries in productive tasks, the bi-
lingual dictionary being used to locate the English equivalent, and monolingual 
to obtain examples and guidance on usage, collocation and grammar. 

The investigation of dictionary preferences revealed that while most subjects 
in the sample named their dictionary of first choice, only half of them gave a dic-
tionary of second choice. As expected, the identification of specific titles was of-
ten impossible, as users’ recollection of the details of the dictionaries they used 
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tends to be fragmentary and unreliable. The analysis was conducted in such a 
way as to make maximum use of even this incomplete information. Only 9% of 
all responses gave monolingual dictionaries as their preferred dictionaries, with 
the remaining 91% of responses naming bili ngual dictionaries. It was primarily 
highest-proficiency learners who named monolingual dictionaries. Further, 
monolingual dictionaries, if named at all , tend to have been given as second-
choice rather than first-choice dictionaries, which confirms their secondary role 
for advanced students. 

The average rating that learners gave their dictionaries was good, a 4 on a 
scale of 1 to 5, which suggests that the overall degree of satisfaction with dic-
tionaries was fairly high. Of the dictionaries most frequently named, users valued 
the Colli ns-BGW and Langenscheidt dictionaries the highest. There were sub-
stantial differences in the ratings across the different titles and brands. These de-
tails may be of interest to lexicographers, publishers, teachers and dictionary us-
ers. Learners’ ratings do not appear to be influenced much by their proficiency 
level. 

As in Tomaszczyk’s study (1979), our learners gave higher ratings to mono-
lingual than to bili ngual dictionaries. In view of the poor performance of mono-
lingual dictionaries on the Dictionary Effectiveness Test, this effect is best seen 
as reflecting the positive image of the monolingual dictionary. Also, it may be 
easier for learners’ to register problems with bili ngual dictionaries than with 
monolingual dictionaries, since monolingual entries tend to be more diff icult to 
understand and so would be more likely to be given the benefit of the doubt. 

As expected, dictionaries named as first choice received higher ratings from 
their users than dictionaries of second choice. This is not true across the whole 
range of proficiency levels, though, with level-4 learners evaluating second-
choice dictionaries higher, on average, than first-choice dictionaries. A partial 
explanation of this rather puzzling finding is afforded by a three-way analysis, 
which revealed that lower ratings for first-choice bili ngual dictionaries are re-
sponsible for this effect. It is diff icult to provide a principled interpretation of 
why this should be so, but perhaps the answer lies in the specific context of dic-
tionary use at this level, such as when access to dictionary is motivated by cir-
cumstance more than personal preference. 

The types of information that learners seek from dictionaries tended to group 
into two clusters, as established by factor 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 needs are those of finding word meanings 
(meaning and Polish equivalents) and finding word forms (English equivalents 
and, to a lesser degree, Polish equivalents). The other types of information inves-
tigated in this study were synonyms, style and register, collocation, sentence 
structure, part of speech, and pronunciation; they were sought less often and 
formed the peripheral information type cluster. At the most advanced level, how-
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ever, the gap between the central and peripheral clusters narrows, as advanced 
learners’ interest is aroused in the more “exotic” categories of information. Nev-
ertheless, advanced learners do not seem to lose their interest in the central in-
formation types. 

The Dictionary Effectiveness Test, the core part of this study, has provided a 
number of insights into the effectiveness of dictionary versions offering different 
types of semantic explanation. Looking at learners of different levels, we find a 
consistent pattern of lexical task scores increasing with level. This is understand-
able and expected, as learner level certainly goes hand in hand with reference 
skill s and language skill s, both of which are likely to improve the effectiveness of 
dictionary consultation. More interestingly, the monolingual version 2, which of-
fered just the English definition by way of meaning provision, was consistently 
the least effective of all – for words in isolation, in sentence-length context, and 
in text context alike. The absence of a Polish equivalent had a strongly negative 
effect on scores. It was the lower-level learners that the monolingual dictionary 
placed at the greatest disadvantage: as learners’ skill s progress, their reliance on 
Polish equivalents should become less essential. The negative effect of the miss-
ing Polish equivalent did however persist all the way to the highly advanced 
learners at level 5. Adding a definition in front of a Polish equivalent had a de-
pressing effect on scores of lower-level subjects in sentence and text contexts. 
This negative effect was observed for definitions in English and in Polish alike. 
English definitions fared somewhat better than Polish definitions here, although 
they certainly did not help, as advocates of the semi-bili ngual dictionary type 
might hope. My best interpretation of the data is that those entries which com-
bined two ways of meaning provision turned out to be too crowded and thus con-
fusing to learners at the lower levels, when compared with the simpler bili ngual 
entry. The fact that adding an English definition in front of the Polish equivalent 
lowered the effectiveness scores to a lesser extent than adding a Polish definition 
in the same position can be explained in terms of the English definition obscuring 
the Polish equivalent less than a Polish definition does, and especially so for Pol-
ish speakers. Further support for this interpretation comes from the results of the 
two configurations with definitions following the Polish equivalent, which pro-
duced better scores, as the equivalent was immediately available, and the follow-
ing material could be easily ignored. For words in isolation, when a definition 
was presented along with a Polish equivalent, Polish-language definition worked 
better than English definition, although this difference vanished at level 5. An 
analysis of individual test items reveals evidence of a mechanical matching strat-
egy of similar lexical items between source context and dictionary definition. 
This behaviour is similar to the kidrule strategy noted in the literature, and was 
here found to be particularly typical of the beginner-level users. 

The single point of grammar investigated here, namely the accuracy in the 
provision of the plural inflection marker, revealed the rather predictable effect of 
level: the higher the learner’s proficiency level, the more accurate the provision 
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of the plural marker. The size of this effect was very strong. It turned out that the 
accuracy of the plural marker remained unaffected by dictionary version, with all 
six versions performing similarly. There was also no interaction effect of level 
and version. 

Unlike in Tono (1984), no evidence was found in this study of a generalized 
preference for early senses over late senses. The early-late differential score that 
was adopted as a measure of this preference turned out to be very close to zero 
for the sample as a whole. However, all polysemous entries used in this study 
were relatively short (three senses at the most), as would be real entries for infre-
quent words, for which our pseudo-words posed. Although no general preference 
was noted, effects of level and version on the early-late differential score turned 
out to be significant. Intermediate-level learners, as opposed to both beginners 
and advanced learners, exhibited a slight preference for late senses, especially 
when using versions 3 and 5. On the other hand, version 5 correlated with a pref-
erence for early senses, especially for advanced learners. This effect suggests that 
English definitions may to some extent block access to the more effective Polish 
equivalent in semi-bili ngual entries. Interestingly, users of the monolingual ver-
sion 2 did go on to the later senses. Perhaps this is a question of the users being 
prepared to allow themselves more time when reading the (longer) monolingual 
entries. 

5.2 Lexicographic recommendations 

This study shows that learners’ clear and consistent preference for bili ngual 
dictionaries over monolingual dictionaries has a good practical justification: the 
bili ngual dictionary type simply offers the greatest help in lexical tasks, inde-
pendent of the amount of context. Perhaps learners are instinctively aware of the 
high effectiveness of bili ngual entries, even though, when asked, they award 
higher ratings to monolingual dictionaries. 

The advantage of bili ngual dictionaries slowly diminishes with growing pro-
ficiency level. Wingate commented in the following way on the level that learn-
ers have to be at in order to benefit from monolingual dictionaries: 

Even though this finding has to be validated by further research, it ill us-
trates a major deficit in the discussion about the effectiveness of bili n-
gual versus monolingual dictionaries (...). The prevaili ng argument that 
monolingual dictionaries are more effective for learners can be mis-
leading as long as it is not clear what proficiency level learners must 
have reached. However, no previous study has pinpointed the stage in 
the process of language acquisition when learners start to be able to un-
derstand monolingual definitions. This research provides evidence that 
this abilit y is not reached by all i ntermediate learners. (Wingate 2002: 
229) 

According to the findings of the present study, this abilit y is only reached by 
learners at a very high proficiency level, but even at this high level, the monolin-
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gual entry still fails to hold an absolute advantage over the bili ngual entry. When 
Wingate’s findings are interpreted, two important facts must be borne in mind. 
Firstly, actual dictionaries were used in the comparison, and the monolingual dic-
tionaries used in the study were learners’ dictionaries that held a number of ad-
vantages over the traditional bili ngual dictionary. One of the two monolingual 
dictionaries used by Wingate was a commercial learner’s dictionary (Langen-
scheidts Grosswörterbuch Deutsch als Fremdsprache, LGDaF), and the other 
was carefully put together by Wingate, who used all the available insights of 
modern lexicography to make it maximally comprehensible to intermediate 
learners, but had littl e regard for space-saving requirements (Wingate’s new en-
tries were longer than the LGDaF ones by about 56%). Secondly, and perhaps 
more importantly, the bili ngual dictionary used in Wingate’s study was a Ger-
man-English dictionary with the native language of the subjects being Chinese, 
so it did not explain the foreign language (German) words in the users’ native 
language (Chinese), but rather in what can at best be called their second language 
(English). If these two facts are taken into account, and especially in view of the 
findings of this study, we must question the validity of the recommendation so 
popular amongst educators of the presumed superiority of the monolingual dic-
tionary. There is hardly any empirical evidence available to support that sup-
posed superiority, and what littl e relevant evidence is available, points to the bi-
lingual dictionary as the more effective dictionary for reception. The present 
study provides further evidence of this type. 

Wingate suggests that the bili ngualized dictionary might be the ideal solu-
tion for her subjects, since it “could provide learners with the security of equiva-
lents, while at the same time introducing them to monolingual word explana-
tions” (2002: 230). Not much can be said about the use of semi-bili ngual diction-
aries by Polish learners, because their popularity in Poland is still minimal, as 
shown by the questionnaire responses. However, it should 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 Effectiveness Test did not find semi-
bili ngual dictionary entries to be significantly more helpful than bili ngual ones, 
though they did perform much better than monolingual dictionaries thanks to the 
presence of the Polish equivalent. 

The findings of this study suggest that there is much to be said for the sim-
plicity of the entry. Providing too much information appears to have a confusing 
effect on users, particularly the lower-level learners, probably through making it 
harder for them to quickly locate the Polish equivalent. 

On the other hand, advanced learners display an interest in the peripheral 
types of lexicographic information such as synonyms, style and register, colloca-
tion, sentence structure, part of speech, and pronunciation. Of these secondary 
lexical reference needs, traditional bili ngual dictionaries have typically provided 
systematic information on only two of the above: part of speech and pronuncia-
tion. And yet there is no principled reason why bili ngual dictionaries should not 
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offer to those advanced, more demanding users a richer range of information 
about lexical items that are often found in the modern monolingual learners’ dic-
tionaries. Such calls have in fact been made in the past (e.g. Atkins 1996; 2002; 
Tomaszczyk 1983; Worsch 1999), and they are beginning to be heard at last, as 
indicated by the recent publishing of the new /RQJPDQ� VáRZQLN� ZVSyáF]HVQ\�
angielsko-polski, polsko-angielski (LSW), which seems to do just this, by 
offering a range of lexical information that a modern monolingual dictionary 
would offer, but without the space-consuming and often distracting definitions. 

5.3 Paper versus electron ic dictionaries 

The present study used paper copies of dictionaries for the testing procedure. 
Some comments are due, though, on the possible relevance of this study’s finding 
to electronic dictionaries, which are no doubt gaining in popularity and are ex-
pected to grow so as to dominate the dictionary scene (Koren 1997; Meijs 1990; 
Nesi 2000a; de Schryver 2003; Sharpe 1995). 

It has been claimed (Cumming, Cropp and Sussex 1994) that with the move 
from paper to online dictionaries, restrictions of space would disappear. That, 
however, is a simpli fication at best. While storage space may indeed become ir-
relevant, there are still severe restrictions as to how much information can be dis-
played at a time. In fact, even the best currently available display devices are still 
easily beaten by the old-fashioned printed paper in terms of visual resolution. So 
space-saving issues will still be with us21 for at least as long as the visual modal-
ity is primarily used for information transfer from dictionary to user (as opposed 
to some kind of direct uplink to the brain which, popular as it may be in science 
fiction literature and films, is not yet anywhere on the drawing board). 

The results of this study may be largely relevant for electronic dictionaries 
for as long as on-screen display of dictionary entries basically simulates paper 
presentation (as they still do, de Schryver 2003). Conversely, on-screen presenta-
tion of entries has been used to investigate some aspects of dictionary use which 
were then generalized to paper dictionaries (Hulstijn 1993; Knight 1994; Nesi 
and Meara 1991). The use of computer forms in this capacity has much to offer 
to the researcher by way of convenience, including a potential to log responses 
automatically, thus obviating the need for the laborious paperwork and keyboard-
ing at the data entry stage, as well as allowing “unobtrusive observation” 
(Hulstijn 1993: 139). However, the equivalence of the two forms (on-screen and 
paper) should not be taken for granted, as Laufer (2000) found significant and 
substantial differences in word recall scores between marginal paper glosses and 
on-screen pop-up window glosses. By analogy, one should be cautious about ex-
tending the findings of the experimental section of this study to electronic dic-
tionaries. 

                                                     
21 See also Corréard (2002). 
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5.4 Limitations of this s tudy 

The claims that can be made by this study are limited by the methodology used. 
Potential problems with questionnaires were pointed out by Hatherall (1984). 
The look-up situations in this study were not 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 not exactly replicate the conditions under which subjects might naturally 
wish to consult such items. The purpose behind adopting this methodology was 
to counteract the insidious problem of dictionary underuse (see 2.6.1 above), 
which is potentially destructive to any otherwise carefully designed study of dic-
tionary use. The target items were not actual English words but rather nonce 
words pretending to be English words, in an attempt to control for lexical pre-
knowledge. Real book-size dictionaries were not used, but rather artificially con-
structed mini-dictionaries. Surely, this must have influenced the look-up behav-
iour of subjects with regard to the dictionary macrostructure, 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 macrostructure, the facilit ation of entry access 
was in fact a desirable design feature as part of an attempt to offset the dictionary 
underuse problem discussed in 2.6.1. 

Even though the sample used in the study covered a broad range of educa-
tional institutions, no systematic sampling frames were used to obtain a sample 
representative of “Polish learners of English,” so there is bound to be some areal 
and demographic bias in the structure of the present sample. The methodological 
decision here was motivated by pragmatic considerations, since systematic sam-
pling would have been unacceptably expensive; as well as by fundamental rea-
sons, since it would be diff icult to systematically discriminate between “Polish 
learners of English” and “Polish non-learners of English” in a principled, non-
arbitrary way, given that a lot of language learning occurs incidentally in today’s 
world of satellit e television and the Internet. 

The present study investigated receptive dictionary use, so no direct claims 
can be made regarding production in the foreign language with the use of the dic-
tionary. Also, the study did not address any long-term learning or retention ef-
fects that may follow receptive dictionary use, and which are theoretically and 
practically distinct (Scholfield 1999: 30) from the more immediate goals of get-
ting lexical support from dictionary consultation while engaged in lexical prob-
lem solving tasks. 

No single study can, of course, be reasonably expected to answer all the in-
teresting questions. Dictionary user research is a relatively new area, and it still 
faces more questions than it can offer answers. The net was cast fairly broadly in 
this study, but it is hoped that it will provide some inspiration for more closely 
focused research. I believe it will t ake many years of study by numerous scholars 
using a variety of methods before we can honestly say that the highly complex 
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and private activity of dictionary use has been described satisfactorily. I do hope, 
though, that this study has made a valuable contribution to this description. 
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Appendix 1. Teachers’ Questionn aire 

)RUPXODU]�QDXF]\FLHOD�]�LQVWUXNFM� 
=DSR]QDM�VL
�]�W\P�IRUPXODU]HP�QD�NLOND�GQL�SU]HG�EDGDQLHP�L�SRQRZQLH�QD�NLOND�JRG]LQ�SU]HG�
EDGDQLHP��-HGHQ�WDNL�IRUPXODU]�WRZDU]\V]\�ND*GHM�WHVWRZDQHM�JUXSLH��=DWHP�QS��MH�OL�EDGDQH�V��WU]\�
NODV\��Z\SHáQLM�WU]\�IRUPXODU]e. 

Przebieg badania: 
-H�OL�MHVW�WDND�PR*OLZR�ü��UR]VDG(�EDGDQ\FK�WDN��DE\�XWUXGQLü�RGSLV\ZDQLH��MDN�Z�F]DVLH�NODVyZNL��
NDUWNyZNL���3RSUR��R�VSDNRZDQLH�RGáR*HQLH�VáRZQLNyZ��NVL�*HN��MH�OL�MHVW�WDNL�]Z\F]DM� 
:SURZDG]HQLH��WHNVW�Z�UDPNDFK�QDOH*\�RGF]\WDü�OXE�SRZLHG]LHü�� 
:DV]D�NODVD�JUXSD�]RVWDáD�Z\W\SRZDQD�GR�EDGD��QDG�QDXF]DQLHP�M
]\ND�DQJLHOVNLHJR�SURZDG]RQ\FK�QD�
8QLZHUV\WHFLH�$GDPD�0LFNLHZLF]D��%DGDQLH�MHVW�Z�SHáQL�DQRQLPRZH��QLH�SRGSLVXMFLH�VL
�QLJG]LH��QLH�
ZSá\QLH�Z�*DGHQ�VSRVyE�QD�QLF]\M��RFHQ
�LQG\ZLGXDOQ���&HO�–�WR�SRSUDZD�MDNR�FL�QDXF]DQLD�M
]\ND�
DQJLHOVNLHJR��)HE\�FHO�RVL�JQ�ü�Z�SHáQL��NRQLHF]QD�MHVW�ZDV]D�ZVSyáSUDFD�-�VWDUDMFLH�VL
�V]F]HU]H�L�
VNUXSXODWQLH�SRGHM�ü�GR�WHJR��1LH�SRPLMDMFLH�*DGQHM�RGSRZLHG]L��QLH]DOH*QLH�RG�WHJR��F]\�MHVWH�FLH�MHM�
pewni��F]\�QLH��1LH�SU]HSLVXMFLH�RG�V�VLDGD��ZD*QH�V��RGSRZLHG]L��MDNLH�GD�ND*G\�RVREL�FLH��'ODWHJR�QLH�
ZROQR�WH*�VL
�SRUR]XPLHZDü��7HUD]�UR]GDP�WHVW��DOH�SURV]
�MHV]F]H�QLH�]DF]\QDü��Z\MD�QL
�NLOND�U]HF]\� 
5R]GDM�WHVW��SR�MHGQ\P�ND*GHM�RVRELH��EH]SR�UHGQLR�SR�rozdaniu mów dalej: 
%DGDQLH�VNáDGD�VL
�]�WU]HFK�VWURQ��NZHVWLRQDULXV]D��WHVWX�M
]\NRZHJR�L�VáRZQLF]ND��1D�SLHUZV]HM�VWURQLH�
PDP\�NZHVWLRQDULXV]��JG]LH�QDOH*\�]DNUH�OLü�NU]\*\NLHP�SR�MHGQ\P�L�W\ONR�MHGQ\P�NZDGUDFLNX�Z�
ND*G\P�SR]LRP\P�U]
G]LH��1D�WHQ�NZHVWLRnariusz wystarczy 10 minut. Reszta czasu przeznaczona jest na 
WHVW�M
]\NRZ\��NWyU\�MHVW�QD�QDVW
SQHM�VWURQLH��6��WR�F]WHU\�NUyWNLH�üZLF]HQLD��:\VW�SL�Z�QLFK�WURFK
�
trudniejszych – zapewne nieznanych wam –�VáyZ�DQJLHOVNLFK��DOH�QLH�]QLHFK
FDMFLH�VL
�-�ND*GH�VáRZR�
DQJLHOVNLH�Z\GUXNRZDQH�SRJUXELRQ\PL�OLWHUNDPL�]QDMG]LHFLH�Z�VSHFMDOQ\P�VáRZQLF]NX��NWyU\�MHVW�QD�
V�VLHGQLHM�VWURQLH��.RU]\VWDMFLH�]�WHJR�VáRZQLND��1DWRPLDVW�QLH�ZROQR�NRU]\VWDü�]�*DGQ\FK�LQQ\FK�
VáRZQLNyZ�DQL�PDWHULDáyZ��7HVW�M
]\NRZ\�]DELHU]H����PLQXW��F]\OL�á�F]QLH�RN�����PLQXW��VNR�F]\P\�
ZV]\VF\�UD]HP��ZL
F�SURV]
�VL
�QLH�VSLHV]\ü��0R*QD�MX*�]DF]�ü�– zacznijcie od pierwszej strony. 
1LHZ\NRU]\VWDQH�DUNXV]H�Záy*�]�SRZURWHP�GR�NRSHUW\��3R�XSá\ZLH����PLQXW�SU]\SRPQLM� 
1DOH*\�MX*�GRNR�F]\ü�NZHVWLRQDULXV]�QD�SLHUZV]HM�VWURQLH�L�SU]HM�ü�GR�WHVWX�QD�GUXJLHM�VWURQLH� 
3LOQXM��DE\�RVRE\�QLH�SRUR]XPLHZDá\�VL
��QLH��FL�JDá\�L�QLH�NRU]\VWDá\�]�*DGQ\FK�PDWHULDáyZ��:�
SU]\SDGNX�S\WD��R�WHFKQLN
�Z\SHáQLDQLD�PR*HV]�NUyWNR�Z\MD�QLü�OXE�SRPyF��QDWRPLDVW�QD�S\WDQLD�W\SX�
�&R�R]QDF]D�WR�S\WDQLH�VáRZR��RGSRZLHG]��1LF�ZL
FHM�QLH�ZROQR�PL�Z\MD�QLDü�DQL�SRGSRZLDGDü��WDN�MDN�
UR]XPLHV]��WDN�Z\SHáQLM� 
3R�XSá\QL
FLX����PLQXW�]ELHUDP\�ZV]\VWNLH�WHVW\�L�ZNáDGDP\�GR�ZáD�FLZHM�NRSHUW\��:V]\VWNLH�WHVW\�– 
wykorzystane lub nie –�PXV]��ZUyFLü�Z�RU\JLQDOQHM�NRSHUFLH��1LQLHMV]��NDUWN
�UyZQLH*�Záy*�GR�WHM�
koperty. 

Informacje o przebiegu badania i grupie badanej:  
:�FKZLOL�VSRNRMX�Z\SHáQLM�QDVW
SXM�FH�LQIRUPDFMH��MH�OL�QLH�PD�WDNLHM�FKZLOL��WR�MDN�QDMV]\EFLHM�SR�
WH�FLH�� 
Data przeprowadzenia badania:………… 
1D]ZD�L�GRNáDGQ\�W\S�V]NRá\� ................................................................................................................  
1D]ZD�L�GRNáDGQ\�W\S�NODV\�JUXS\�........................................................................................................  
-DNLHJR�JáyZQHJR�SRGU
F]QLND�GR�DQJLHOVNLHJR�X*\ZD�WD�NODVD�JUXSD��W\WXá�Z\GDZFD�DXWRU�SR]LRP�" 
...............................................................................................................................................................  
/LF]ED�RVyE�Z�WHM�JUXSLH�NODVLH�ELRU�F\FK�XG]LDá�Z�EDGDQLX�««««« 
�UHGQL�SR]LRP�WHM�JUXS\�NODV\�Z�RFHQLH�ZáDVQHM�QDXF]\FLHOD��]D]QDF]�:): 
 beginner pre-intermediate intermediate upper intermediate advanced 
 � � �  �  � 
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Appendix 2. Teachers’ Questionn aire: English 
translation 

Teacher’s form and instructions 
Famili arize yourself with this form a few days prior to questionnaire and test administration; reread it 
a few hours prior to administration. One form goes with each group tested; so if, for example, you are 
testing three groups, complete three forms. 

Procedure: 
If possible, seat subjects so as to make cheating diff icult (as you would for a quiz). Ask them to put 
away dictionaries and books, if that is what you would normally do. 

Introduction (read out or say aloud the text in the box): 

Your class/group has been selected to participate in a test study on English language teaching done at 
the University of Adam Mickiewicz. The study is anonymous, so do not sign your name. The results 
will not affect your grade. The general goal is to improve the quality of English language teaching. To 
meet the goal, your cooperation is essential, so please approach the task with honesty and care. Do not 
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. You may not communicate with others. I will now distribute the test, but 
do not begin before I’ve explained a few more things. 
Distribute one test booklet to each subject and continue speaking: 

The test has three pages: a questionnaire, a language test, and a dictionary. The first page is the 
questionnaire: here, cross only one box in each line. You have ten minutes to complete the 
questionnaire, use the remaining time for the test, which is found on the following page. It includes 
four short tasks.You will come across a few fairly diff icult 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 facing page. Use this dictionary, but do not use any other dictionaries or other aids. 
The test will t ake 30 minutes, that’ s about 40 minutes in all . We will all finish at the same time, so 
please do not rush. You can get started on the first page now. 

Put unused test booklets back in the envelope. After 10 minutes, prompt the subjects: 

You should be done by now with the questionnaire on page one and move on to the test on page two. 

Make sure that subjects do not communicate, cheat, or use any external materials. Should there be 
questions regarding the technique of f ill ing in the questionnaire or test, offer a brief clarification or 
help; however, to questions of the type "What does this item/word mean?", say: I am not allowed to 
say anything more about this; please do it the way you understand it. 

After 40 minutes, collect all booklets and put them back in the envelope. All sheets – used and unused 
– must be returned to me in their original envelopes. Put this sheet in the same envelope as well . 

Data on the procedure and subjects: 
When you have a quite moment during the testing, fill i n the following (if there is no good 
opportunity, do it as soon as you can after the test administration): 

Date when test administered:………… 

Name and detailed type of school:.................................................................................................................

Name and detailed type of class/section:.......................................................................................................

What is the principal EFL textbook used by this class/section (title/publisher/author/level)? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

Number of people in this class/section participating in the study:…………… 
Teacher’s assessment of the average level of this class/section (tick a box :): 
 beginner pre-intermediate intermediate upper intermediate advanced 
 � � �  �  � 
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Appendix 3. Learners’ Questionn aire 

Instrukcja: odpowiedz szczerze��WHVW�MHVW�Z�SHáQL�DQRQLPRZ\��QD�wszystkie�S\WDQLD��]DNUH�ODM�F�
NU]\*\NLHP��Z�WHQ�VSRVyE��:��GRNáDGQLH�jeden�NZDGUDFLN�Z�ND*G\P�SR]LRP\P�U]
G]LH��1D�W
�F]
�ü�
masz ok. 10 minut. 

A. Ile lat (w sumie) uF]\V]�VL
�M
]\ND�DQJLHOVNLHJR" 

 0-1 2-3 4-5 ��OXE�ZL
Fej 
 � � �  � 

B.�,OH�JRG]LQ�]DM
ü�]�DQJLHOVNLHJR�PDV]�Z�W\JRGQLX��Z�VXPLH�–�V]NRáD��NXUV\��OHNFMH�SU\ZDWQH�" 

  1 2-3 4-5 ��OXE�ZL
FHM 
 � � �  � 

C.�6ZRM��]QDMRPR�ü�DQJLHOVNLHJR�RFHQLDV]�QD�WOH�JUXS\�MDNR� 
��SRQDG�SU]HFL
WQ� ��SU]HFL
WQ�  ��SRQL*HM�SU]HFL
WQHj 

D. Czy potrafisz po angielsku: 

 tak raczej tak raczej nie nie 
���GRZLHG]LHü�VL
�R�GURJ
�QD�VWDFM
" � � � � 
���RSLVDü�REMDZ\�SU]H]L
ELHQLD" � � � � 
���]UR]XPLHü�WHNVW�SLRVHQNL�]H�VáXFKX" � � � � 

E.�-DN�F]
VWR�NRU]\VWDV]�]H�VáRZQLNyZ�QDVW
SXM�F\FK�W\SyZ� 
 codziennie NLOND�UD]\�QD�W\G]LH� UD]�QD�W\G]LH� rzadziej/wcale 

1. polsko-angielski? � � � � 
2. angielsko-polski?  � � � � 
3. angielsko-angielski?  � � � � 

F.�=�MDNLFK�GZyFK�VáRZQLNyZ�NRU]\VWDV]�QDMF]
�FLHM��SRGDM�W\S��W\WXá��Z\GDZF
��DXWRUD��Z\GDQLH�– na ile 
SDPL
WDV]��L�MDN�MH�RFHQLDV]" 

 W\WXá�Z\GDZFD�DXWRU�Z\GDQLH� �ZLHWQ\ dobry ujdzie kiepski dno 
1. ...............................................................................................� � � � � 
2. ...............................................................................................� � � � � 

G.�=D]QDF]��MDN�F]
VWR�SRV]XNXMHV]�QDVW
SXM�F\FK�LQIRUPDFML�Z�VáRZQLNX� 
 QDMF]
�FLHM F]
VWR rzadko nigdy 

1. MDN�VL
�WR�Z\PDZLD" ---------------------� � � � 

2. co ten wyraz oznacza?-------------------� � � � 

3. MDN�WR�E
G]LH�SR�SROVNX"-----------------� � � � 

4. MDN�WR�E
G]LH�SR�DQJLHOVNX" -------------� � � � 

5. MDND�WR�F]
�ü�PRZ\" ---------------------� � � � 

6. MDN�]EXGRZDü�]GDQLH" -------------------� � � � 

7. ]�MDNLPL�LQQ\PL�VáRZDPL�VL
�X*\ZD"--� � � � 

8. Z�MDNLFK�V\WXDFMDFK�VL
�X*\ZD" --------� � � � 

9. inny wyraz o podobnym znaczeniu? --� � � � 

Instrukcja:�SR�Z\SHáQLHQLX�WHM�VWURQ\��VSUDZG(��F]\�PDV]�ZV]\VWNLH�RGSRZLHG]L���SU]HZUyü�NDUWN
� 
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Appendix 4. Learners’ Questionn aire: English 
translation 

Instructions: answer truthfully (the test is full y anonymous) all the questions by crossing (li ke this: :) 
exactly one box in each row. You have 10 minutes for this part. 

A. How many years (all told) have you been learning English? 

 0-1 2-3 4-5 6 or more 
 � � �  � 

B. How many hours of English a week are you taking (at school, courses, private tutoring)? 

  1 2-3 4-5 6 or more 
 � � �  � 

C. How would you rate your level of English against your classmates: 

� above average  � average   � below average  

D. Would you be able to do the following in English: 

 yes probably yes probably not no 
1. ask for directions to the station? � � � � 
2. describe the symptoms of a cold? � � � � 
3. understand song lyrics when listening? � � � � 

E. How often do you use the following types of dictionaries: 

 daily a few times a week weekly less freq./not at all 
1. Polish-English? � � � � 
2. English-Polish?  � � � � 
3. English-English?  � � � � 

F. What two dictionaries do you use most often (give type, title, publisher, author, edition – as far as you 
remember), and how do you rate them? 

 title/publisher/author/edition  excellent good OK poor awful 
1. ...............................................................................................� � � � � 
2. ...............................................................................................� � � � � 

G. How often do you look for the following information in a dictionary: 

 most often often rarely never 

1. how do you pronounce that?------------� � � � 

2. what does this word mean?-------------� � � � 

3. how do you say it in Polish?------------� � � � 

4. how do you say it in English?----------� � � � 

5. what part of speech is this? -------------� � � � 

6. how to form a sentence?-----------------� � � � 

7. what words to use this word with?-----� � � � 

8. in what situations is this word used?--� � � � 

9. another word with similar meaning?--� � � � 

Instruction: when you are done with this page (double-check that you’ve answered all i tems), turn the 
page. 
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Appendix 5. Dictionary Effectiveness Test 

Instrukcja:�]UyE�SRQL*V]H�üZLF]HQLD��:\VW�SL�Z�QLFK�WURFK
�WUXGQLHMV]\FK�VáyZ�
DQJLHOVNLFK��DOH�QLH�]QLHFK
FDM�VL
�-�ND*GH�VáRZR�Z\GUXNRZDQH�takimi li terkami znajdziesz w 
VáRZQLNX�QD�V�VLHGQLHM�VWURQLH��.RU]\VWDM�]�WHJR�VáRZQLND� 

H.�:�ND*GHM�]�OLQLMHN�]DNUH�O�(:)  jeden�NZDGUDFLN�SU]\�QDMEDUG]LHM�SRGREQ\P�SRG�Z]JO
GHP�
znaczenia wyrazie polskim (linijki 1-���OXE�DQJLHOVNLP����L����VSR�UyG�F]WHUHFK�SRGDQ\FK� 

1. helk oznacza: � trafny � ZáD�FLZ\ � PLá\ � taktowny 

2. sulk oznacza: � REUD*Dü � PDU]\ü � G�VDü�VL
 � NO�ü 
3. vab oznacza: � UHFHQ]RZDü ��NU\W\NRZDü � SRSUDZLDü � RVNDU*Dü 
4. woozy oznacza: � ]P
F]RQ\ � zawiany � niecierpliwy � malutki 

5. spating oznacza: � belka � áDZND � rynna � tynk 

6. strod  oznacza: � legalize � ban � punish � introduce 

7. luton  oznacza: � hat � dress � vase � cover 

I.�=DNUH�O�jeden�NZDGUDFLN�SU]\�W\P�]�F]WHUHFK�SRGDQ\FK�VáyZ�DQJLHOVNLFK��NWyUH�QDMOHSLHM�
pasuje znaczeniem do reszty zdania: 

1. He would always ………… at night, and the noise sometimes frightened his wife. 
  � lenate � sturton � mirk � reaff  

���+HU�FDU�PXVW�KDYH�YHU\�JRRG�««««�LI�VKH�FDQ�JHW�IURP�%HUOLQ�WR�3R]QD��LQ�MXVW�WKUHH�
hours. 
  � gerd � marbish � scolb � cullen 

 J.�3U]HWáXPDF]�]GDQLD�QD�M
]\N�SROVNL� 
1. The boss  plans to batenate Mary tomorrow. 

 ª ...........................................................................................................................................  
2. John has tentrophil ia and wil l not come to work for a few days. 

 ª ...........................................................................................................................................  
3. I think this blouse is too crelly. 

 ª ...........................................................................................................................................  

K.�3U]HWáXPDF]�NUyWNL�GRZFLS�QD�M
]\N�SROVNL� 
Doctor to Edward: This is really amazing ! It looks like you may be the only feltous 
man in history! 
Edward: Oh, this is terrible! What will my remestians say to this? 

ª .............................................................................................................................................  

 .............................................................................................................................................  

 .............................................................................................................................................  

 .............................................................................................................................................  
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Appendix 6. Dictionary Effectiveness Test: English 
translation 

Instruction: complete the following tasks. There are some fairly diff icult words in it, but do 
not get discouraged: all words printed in bo ld are explained in the dictionary on the facing 
page. Use this dictionary. 

H. In each line below, cross (:)  one box out of four, choosing a Polish (lines 1-5) or 
English (lines 6 and 7) word most similar in meaning to the first word: 

1. helk means: � trafny � ZáD�FLZ\ � PLá\ � taktowny 

2. sulk means: � REUD*Dü � PDU]\ü � G�VDü�VL
 � NO�ü 
3. vab means: � UHFHQ]RZDü ��NU\W\NRZDü � SRSUDZLDü � RVNDU*Dü 
4. woozy means: � ]P
F]RQ\ � zawiany � niecierpliwy � malutki 

5. spating means: � belka � áDZND � rynna � tynk 

6. strod  means: � legalize � ban � punish � introduce 

7. luton  means: � hat � dress � vase � cover 

I. Cross one box next to that English word, of the four words given, which best fits the 
meaning of the rest of the sentence: 

1. He would always ………… at night, and the noise sometimes frightened his wife. 
  � lenate � sturton � mirk � reaff  

2. Her car must haYH�YHU\�JRRG�««««�LI�VKH�FDQ�JHW�IURP�%HUOLQ�WR�3R]QD��LQ�MXVW�WKUHH�
hours. 
  � gerd � marbish � scolb � cullen 

 J. Translate the sentences into Polish: 

1. The boss  plans to batenate Mary tomorrow. 
 ª ...........................................................................................................................................  

2. John has tentrophil ia and will not come to work for a few days. 
 ª ...........................................................................................................................................  

3. I think this blouse is too crelly. 
 ª ...........................................................................................................................................  

K. Translate the short joke into Polish: 

Doctor to Edward: This is really amazing ! It looks like you may be the only feltous 
man in history! 
Edward: Oh, this is terrible! What will my remestians say to this? 

ª ............................................................................................................................................. 

 ............................................................................................................................................. 

 ............................................................................................................................................. 
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Appendix 7. Mini-dictionaries 

Version 1 

6áRZQLN�DQJLHOVNR-polski

amazing =��OG+\+0? adj. 1. ]GXPLHZDM�F\  2. 
niewiarygodny  3. GRVNRQDá\ 

ban =D3P? v. 1. ]GHOHJDOL]RZDü 
batenate =�D3V�PG+V? v. 1. SRGVPD*\ü  2. 
DZDQVRZDü 

blouse =DNC7\? n. bluzka 
boss =DbU? n. szef, szefowa 
cover =�M¡X�? n. 1. RVáRQD  2. pokrywka, pokrywa 
crelly =�MTGNK? adj. 1. przejrzysty  2. SU]H(URF]\VW\ 
cullen =�M¡N�P? n. WU]H(ZR�ü 
dress =FTGU? n. 1. sukienka  2. ubiór 
feltous =�HGNV�U? adj. 1. EU]HPLHQQ\��FL
*DUQ\��Z�FL�*\  

2. ]DGáX*RQ\ 
frighten =�HTC+V�P? v. 1. SU]HVWUDV]\ü 
gerd =I«ÖF? n. porost 
hat =J3V? n. czapka 
helk =JGNM? adj. 1. cichy  2. delikatny 
introduce =�+PVT�FLWÖU? v. 1. ZSURZDG]Lü  2. ZáR*\ü��
ZVDG]Lü  3. SU]HGVWDZLü 

legalize =�NKÖI�NC+\? v. ]DOHJDOL]RZDü 

lenate =N��PG+V? v. QLHGRZLHU]Dü 
luton =�NWÖV�P? n. kominiarka 
marbish =�O#ÖD+5? adj. szybki 
mirk =O«ÖM? v. SU]\SRPLQDü 
punish =�R¡P+5? v. NDUDü 
reaff =TKÖH? v. FKUDSDü 
remestian =T��OGUV+�P? n. 1. geogr. SD�VWZR�R�FLHnne 

2. V�VLDG  3. bud. �FLDQND�G]LDáRZD 
scolb =UM�7ND? n. przyspieszenie, zryw, zrywQR�ü 
spating =�URG+V+0? n. 1. fundament  2. deska, listwa 
strod =UVTbF? v. ]DEURQLü 
sturton =�UV«ÖV�P? v. SU]\ELHUDü 
sulk =U¡NM? v. ERF]\ü�VL
��G�VDü�VL
 
tentrophil ia =¤VGPVT��H+N+�? n. 1. med. katar  2. astron. 
SODQHWD�]HZQ
WU]QD 

vab =X3D? v. 1. N�VDü  2. NU\W\NRZDü 
vase =X#Ö\? n. wazon 
woozy =�YWÖ\K? adj. 1. podchmielony  2. 

zdezorientowany 



210 Appendices 

Version 2

English dictionary

amazing =��OG+\+0? adj. 1.  very surprising or 
unexpected  2.  very difficult to believe  3.  of very good 
quali ty 

ban =D3P? v. 1.  to forbid (something) officially 
batenate =�D3V�PG+V? v. 1.  to fry (something) lightly on 

a medium-heat pan  2.  to give (someone) a better, more 
responsible job 

blouse =DNC7\? n.  a shirt for a woman or girl 
boss =DbU? n.  a person in charge of workers 
cover =�M¡X�? n. 1.  something that is put onto or over 

something else to protect it  2.  something that is put onto 
or over something else to keep dirt out 

crelly =�MTGNK? adj. 1.  allowing a person to see through  
2.  allowing light to pass through 

cullen =�M¡N�P? n.  abil ity to think clearly and quickly 
dress =FTGU? n. 1.  a piece of clothing for a woman or girl 

that covers her body from shoulders to legs  2.  the way 
someone dresses 

feltous =�HGNV�U? adj. 1.  having an unborn baby growing 
inside the body  2.  having unpaid debt 

frighten =�HTC+V�P? v. 1.  to cause (someone) to be afraid 
gerd =I«ÖF? n.  primitive plant of yellow or grey colour 

growing on rocks 
hat =J3V? n.  any piece of clothing that people wear on the 

head 
helk =JGNM? adj. 1.  speaking in a soft voice and not a lot  

2.  avoiding saying things which might hurt other people 
introduce =�+PVT�FLWÖU? v. 1.  to put (something) into use, 

operation or a place for the first time  2.  to put 
(something) into an opening or hole  3.  to give the name 
of (someone) to another person when they first meet 

legalize =�NKÖI�NC+\? v.  to make a law which allows 
people to do (sth that was not allowed before) 

lenate =N��PG+V? v.  to find it difficult to believe (someone) 
luton =�NWÖV�P? n.  a piece of clothing worn on the head 

and usually over most of the face 
marbish =�O#ÖD+5? adj.  capable of fast movement 
mirk =O«ÖM? v.  to look similar to (something else) 
punish =�R¡P+5? v.  to make (someone) suffer because 

they have done something wrong or broken the law 
reaff =TKÖH? v.  to breathe noisily when sleeping 
remestian =T��OGUV+�P? n. 1. geogr. a country directly 

bordering on another country  2.  a person who lives next 
to you or near you  3. bud. a thin wall separating two 
rooms 

scolb =UM�7ND? n.  the ability of a car or other vehicle to 
increase its speed rapidly 

spating =�URG+V+0? n. 1.  the solid layer of cement, bricks, 
or stones that is under a building to support it  2.  a long 
narrow strip of wood used for construction   

strod =UVTbF? v.  no longer allow(something) 
sturton =�UV«ÖV�P? v.  (of a river) to swell with water 

threatening to flood its banks 
sulk =U¡NM? v.  to show that you are annoyed by being 

silent and having an unhappy expression on your face 
tentrophil ia =¤VGPVT��H+N+�? n. 1. med. a slight ill ness that 

makes it difficult to breathe through the nose and causes 
liquid to flow from the nose  2. astron.  a planet whose 
orbit lies beyond the orbit of Jupiter 

vab =X3D? v. 1.  (of an insect or animal) to bite painfully 
and quickly  2.  to express disapproval of (someone or 
something) by talking about their faults 

vase =X#Ö\? n.  a tall container used for putting flowers in 
or for decoration 

woozy =�YWÖ\K? adj. 1.  slightly drunk  2.  having 
confused or unclear thoughts 
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 Version 3 

English dictionary for Polish learners 

amazing =��OG+\+0? adj. 1. ]GXPLHZDM�F\ <=very 
surprising or unexpected>  2. niewiarygodny <=very 
difficult to believe>  3. GRVNRQDá\ <=of very good 
quali ty> 

ban =D3P? v. 1. ]GHOHJDOL]RZDü <=to forbid (something) 
officially> 

batenate =�D3V�PG+V? v. 1. SRGVPD*\ü <=to fry 
(something) lightly on a medium-heat pan>  2. 
DZDQVRZDü <=to give (someone) a better, more 
responsible job> 

blouse =DNC7\? n. bluzka <=a shirt for a woman or girl> 
boss =DbU? n. szef, szefowa <=a person in charge of 

workers> 
cover =�M¡X�? n. 1. RVáRQD <=something that is put onto 

or over something else to protect it>  2. pokrywka, 
pokrywa <=something that is put onto or over something 
else to keep dirt out> 

crelly =�MTGNK? adj. 1. przejrzysty <=allowing a person to 
see through>  2. prze(URF]\VW\ <=allowing light to pass 
through> 

cullen =�M¡N�P? n. WU]H(ZR�ü <=ability to think clearly 
and quickly> 

dress =FTGU? n. 1. sukienka <=a piece of clothing for a 
woman or girl that covers her body from shoulders to 
legs>  2. ubiór <=the way someone dresses> 

feltous =�HGNV�U? adj. 1. EU]HPLHQQ\��FL
*DUQ\��Z�FL�*\ 
<=having an unborn baby growing inside the body>  2. 
]DGáX*RQ\ <=having unpaid debt> 

frighten =�HTC+V�P? v. 1. SU]HVWUDV]\ü <=to cause 
(someone) to be afraid> 

gerd =I«ÖF? n. porost <=primitive plant of yellow or grey 
colour growing on rocks> 

hat =J3V? n. czapka <=any piece of clothing that people 
wear on the head> 

helk =JGNM? adj. 1. cichy <=speaking in a soft voice and 
not a lot>  2. delikatny <=avoiding saying things which 
might hurt other people> 

introduce =�+PVT�FLWÖU? v. 1. ZSURZDG]Lü <=to put 
(something) into use, operation or a place for the first 
time>  2. ZáR*\ü��ZVDG]Lü <=to put (something) into an 
opening or hole>  3. SU]HGVWDZLü <=to give the name of 
(someone) to another person when they first meet> 

legalize =�NKÖI�NC+\? v. ]DOHJDOL]RZDü <=to make a law 
which allows people to do (sth that was not allowed 
before)> 

lenate =N��PG+V? v. QLHGRZLHU]Dü <=to find it difficult to 
believe (someone)> 

luton =�NWÖV�P? n. kominiarka <=a piece of clothing worn 
on the head and usually over most of the face> 

marbish =�O#ÖD+5? adj. szybki <=capable of fast 
movement> 

mirk =O«ÖM? v. SU]\SRPLQDü <=to look similar to 
(something else)> 

punish =�R¡P+5? v. NDUDü <=to make (someone) suffer 
because they have done something wrong or broken the 
law> 

reaff =TKÖH? v. cKUDSDü <=to breathe noisily when 
sleeping> 

remestian =T��OGUV+�P? n. 1. geogr. SD�VWZR�R�FLHnne 
<=a country directly bordering on another country>  2. 
V�VLDG <=a person who lives next to you or near you>  3. 
bud. �FLDQND�G]LDáowa <=a thin wall separating two 
rooms> 

scolb =UM�7ND? n. SU]\VSLHV]HQLH��]U\Z��]U\ZQR�ü 
<=the abilit y of a car or other vehicle to increase its speed 
rapidly> 

spating =�URG+V+0? n. 1. fundament <=the solid layer of 
cement, bricks, or stones that is under a building to support 
it>  2. deska, listwa <=a long narrow strip of wood used 
for construction>   

strod =UVTbF? v. ]DEURQLü <=no longer allow(something)> 
sturton =�UV«ÖV�P? v. SU]\ELHUDü <=(of a river) to swell 

with water threatening to flood its banks> 
sulk =U¡NM? v. ERF]\ü�VL
��G�VDü�VL
 <=to show that you 

are annoyed by being silent and having an unhappy 
expression on your face> 

tentrophil ia =¤VGPVT��H+N+�? n. 1. med. katar <=a slight 
ill ness that makes it difficult to breathe through the nose 
and causes liquid to flow from the nose>  2. astron. 
SODQHWD�]HZQ
WU]QD <=a planet whose orbit lies beyond 
the orbit of Jupiter> 

vab =X3D? v. 1. N�VDü <=(of an insect or animal) to bite 
painfully and quickly>  2. NU\W\NRZDü <=to express 
disapproval of (someone or something) by talking about 
their faults> 

vase =X#Ö\? n. wazon <=a tall container used for putting 
flowers in or for decoration> 

woozy =�YWÖ\K? adj. 1. podchmielony <=slightly drunk> 
2. zdezorientowany <=having confused or unclear 
thoughts> 
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 Version 4 

6áRZQLN�DQJLHOVNR-polski

amazing =��OG+\+0? adj. 1. ]GXPLHZDM�F\ <=bardzo 
]DVNDNXM�F\�OXE�QLHRF]HNLZDQ\> 2. niewiarygodny 
<=bardzo trudny do uwierzenia> 3. GRVNRQDá\ <=bardzo 
dobrej jako�FL> 

ban =D3P? v. 1. ]GHOHJDOL]RZDü < RILFMDOQLH�]DEURQLü�
�F]HJR��> 

batenate =�D3V�PG+V? v. 1. SRGVPD*\ü <=lekko �FR�� 
XVPD*\ü�QD�XPLDUNRZDQLH�QDJU]DQHM�Satelni> 2. 
DZDQVRZDü < GDü��NRPX�� atrakcyjniejsze, bardziej 
odpowiedzialne stanowisko> 

blouse =DNC7\? n. bluzka < JyUQD�F]
�ü�XEUDQLD�NRELHW�
OXE�G]LHZF]�W��RGSRZLHGQLN�NRV]XOL�X�P
*czyzn> 

boss =DbU? n. szef, szefowa <=osoba na kierowniczym 
stanowisku w pracy> 

cover =�M¡X�? n. 1. RVáRQD < FR���FR�VL
�QDNáDGD�QD�FR��
innego dla ochrony przed zniszczeniem> 2. pokrywka, 
pokrywa < FR���FR�VL
�QDNáDGD�QD�FR��LQQHJR�GOD�RFKURQ\�
przed zakurzeniem> 

crelly =�MTGNK? adj. 1. przejrzysty < GDM�F\�VL
�
SU]HQLNQ�ü�Z]URNLHP> 2. SU]H(URF]\VW\ 
< SU]HSXV]F]DM�F\��ZLDWáR> 

cullen =�M¡N�P? n. WU]H(ZR�ü < ]GROQR�ü�GR�MDVQHJR�L�
V]\ENLHJR�P\�Oenia> 

dress =FTGU? n. 1. sukienka < DUW\NXá�RG]LH*\�QRszony 
SU]H]�NRELHW\�L�G]LHZF]\QNL�]DNU\ZDM�F\�FLDáR�RG�UDPLRQ�
do nóg> 2. ubiór <=sposób ubieraQLD�VL
> 

feltous =�HGNV�U? adj. 1. EU]HPLHQQ\��FL
*DUQ\��Z�FL�*\ 
< QRV]�F\�Z�VRELH�MHV]F]H�QLH�QDURG]RQH�G]LHFNR> 2. 
]DGáX*RQ\ <=posLDGDM�F\�]DOHJáH�]RERZL�]DQLD�
finansowe> 

frighten =�HTC+V�P? v. 1. SU]HVWUDV]\ü < Z\ZRá\ZDü�X�
�NRJR�� uczucie strachu> 

gerd =I«ÖF? n. porost < SU\PLW\ZQD�UR�OLQD�NRORUX�
]LHORQNDZHJR�OXE�V]DUHJR�URVQ�FD�QD�VNDáDFK> 

hat =J3V? n. czapka < DUW\NXá�RG]LH*\��NWyU\�QRVL�VL
�QD�
JáRZLH> 

helk =JGNM? adj. 1. cichy < PyZL�F\�FLFK\P�JáRVHP�L�
niewiele> 2. delikatny < VWDUDM�F\�VL
�QLH�PyZLü�R�
U]HF]DFK��NWyUH�PRJá\E\�XUD]Lü�LQQ\FK�OXG]L> 

introduce =�+PVT�FLWÖU? v. 1. ZSURZDG]Lü 
< VSRZRGRZDü��*H��FR���]DF]QLH�E\ü�REHFQH�OXE�X*\ZDQH�
w nowym miejscu> 2. ZáR*\ü��ZVDG]Lü < XPLH�FLü�
�FR�� w otworze> 3. SU]HGVWDZLü < SRGDü�LPL
�OXE�
nazwisko �NRJR���LQQHM�RVRELH�QD�SRF]�WNX�VSRWNania> 

legalize =�NKÖI�NC+\? v. ]DOHJDOL]RZDü < ]H]ZROLü�DNWHP�
prawnym �FR���FR�E\áR�XSU]HGQLR�]DEUonione)> 

lenate =N��PG+V? v. QLHGRZLHU]Dü < PLHü�Z�WSOLZR�FL��
czy �NWR�� mówi prawG
> 

luton =�NWÖV�P? n. kominiarka < DUW\NXá�RG]LH*\�QRV]RQ\�
QD�JáRZLH�L�]DNU\ZDM�F\�]Z\NOH�ZL
NV]R�ü�WZarzy> 

marbish =�O#ÖD+5? adj. szybki < PRJ�F\�VL
�V]\ENR�
SU]HPLHV]F]Dü> 

mirk =O«ÖM? v. SU]\SRPLQDü < Z\JO�GDü�SRGREQLH�GR�
�F]HJR��LQQego)> 

punish =�R¡P+5? v. NDUDü < ]DGDZDü�FLHUSLHQLH��NRPX�� 
NWR�F]\QLá�(OH�OXE�]áDPDá�SUawo)> 

reaff =TKÖH? v. FKUDSDü < RGG\FKDü�Z�KDáD�OLZ\�VSRVyE�Z�
czasie snu> 

remestian =T��OGUV+�P? n. 1. geogr. SD�VWZR�R�FLHnne 
< SD�VWZR�V�VLDGXM�FH�EH]SR�UHGQLR�]�GDQ\P�SD�stwem> 
2. V�VLDG <=osoba�PLHV]NDM�FD�RERN�OXE�QLHGaleko> 3. 
bud. �FLDQND�G]LDáRZD < FLHQND��FLDQD�QLekonstrukcyjna 
SRPL
G]\�SRPLHV]F]HQLami> 

scolb =UM�7ND? n. SU]\VSLHV]HQLH��]U\Z��]U\ZQR�ü 
< ]GROQR�ü�VDPRFKRGX�OXE�LQQHJR�SRMD]GX�GR�
JZDáWRZQHJR�]ZL
NV]DQLD�V]\ENR�FL�MD]G\> 

spating =�URG+V+0? n. 1. fundament <=twarda podstawa 
EXG\QNX�Z\NRQDQD�]�EHWRQX��FHJLHá�OXE�NDPLHQL> 2. 
deska, listwa < GáXJL��Z�VNL�NDZDáHN�GUHZQD�X*\ZDQ\�Z�
budownictwie>  

strod =UVTbF? v. ]DEURQLü < SU]HVWDü�QD��FR�� zezwaODü> 
sturton =�UV«ÖV�P? v. SU]\ELHUDü <=(o rzece)�Z\SHáQLDü�
VL
�ZRG��JUR*�F�Z\Oaniem> 

sulk =U¡NM? v. ERF]\ü�VL
��G�VDü�VL
 < RND]\ZDü�
QLH]DGRZROHQLH�PDáRPyZQR�FL��L�QLHV]F]
�OLZ\P�
wyrazem twarzy> 

tentrophil ia =¤VGPVT��H+N+�? n. 1. med. katar <=stan 
FKRURERZ\�FKDUDNWHU\]XM�F\�VL
�QLHGUR*QR�FL��QRVD�L�
FLHNQL
FLHP�]�QRVD> 2. astron. SODQHWD�]HZQ
WU]QD 
< SODQHWD��NWyUHM�RUELWD�OH*\�SR]D�RUELW��-RZLV]D> 

vab =X3D? v. 1. N�VDü <=�R�]ZLHU]
FLX��RZDG]LH� uJU\(ü�
dotkliwie i nieoczekiwanie> 2. NU\W\NRZDü < Z\UD*Dü�
niezadowolenie z �F]HJR��OXE�NRJR�� przez wskazywanie 
na ich wady> 

vase =X#Ö\? n. wazon < Z\GáX*RQH�QDF]\QLH�QD�NZLDW\�
FL
WH�OXE�GR�GHNRUDFML> 

woozy =�YWÖ\K? adj. 1. podchmielony <=lekko pijany> 
2. zdezorientowany < PDM�F\�SRPLHV]DQH�OXE�QLHMDVQH�
P\�OL> 
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 Version 5 

English dictionary for Polish learners

amazing =��OG+\+0? adj. 1. <=very surprising or 
unexpected> ]GXPLHZDM�F\ 2. <=very difficult to 
believe> niewiarygodny  3. <=of very good quality> 
GRVNRQDá\ 

ban =D3P? v. 1. <=to forbid (something) officially> 
]GHOHJDOL]RZDü 

batenate =�D3V�PG+V? v. 1. <=to fry (something) lightly 
on a medium-heat pan> SRGVPD*\ü  2. <=to give 
(someone) a better, more responsible job> DZDQVRZDü 

blouse =DNC7\? n. <=a shirt for a woman or girl> bluzka 
boss =DbU? n. <=a person in charge of workers> szef, 

szefowa 
cover =�M¡X�? n. 1. <=something that is put onto or over 

something else to protect it> RVáRQD  2. <=something that 
is put onto or over something else to keep dirt out> 
pokrywka, pokrywa 

crelly =�MTGNK? adj. 1. <=allowing a person to see 
through> przejrzysty  2. <=allowing light to pass 
through> SU]H(URF]\VW\ 

cullen =�M¡N�P? n. <=ability to think clearly and quickly> 
WU]H(ZR�ü 

dress =FTGU? n. 1. <=a piece of clothing for a woman or 
girl that covers her body from shoulders to legs> sukienka  
2. <=the way someone dresses> ubiór 

feltous =�HGNV�U? adj. 1. <=having an unborn baby 
growing inside the body> EU]HPLHQQ\��FL
*DUQ\��Z�FL�*\  
2. <=having unpaid debt> ]DGáu*RQ\ 

frighten =�HTC+V�P? v. 1. <=to cause (someone) to be 
afraid> SU]HVWUDV]\ü 

gerd =I«ÖF? n. <=primitive plant of yellow or grey colour 
growing on rocks> porost 

hat =J3V? n. <=any piece of clothing that people wear on 
the head> czapka 

helk =JGNM? adj. 1. <=speaking in a soft voice and not a 
lot> cichy  2. <=avoiding saying things which might hurt 
other people> delikatny 

introduce =�+PVT�FLWÖU? v. 1. <=to put (something) into 
use, operation or a place for the first time> ZSURZDG]Lü  
2. <=to put (something) into an opening or hole> ZáR*\ü��
ZVDG]Lü  3. <=to give the name of (someone) to another 
person when they first meet> SU]HGVWDZLü 

legalize =�NKÖI�NC+\? v. <=to make a law which allows 
people to do (sth that was not allowed before)> 
zaleJDOL]RZDü 

lenate =N��PG+V? v. <=to find it difficult to believe 
(someone)> QLHGRZLHU]Dü 

luton =�NWÖV�P? n. <=a piece of clothing worn on the head 
and usually over most of the face> kominiarka 

marbish =�O#ÖD+5? adj. <=capable of fast movement> 
szybki 

mirk =O«ÖM? v. <=to look similar to (something else)> 
SU]\SRPLQDü 

punish =�R¡P+5? v. <=to make (someone) suffer because 
they have done something wrong or broken the law> 
NDUDü 

reaff =TKÖH? v. <=to breathe noisily when sleeping> 
FKUDSDü 

remestian =T��OGUV+�P? n. 1. geogr.<=a country directly 
bordering on another country> SD�VWZR�R�FLHQQH  2. 
<=a person who lives next to you or near you> V�VLDG  3. 
bud.<=a thin wall separating two rooms> �FLDQND�
G]LDáRZD 

scolb =UM�7ND? n. <=the abilit y of a car or other vehicle to 
increase its speed rapidly> przyspieszenie, zryw, 
]U\ZQR�ü 

spating =�URG+V+0? n. 1. <=the solid layer of cement, 
bricks, or stones that is under a building to support it> 
fundament  2. <=a long narrow strip of wood used for 
construction> deska, listwa   

strod =UVTbF? v. <=no longer allow(something)> zabroQLü 
sturton =�UV«ÖV�P? v. <=(of a river) to swell with water 

threatening to flood its banks> SU]\ELHUDü 
sulk =U¡NM? v. <=to show that you are annoyed by being 

silent and having an unhappy expression on your face> 
ERF]\ü�VL
��G�VDü�VL
 

tentrophil ia =¤VGPVT��H+N+�? n. 1. med.<=a slight il lness 
that makes it difficult to breathe through the nose and 
causes liquid to flow from the nose> katar  2. astron. 
<=a planet whose orbit lies beyond the orbit of Jupiter> 
planeWD�]HZQ
WU]QD 

vab =X3D? v. 1. <=(of an insect or animal) to bite 
painfully and quickly> N�VDü  2. <=to express 
disapproval of (someone or something) by talking about 
their faults> NU\W\NRZDü 

vase =X#Ö\? n. <=a tall container used for putting flowers 
in or for decoration> wazon 

woozy =�YWÖ\K? adj. 1. <=slightly drunk> podchmielony 
2. <=having confused or unclear thoughts> 
zdezorientowany 



214 Appendices 

 Version 6 

6áRZQLN�DQJLHOVNR-polski

amazing =��OG+\+0? adj. 1. < EDUG]R�]DVNDNXM�F\�OXE�
nieoczekiwany> ]GXPLHZDM�F\ 2. <=bardzo trudny do 
uwierzenia> niewiarygodny 3. < EDUG]R�GREUHM�MDNR�FL> 
doskonaá\ 

ban =D3P? v. 1. < RILFMDOQLH�]DEURQLü��F]HJR��> 
]GHOHJDOL]RZDü 

batenate =�D3V�PG+V? v. 1. <=lekko �FR���XVPD*\ü�QD�
umiarkowanie nagrzanej patelni> SRGVPD*\ü 2. < GDü�
�NRPX�� atrakcyjniejsze, bardziej odpowiedzialne 
stanowisko> DZDQVRZDü 

blouse =DNC7\? n. < JyUQD�F]
�ü�XEUDQLD�NRELHW�OXE�
G]LHZF]�W��RGSRZLHGQLN�NRV]XOL�X�P
*F]\]Q> bluzka 

boss =DbU? n. <=osoba na kierowniczym stanowisku w 
pracy> szef, szefowa 

cover =�M¡X�? n. 1. < FR���FR�VL
�QDNáDGD�QD�FR��LQQHJR�
dla ochrony przed zniszczeniem> RVáRQD 2. < FR���FR�VL
�
QDNáDGD�QD�FR��LQQHJR�GOD�RFKURQ\�SU]HG�]DNXU]HQLHP> 
pokrywka, pokrywa 

crelly =�MTGNK? adj. 1. < GDM�F\�VL
�SU]HQLNQ�ü�Z]Uokiem> 
przejrzysty 2. < SU]HSXV]F]DM�F\��ZLDWáR> 
SU]H(URF]\VW\ 

cullen =�M¡N�P? n. < ]GROQR�ü�GR�MDVQHJR�L�V]\ENLHJR�
P\�Oenia> WU]H(ZR�ü 

dress =FTGU? n. 1. < DUW\NXá�RG]LH*\�QRV]RQ\�SU]H]�
kobiety i dziewczyQNL�]DNU\ZDM�F\�FLDáR�RG�UDPLRQ�GR�
nóg> sukienka 2. < VSRVyE�XELHUDQLD�VL
> ubiór 

feltous =�HGNV�U? adj. 1. < QRV]�F\�Z�VRELH�MHV]F]H�QLH�
narodzone dziecko> EU]HPLHQQ\��FL
*DUQ\��Z�FL�*\ 2. 
< SRVLDGDM�F\�]DOHJáH�]RERZL�]DQLD�Iinansowe> 
]DGáX*RQ\ 

frighten =�HTC+V�P? v. 1. < Z\ZRá\ZDü�X��NRJR�� uczucie 
strachu> SU]HVWUDV]\ü 

gerd =I«ÖF? n. < SU\PLW\ZQD�UR�OLQD�NRORUX�
]LHORQNDZHJR�OXE�V]DUHJR�URVQ�FD�QD�VNDáDFK> porost 

hat =J3V? n. < DUW\NXá�RG]LH*\��NWyU\�QRVL�VL
�QD�JáRZLH> 
czapka 

helk =JGNM? adj. 1. < PyZL�F\�FLFK\P�JáRVHP�L�
niewiele> cichy 2. < VWDUDM�F\�VL
�QLH�PyZLü�R�U]HF]DFK��
NWyUH�PRJá\E\�XUD]Lü�LQQ\FK�OXG]L> delikatny 

introduce =�+PVT�FLWÖU? v. 1. < VSRZRGRZDü��*H �FR�� 
]DF]QLH�E\ü�REHFQH�OXE�X*\ZDQH�Z�QRZ\P�PLHMVFX> 
ZSURZDG]Lü 2. < XPLH�FLü��FR�� w otworze> ZáR*\ü��
ZVDG]Lü 3. < SRGDü�LPL
�OXE�QD]ZLVNR��NRJR�� innej 
RVRELH�QD�SRF]�WNX�VSotkania> SU]HGVWDZLü 

legalize =�NKÖI�NC+\? v. <=zH]ZROLü�DNWHP�SUDZQ\P��FR���
FR�E\áR�XSU]HGQLR�]DEURQLRQH�> zalegalizoZDü 

lenate =N��PG+V? v. < PLHü�Z�WSOLZR�FL��F]\��NWR�� mówi 
prawG
> QLHGRZLHU]Dü 

luton =�NWÖV�P? n. < DUW\NXá�RG]LH*\�QRV]RQ\�QD�JáRZLH�L�
]DNU\ZDM�F\�]Z\NOH�ZL
NV]R�ü twarzy> kominiarka 

marbish =�O#ÖD+5? adj. < PRJ�F\�VL
�V]\ENR�
SU]HPLHV]F]Dü> szybki 

mirk =O«ÖM? v. < Z\JO�GDü�SRGREQLH�GR��F]HJR��LQQego)> 
SU]\SRPLQDü 

punish =�R¡P+5? v. < ]DGDZDü�FLHUSLHQLH��NRPX���NWR�
F]\QLá�(OH�OXE�]áDPDá�prawo)> NDUDü 

reaff =TKÖH? v. < RGG\FKDü�Z�KDáD�OLZ\�VSRVyE�Z�F]DVLH�
snu> FKUDSDü 

remestian =T��OGUV+�P? n. 1. geogr.< SD�VWZR�
V�VLDGXM�FH�EH]SR�UHGQLR�]�GDQ\P�SD�VWZHP> SD�VWZR�
R�FLHnne 2. < RVRED�PLHV]NDM�FD�RERN�OXE�QLHGDOHko> 
V�VLDG 3. bud.< FLHQND��FLDQD�QLHNRQVWUXNF\MQD�
SRPL
G]\�SRPLHV]F]HQLami> �FLDQND�G]LDáRZD 

scolb =UM�7ND? n. < ]GROQR�ü�VDPRFKRGX�OXE�LQQHJR�
SRMD]GX�GR�JZDáWRZQHJR�]ZL
NV]DQLD�V]\ENR�FL�MD]G\> 
przyspieszenie, zryw, zryZQR�ü 

spating =�URG+V+0? n. 1. <=twarda podstawa budynku 
Z\NRQDQD�]�EHWRQX��FHJLHá�OXE�NDPLHQL> fundament 2. 
< GáXJL��Z�VNL�NDZDáHN�GUHZQD�X*\ZDQ\�Z�
budownictwie> deska, listwa  

strod =UVTbF? v. < SU]HVWDü�QD��FR���]H]ZDODü> ]DEURQLü 
sturton =�UV«ÖV�P? v. <=(o rzece)�Z\SHáQLDü�VL
�ZRG��
JUR*�F�Z\Oaniem> SU]\ELHUDü 

sulk =U¡NM? v. < RND]\ZDü�QLH]DGRZROHQLH�
PDáRPyZQR�FL��L�QLHV]F]
�OLZ\P�Z\UD]HP�WZDU]\> 
ERF]\ü�VL
��G�VDü�VL
 

tentrophil ia =¤VGPVT��H+N+�? n. 1. med.<=stan chorobowy 
FKDUDNWHU\]XM�F\�VL
�QLHGUR*QR�FL��QRVD�L�FLHNQL
FLHP�]�
nosa> katar 2. astron. < SODQHWD��NWyUHM�RUELWD�OH*\�SR]D�
RUELW��-RZLV]D> SODQHWD�]HZQ
WU]QD 

vab =X3D? v. 1. <=�R�]ZLHU]
FLX��RZDG]LH��XJU\(ü�
dotkliwie i nieoczekiwanie> N�VDü 2. < Z\UD*Dü�
niezadowolenie z �F]HJR��OXE�NRJR�� przez wskazywanie 
na ich wady> NU\W\NRZDü 

vase =X#Ö\? n. < Z\GáX*RQH�QDF]\QLH�QD�NZLDW\�FL
WH�OXE�
do dekoracji> wazon 

woozy =�YWÖ\K? adj. 1. <=lekko pijany> podchmielony 
2. < PDM�F\�SRPLHV]DQH�OXE�QLHMDVQH�P\�OL> 
zdezorientowany 
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Appendix 8. Educational institutions participating in 
the study 

Educational Institution Subjects Percent 

Gimnazjum w Uniecku 20 2.8 

*LPQD]MXP�Z�5DFL�*X 24 3.4 

*LPQD]MXP���Z�0XURZDQHM�*R�OLQLH 42 5.9 

LO w Pniewach 46 6.5 

LO w Sulechowie 30 4.2 

/2��=6=�Z�.R�FLDQLH 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 

=6=���ZH�:U]H�QL��/LFHXP�$GPLQLVWUDF\MQR-Biurowe 56 7.9 

NKJO w Poznaniu 14 2.0 

SJO Europa Szczecin 40 5.6 

63�Z�,áyZFX 35 4.9 

*PLQQD�6]NRáD�3RGVWDZRZD�Z�&]HUQLHMHZLH 22 3.1 

:\*V]D�6]NRáD�2ILFHUVND�Z�3R]QDQLX 26 3.7 

Akademia Sztuk Wizualnych w Poznaniu 26 3.7 

ZSZ w Kole, Technikum Chemiczne 17 2.4 

=6=�Z�.ROH��7HFKQLNXP�2FKURQ\��URGRZLVND 13 1.8 

=6=���ZH�:U]H�QL��7HFKQLNXP�(OHNWURQLF]QH 32 4.5 

UAM 34 4.8 
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Appendix 9. Database dictionary codes 

 
Dictionary Code Type Long Description 
AHD m American Heritage Dictionary 
ALD m Oxford Advanced Learners Dictionary 
BBC m BBC English Dictionary 
BBI m BBI Combinatory Dictionary 
BGW b Collins-BGW, Fisiak J. 
BGWCD b YDP; Fisiak J., Collins-BGW on CD-ROM 
BGWEP b Collins-BGW, Fisiak J., English-Polish 
BGWPE b Collins-BGW, Fisiak J., Polish-English 
Bi b Other unspecified bilingual 
BiEP b Other unspecified bilingual English-Polish 
BiPE b Other unspecified bilingual Polish-English 
CIDE m Cambridge International Dictionary of English 
Cobuild m COBUILD (any) 
CobuildCD b Cobuild on CD 
Coll m Collocation dictionary (any) 
Collins  Collins unspecified 
ElBi b Electronic bilingual 
Electronic  Electronic 
ElEP b Electronic English-Polish 
ElPE b Electronic Polish-English 
Etranslator b English Translator 
Grzebieniowski b Grzebieniowski T. 
Idioms m Dictionary of idioms 
Idiomy b 6áRZQLN�LGLRPyZ�L�]ZURWyZ 
Jaworska b 6á��DQJ-pol.WNT, Jaworska, T. 
.DáX*D b .DáX*D��-���([OLEULV 
Kiesz b .LHV]RQNRZ\��-D�ODQ�-��	�6WDQLVáDZVNL�-� 
Langenscheidt b Langenscheidt's Pocket English Dictionary, 

Grzebieniowski T. 
LASD b Longman Active Study Dictionary 
LDLC m Longman Dictionary of English Language and Culture 
LDOCE m Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English 
LLA m Longman Language Activator 
LongMono m Longman monolingual 
LongPocket m Longman Pocket 
LongPodr b /RQJPDQ�3RGU
F]Q\��)LVLDN�-. et al. 
LPD  Longman Pronunciation Dictionary, Wells, J.C. 
LTT b Language Teacher Translator (Electronic) 
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Dictionary Code Type Long Description 
Mini b Minimum/Mini 
Mizgalski b Mizgalski, E. 
Mono m Other unspecified monolingual 
NewHot b New Hotline Elementary (coursebook glossary) 
Other  Other unspecified 
OxCon m Oxford Concise Dictionary 
Oxford  Oxford unspecified 
OxMono m Oxford monolingual 
OxPocket m Oxford Pocket Dictionary 
OxQuick m Oxford Quick Reference and Thesaurus 
OxStud m Oxford Student's Dictionary 
OxWord b Oxford Wordpower English-Polish 
Penguin m New Penguin English Dictionary 
Piotrowski b Piotrowski T. Saloni, Z., WILGA 
Podr b 3RGU
F]Q\�XQVSHFLILHG 
RHC m Random House College Dictionary 
Saloni b Piotrowski T., Saloni Z., Mini PWN czerwony 
SOED m Shorter Oxford English Dictionary 
STAG b :LHONL�6áRZQLN�3$�L�3$�6WDQLVáDZVNL�-� 
StanP b 3RGU
F]Q\�6áRZQLN�$3�L�3$�6WDQLVáDZVNL�-� 
Tematyczny b 6áRZQLN�WHPDW\F]Q\ 
Translator b Translator 
Turystyczny b 6áRZQLN�WXU\VW\F]Q\ 
Uniwersalny b Uniwersalny, Grzebieniowski T. & Kaznowski A. 
Webster m Webster unspecified 
Wtranslator b Word Translator 
 
Note: The table reflects dictionary identification information as provided by subjects. 

Therefore, it is not meant to give consistent, detailed and complete bibliographical 
data. The specificity of the descriptions varies widely, with, at best, specific titles 
(though never editions) identified, but more often just the publisher or the author, 
or, at worst, just catch-all categories such as Dictionary of idioms, Webster un-
specified or simply Other unspecified. 

 
 
 
 


