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PREFACE

Language is more than a means of communication; it is a 
dynamic resource through which individuals construct meaning, 
express identities, and engage with the world. For multilingual 
writers, foreign language writing involves not only developing 
proficiency in a target language but also drawing upon existing 
linguistic knowledge and experiences.

Multilingual Minds: Linguistic Repertoires, Translangu-
aging, and Cross-Linguistic Interaction in Foreign Language 
Writing explores how multilingual individuals mobilize their lin-
guistic repertoires, engage in translanguaging practices, and navi-
gate cross-linguistic interactions throughout the writing process. 
By moving beyond monolingual perspectives, this book high-
lights the interconnected nature of languages and the valuable 
role multilingual resources play in written communication.

The book aims to contribute to a deeper understanding of 
multilingual writing by examining its cognitive, linguistic, and 
pedagogical dimensions. It also encourages researchers and lan-
guage educators to reconsider how learners' linguistic backgro-
unds can be recognized and integrated into foreign language wri-
ting instruction.

Ultimately, this book seeks to promote a more inclusive un-
derstanding of multilingualism and to emphasize the potential of 
linguistic diversity as a resource for learning, meaning-making, 
and writing development. It is hoped that the perspectives presen-
ted here will inspire further research and inform educational prac-
tices that embrace the complexity and richness of multilingual 
minds.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction
1.1 Multilingualism in Contemporary Societies

Multilingualism, encompassing the coexistence and 
use of different languages   at both individual and societal 
levels, is a phenomenon gaining increasing importance in 
linguistic research. In its most expansive interpretation, 
multilingualism refers to the capacity of an individual or 
community to utilize many languages, encompassing not 
just bilingualism but also trilingualism and the learning of 
other languages. Nonetheless, multilingualism encompasses 
a lot greater complexity than merely the quantity of lan-
guages spoken. The linguistic abilities of individuals, their 
ways of language acquisition, their language choices in 
different social contexts, and the connections they form be-
tween languages are also significant elements of this phe-
nomenon. Globalization, international migration patterns, 
trade connections, enhanced travel prospects, and extensive 
intercultural exchanges have led to the prominence of mul-
tilingualism in modern society. The presence of individuals 
from different linguistic and cultural origins has resulted in 
the utilization of languages outside their communities and in 
different social contexts. Consequently, multilingualism has 
emerged as a significant subject of inquiry analyzed from 
diverse perspectives within disciplines including sociolin-
guistics, psycholinguistics, language acquisition, and ap-
plied linguistics (Aronin & Hufeisen, 2009). Specifically, 
the ways in which individuals acquire several languages, the 
circumstances in which they utilize these languages, and the 
impact of previously learned languages on the acquisition of 
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a new language are fundamental inquiries in the study of 
multilingualism.

In conventional perspectives on language, monolin-
gualism has long been regarded as a primary criterion for 
language utilization. Particularly with the emergence of the 
nation-state, the prioritization of a singular language in for-
mal and social discourse has occasionally diminished the 
significance of linguistic diversity. Nevertheless, upon ana-
lyzing the linguistic frameworks of communities, it be-
comes apparent that individuals engage with diverse lan-
guages in their everyday interactions and utilize them for a 
range of communicative purposes. The formal endorsement 
of a singular language within a community does not inher-
ently indicate that the community is monolingual. Along-
side the official language, minority languages, immigrant 
languages, regional dialects, and other different linguistic 
forms constitute significant components of the socio-
linguistic framework. Consequently, assessing multilingual-
ism necessitates examining both official language policy 
and the actual language usage trends within the community. 
A primary concern in multilingualism studies is assessing 
the linguistic proficiency of multilingual individuals. Tradi-
tional approaches regard each language utilized by multilin-
gual individuals as a separate entity. However, this approach 
may not fully clarify the language traits and communicative 
dynamics of multilingual individuals. Grosjean (1985) as-
serts that bilingual individuals should not be viewed as mere 
combinations of two distinct monolingual entities. In a sim-
ilar vein, the notion of multicompetence, proposed by Cook 
(1992), emphasizes that the linguistic proficiency of indi-
viduals adept in several languages constitutes a distinctive 
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entirety. From this viewpoint, the linguistic proficiency of 
multilingual individuals can be assessed not merely by ana-
lyzing the individual languages they possess, but also by ex-
ploring the interplay among different languages.

The proficiency level and function of languages uti-
lized by multilingual individuals can exhibit differences. In-
dividuals might employ one language inside their familial 
setting, a different one in their academic pursuits, and other 
languages among their social relationships. An individual 
could possess advanced verbal communication abilities in a 
certain language while exhibiting more restricted written 
proficiency in that same language. Consequently, multilin-
gualism does not necessitate that an individual possesses 
equivalent competence in every language he is familiar 
with. The regularity of language utilization, the contexts in 
which they are learned, their societal roles, and personal en-
counters with these languages can all significantly influence 
the advancement of linguistic proficiency. This indicates 
that multilingualism is not a fixed trait but rather a dynamic 
phenomenon that can evolve based on personal and societal 
factors. Theoretical approaches for explaining the dynamic 
nature of multilingualism reveal that the languages   individ-
uals possess are not entirely independent of each other. The 
Dynamic Model of Multilingualism, established by Herdina 
and Jessner (2002), views the language frameworks of mul-
tilingual individuals as intricate entities that evolve and in-
terrelate over time. This methodology posits that the evolu-
tion of an individual's languages is influenced not alone by 
the language acquisition process but also by language uti-
lization and personal experiences. Consequently, previously 
acquired languages may influence the learning of a new lan-
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guage in several ways. Particularly in third language acqui-
sition research, the manifestation of linguistic information 
and learning experiences derived from an individual's first 
and second languages in the process of acquiring a new lan-
guage is a significant field of research. At this point, the no-
tion of linguistic repertoire gains significance for multilin-
gual individuals. Linguistic repertoire denotes the complete 
range of linguistic assets that an individual can employ dur-
ing communication. Multilingual individuals may utilize 
these resources variably according on their communicative 
requirements and contexts. Specifically, when addressing 
lexical or structural challenges faced in one language, previ-
ously acquired knowledge from other languages can be ad-
vantageous. This indicates that interlingual interaction 
should not be only linked to linguistic transfer or error pro-
duction but can also be viewed as a valuable asset that facil-
itates communication and language acquisition.

Another significant notion in the field of multilingual-
ism research is the linguistic process known as translan-
guaging. This notion emphasizes the adaptable use of lin-
guistic resources by multilingual individuals in the pro-
cesses of meaning-making and communication. Traditional 
approaches prioritize the segregation of distinct languages, 
whereas the translanguaging framework views the interplay 
between linguistic resources as an inherent communicative 
behavior among multilingual speakers. Canagarajah (2011) 
illustrates that multilingual individuals can employ several 
linguistic resources during academic writing, whereas Gar-
cía (2011) stresses the necessity of reassessing the conven-
tional perception of bilingualism as reliant on separate lan-
guage systems. In this framework, translanguaging provides 
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a significant theoretical basis for comprehending how multi-
lingual individuals utilize their language resources.

The increasing importance of multilingualism has ne-
cessitated a reassessment of the approaches adopted in for-
eign language teaching. Traditional approaches in foreign 
language instruction have emphasized the target language 
while restricting the utilization of students' pre-existing lan-
guages. The language acquisition processes of multilingual 
individuals reveal that previously learned languages can 
serve many functions in acquiring a new language. Cook 
(2001) emphasizes that the utilization of students' native 
languages can serve particular educational purposes in lan-
guage instruction. In this perspective, the linguistic knowl-
edge and experiences of multilingual students should be re-
garded not as insignificant but as valuable assets that en-
hance the learning process. The influence of previously 
learned languages might be especially apparent in the writ-
ing processes of a foreign language. Writing is not merely 
the application of grammatical rules; it involves various 
cognitive processes such as the formation and organization 
of thoughts, the selection of appropriate words, and the re-
view of the text. Multilingual individuals may employ their 
additional languages at different phases of these procedures 
while composing a text in the target language. The degree of 
usage for each language differs based on the individual's lin-
guistic history, language skills, everyday language choices, 
and the nature of the writing assignment. Consequently, ex-
amining the writing processes of multilingual individuals 
can greatly enhance comprehension of interlingual interac-
tion and the application of linguistic resources.

Multilingual Minds Linguistic Repertoires, Translanguaging ...

5



Comprehending the linguistic practices of multilin-
gual individuals necessitates more than merely identifying 
the languages they are proficient in. Discrepancies may exist 
between the languages individuals claim to utilize in their 
everyday life and those they actually employ throughout 
specific tasks. Individuals may assert that they predomi-
nantly employ one language for cognitive activities, al-
though they might also engage different languages when 
composing in a non-native tongue. Consequently, in the 
study of multilingualism, analyzing individuals' self-
evaluations of their language usage in conjunction with their 
actual linguistic behaviors might yield more thorough un-
derstanding of the function of linguistic repertoires. In con-
clusion, multilingualism in contemporary societies is a mul-
tidimensional phenomenon encompassing not only the co-
existence of different languages   but also how individuals 
use these languages   in social, cultural, and cognitive pro-
cesses. The connections that multilingual individuals form 
among the languages they utilize profoundly impact lan-
guage acquisition and the learning of foreign languages. The 
engagement of linguistic repertoires, interlingual communi-
cation, and translanguaging activities are factors that must 
be acknowledged in comprehending the language produc-
tion mechanisms of multilingual individuals. In this per-
spective, Türkiye, characterized by the coexistence of di-
verse linguistic and cultural communities, provides an im-
portant context for exploring the personal and societal as-
pects of multilingualism.

1.2 Türkiye’s Multilingual Landscape

Türkiye is one of the countries where different linguis-
tic and cultural communities have coexisted throughout his-
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tory and where linguistic diversity is clearly observed due to 
its geographical location and social structure. Its function as 
a conduit between Asia and Europe, its accommodation of 
several civilizations, and its interaction with numerous mi-
gration flows have substantially influenced the nation's lin-
guistic framework. Consequently, due to these historical and 
social circumstances, numerous languages from various lin-
guistic groups, alongside Turkish, have coexisted in 
Türkiye. Consequently, assessing Türkiye's linguistic envi-
ronment exclusively through the official language fails to 
capture the linguistic variety and language usage practices 
of different communities within the country. Article 3 of the 
Constitution of the Republic of Türkiye establishes Turkish 
as the state’s official language. The language utilized in state 
administration, formal education, legal matters, and numer-
ous aspects of social life is Turkish. Nonetheless, the recog-
nition of Turkish as the official language does not indicate 
that every individual in Türkiye speaks only Turkish or that 
it is their first acquired language. Different ethnic and cul-
tural groups in the country employ their unique family and 
community languages in conjunction with Turkish. This cir-
cumstance exemplifies the importance of differentiating be-
tween the status of a language as official and its real utiliza-
tion in society.

Türkiye's linguistic diversity includes various lan-
guages   such as Kurdish, Arabic, Syriac, Laz, Circassian, 
Georgian, Armenian, and Greek. The prevalence of usage, 
spatial distribution, methods of intergenerational transmis-
sion, and societal application of various languages vary. 
Certain areas utilize certain languages more intensively, 
while others persist within populations dispersed through-
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out different cities. Moreover, the social prominence of a 
language is connected not alone to its speaker population 
but also to its utilization in familial discourse, educational 
settings, social interactions, and cultural endeavors. Conse-
quently, when analyzing Türkiye's linguistic diversity, it is 
essential to ascertain not only the presence of languages but 
also to assess the societal contexts in which they are utilized 
and the roles they fulfill. The coexistence of different lan-
guages in Türkiye facilitates the development of linguistic 
settings where individuals encounter multiple languages 
from an early age. Particularly in areas where a language 
other than Turkish is utilized within the household, children 
can simultaneously learn both their familial language and 
Turkish. Nevertheless, this procedure does not transpire uni-
formly for every individual. Certain youngsters assimilate 
both languages within the familial setting, whereas others 
obtain the family language at home and learn Turkish 
through educational institutions and the broader social con-
text. The duration of language exposure, the regularity of 
their application, and the variations in communicative con-
texts can influence the competency individuals gain in the 
languages they utilize. Family and the close environment 
play a significant role in the use and intergenerational trans-
mission of different community languages   in Türkiye. Inter-
action among parents, grandparents, and other relatives sig-
nificantly assists individuals in preserving their familial lan-
guages. Nevertheless, the utilization of community lan-
guages extends beyond the familial setting. Familial rela-
tionships, local associations, cultural gatherings, and intra-
community engagements are other domains where these 
languages are utilized in everyday life. The scope of these 
usage regions may differ based on the environmental and so-
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cial circumstances of the populations. The widespread use 
of Turkish in education, work life, and public communica-
tion, in particular, can lead individuals to prefer different 
languages   in various settings.

A striking illustration of linguistic diversity in Türkiye 
is Mardin, a region where several languages and cultures 
have traditionally coexisted. Mardin has a multilingual at-
mosphere in which Turkish, Arabic, Kurdish, and Syriac co-
exist in daily interactions. Residents of the area might utilize 
one or many of these languages based on their family's lin-
guistic heritage and the communicative contexts they in-
habit. Daily engagement among diverse linguistic commu-
nities enables individuals to experience not just their lan-
guages but also other languages prevalent in their surround-
ings. In this context, Mardin serves as a significant research 
setting for the exploration of multilingualism, considering 
both personal language competencies and their interplay 
with social connections and cultural ties. In the linguistic 
structure of Mardin, Arabic, Kurdish, and Syriac serve as 
languages linked to the cultural narratives and identities of 
different populations. The employment of different lan-
guages in familial and social contexts can affect the devel-
opment of individuals’ linguistic experiences. For instance, 
a person brought up in a household where either Arabic, 
Kurdish, or Syriac is utilized may additionally employ Turk-
ish in different facets of their everyday existence. In such 
instances, the domains and purposes of the languages an in-
dividual commands may vary. The familial language may be 
primarily linked to intimate connections and cultural affilia-
tions, whereas Turkish may emerge as the dominant 
medium in educational and communicative interactions 
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with those from diverse linguistic heritages. Nonetheless, 
these usage trends should not be deemed applicable to every 
individual; they must be assessed in the context of personal 
experiences and societal circumstances.

The educational framework also significantly influ-
ences the language environment in Türkiye. The require-
ment for Turkish to be the principal language of teaching in 
formal education compels students from various linguistic 
backgrounds to use Turkish for both academic and social in-
teractions. This circumstance can profoundly influence the 
educational experiences of individuals, especially those 
whose familial context includes the usage of a language 
other than Turkish. Alongside the linguistic assets obtained 
from their families, students enhance their proficiency in 
Turkish throughout their educational journey and are intro-
duced to new languages through foreign language classes. 
Consequently, the language acquisition processes of stu-
dents from different linguistic backgrouds extend beyond 
merely mastering the target language; they also involve the 
interplay between previously acquired languages and the 
newly learned ones. In this context, learning English as a 
foreign language enhances the linguistic experiences of 
multilingual individuals in Türkiye. Learners who have 
mastered languages like Arabic, Kurdish, or Syriac along-
side Turkish from an early age already have access to multi-
ple linguistic resources when they begin learning English. 
The procedures by which they learn English cannot be elu-
cidated merely by examining the connection between Turk-
ish and English. The additional languages people utilize 
may also influence word choice, meaning formulation, cog-
nitive structuring, and the resolution of linguistic chal-
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lenges. Consequently, when assessing individuals acquiring 
foreign languages in Türkiye, it is essential to examine their 
linguistic backgrounds and the different languages they 
communicate in.

Investigations carried out in Türkiye reveal diverse in-
sights into the linguistic practices of distinct language com-
munities and their interrelations. Sofu (2009) highlighted 
the influence of education, job prospects, social mobility, 
and familial connections on language retention and transfor-
mation by analyzing the linguistic practices of Turkish and 
Arabic-speaking households across three generations. 
Çabuk (2020) investigated the interplay between Kurmanji 
Kurdish and Turkish using familial telephone dialogs, 
demonstrating that certain language features adopted from 
Turkish can be utilized in Kurdish discourse. These investi-
gations suggest that the linguistic practices of multilingual 
populations in Türkiye should be assessed in connection to 
social interactions and everyday discourse. Correspond-
ingly, certain research undertaken in Türkiye indicates that 
previously acquired linguistic proficiency can facilitate the 
acquisition of different languages. Sert (2007) investigated 
instances of interlingual transfer in the German acquisition 
experiences of individuals who are native Turkish speakers 
and fluent in English. Efeoğlu et al. (2020) concluded that 
speakers of Pomak, Greek, and Turkish can leverage their 
diverse linguistic backgrounds during the English writing 
process. These investigations highlight the significance of 
analyzing the foreign language learning experiences of mul-
tilingual individuals in Türkiye, taking into account the in-
terplay of different linguistic resources.
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The linguistic structure of Türkiye enables multilin-
gualism to be perceived not merely as a societal trait but 
also as a phenomenon associated with individual cognitive 
and educational experiences. The connections that individu-
als with diverse familial languages establish with Turkish 
and other languages might affect the development and uti-
lization of their linguistic repertoire. Nonetheless, the lan-
guages that individuals are proficient in, the frequency of 
their usage, and the specific languages employed for partic-
ular jobs are distinct considerations. To have a more thor-
ough understanding of multilingualism in Türkiye, it is es-
sential to analyze not only individuals' linguistic back-
grounds but also their language use in different communica-
tive and educational contexts. In this regard, it can be as-
serted that Türkiye, particularly areas with notable linguistic 
diversity like Mardin, provides favorable settings for inves-
tigating the linguistic repertoires of multilingual individu-
als. Examining the English learning processes of individuals 
who grew up speaking languages like Turkish, Arabic, Kur-
dish, and Syriac can contribute to understanding how previ-
ously acquired languages   relate to thinking and writing pro-
cesses in a foreign language. Consequently, Türkiye's lin-
guistic landscape extends beyond just offering a backdrop 
for the social distribution of many languages; it constitutes 
a significant setting for comprehending the language acqui-
sition experiences of multilingual individuals.

1.3 Purpose and Significance of the Study

The way in which multilingual individuals employ 
their previously acquired languages during the learning of 
foreign languages is a central concern in the fields of lan-
guage acquisition and applied linguistics research. In this 

Aylin Yardımcı - Arif Sarıçoban

12



perspective, analyzing the correlation between individuals' 
self-evaluations of their language usage and their perfor-
mance in certain linguistic tasks is essential for compre-
hending the functioning of linguistic repertoires. Although 
personal accounts of language use give insight into individ-
uals' linguistic tendencies and inclinations, it is important to 
examine the degree to which these assertions correspond 
with actual language production mechanisms. This study as-
sesses the linguistic resources employed by multilingual in-
dividuals while composing in a foreign language, utilizing 
both their self-reported experiences and the linguistic data 
produced during the writing process. 

The primary objective of this study is to ascertain how 
multilingual individuals engage their linguistic resources 
during English writing and to reveal the similarities and 
differences between their self-reported language use and 
their actual language use.  The research investigates the lan-
guages employed at different phases of the writing process, 
the integration of previously learned languages into cogni-
tive development and text creation, and the impact of partic-
ipants' linguistic backgrounds on these processes. Addition-
ally, by an analysis of the linguistic characteristics exhibited 
by monolingual and bilingual individuals, the research aims 
to elucidate the connection between the variety of linguistic 
resources and the writing processes in a foreign language.

A notable feature of the research is that it does not as-
sess participants' linguistic usage exclusively through their 
self-reported data. Survey data is integrated with think-
aloud protocols and semi-structured interviews to juxtapose 
individuals' self-reported language preferences with the lan-
guages they employ in writing. Think-aloud protocols hold 
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significant value, as they facilitate the analysis of articulated 
thoughts during the composition of written material. Conse-
quently, the enquiry encompasses not only finalized texts 
but also the linguistic processes involved in text generation. 
Nonetheless, given that think-aloud protocols do not accu-
rately represent all cognitive processes, the gathered data 
are assessed within the context of the thought processes ar-
ticulated by participants.

One of the study's unique contributions is its compar-
ison of writing tasks performed in the same foreign lan-
guage by individuals with diverse linguistic backgrounds. 
Analyzing individuals who initially acquired Turkish in 
conjunction with those concurrently studying Turkish-
Arabic, Turkish-Kurdish, and Turkish-Syriac facilitates the 
recognition of personal and collective variations in linguis-
tic repertoire utilization. This analysis emphasizes both the 
quantity of languages employed and the roles that various 
languages play in the writing process. Consequently, the 
study contributed to addressing the relationship between lin-
guistic background and foreign language production with-
out limiting it to a single language group.

The theoretical significance of this research stems 
from its examination of the manifestation of interlingual in-
teraction in foreign language writing processes through con-
crete language use data. The engagement of previously 
learned languages during writing, the linguistic tools em-
ployed when facing lexical challenges, and the simultane-
ous usage of multiple languages are factors that must be ac-
knowledged in comprehending multilingual language out-
put. Consequently, the research facilitates the assessment of 
theoretical discussions concerning the use of linguistic 
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repertoires and translanguaging practices within a specific 
research framework. Simultaneously, analyzing the correla-
tion between individuals' self-reported language usage and 
their actual behaviors provides a methodological enhance-
ment to data-gathering strategies employed in multilingual-
ism studies. 

This research also holds considerable importance for 
foreign language instruction in Türkiye. Students with 
different linguistic origins in a shared foreign language 
learning setting require the incorporation of their previous 
linguistic knowledge and experiences into the instructional 
approach. The findings from this study are anticipated to en-
hance comprehension of how students address linguistic 
challenges faced in writing and the resources they utilize. 
This knowledge can serve as a foundation for discussions 
aimed at developing pedagogical practices that take into ac-
count students' existing linguistic backgrounds, particularly 
in teaching writing in a foreign language. However, the con-
tribution of the research should be evaluated within the 
framework of the explanatory possibilities offered by the 
data obtained from a specific group of participants. The lim-
ited sample size of the study does not allow for the general-
ization of the findings to all multilingual individuals in 
Türkiye. However, the use of different data collection tools 
and the comparison of groups with different linguistic back-
grounds enable a multifaceted examination of the foreign 
language writing experiences of the participants studied. In 
this respect, the research offers a comparative framework 
for conducting studies with larger samples. In conclusion, 
this study seeks to enhance the domains of multilingualism 
and foreign language writing by analyzing the linguistic re-
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sources employed by multilingual individuals in their Eng-
lish writing processes, focusing on the correlation between 
self-reported experiences and data collected during the ac-
tual writing process. The importance of the study lies in 
comparing the writing processes of individuals with differ-
ent linguistic backgrounds, as well as evaluating the use of 
linguistic repertoires within the framework of individual ex-
periences and observable linguistic practices.
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CHAPTER 2

Theoretical Perspectives on Multilingualism
2.1 Conceptualizing Multilingualism

Multilingualism is a notion that has seen the formula-
tion of diverse approaches concerning its definition and ex-
tent, as it pertains to several fields of study. Tucker (1999) 
links multilingualism to the ability to communicate in mul-
tiple languages, whether at an individual or social scale. In 
this context, the term is employed as a broad description that 
includes bilingualism, trilingualism, and other languages 
learned later in life. Nonetheless, defining multilingualism 
exclusively by the quantity of languages spoken is restric-
tive when assessing individuals' linguistic experiences and 
their language utilization. Consequently, factors like lan-
guage acquisition, linguistic competence, contexts of appli-
cation, and personal variances must also be taken into ac-
count while delineating the idea. The conceptual limits of 
multilingualism are shaped by different perspectives on the 
proficiency necessary for an individual to communicate in 
more than one language. Mastering several languages is not 
equal to the ability to employ them for certain communica-
tive objectives. Individuals can attain diverse proficiency 
levels in the languages they communicate and employ them 
for different purposes. Consequently, presuming uniform 
competence across all languages as a criterion for defining 
multilingualism may inadequately reflect the realities of in-
dividuals with different linguistic backgrounds. Aronin and 
Hufeisen (2009) illustrate that the research domain of multi-
lingualism encompasses distinct conceptual and method-
ological challenges, indicating its breadth surpasses that of 

Multilingual Minds Linguistic Repertoires, Translanguaging ...

17



second language acquisition studies. When evaluating mul-
tilingualism, it is crucial to differentiate between individual 
and societal dimensions. Personal multilingualism refers to 
a person's proficiency and abilities in many languages, 
whereas societal multilingualism pertains to the presence 
and utilization of different languages within a specific com-
munity. This differentiation is also useful in assessing the 
sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic aspects of multilingual-
ism. The sociolinguistic perspective (Widdowson, 2009) 
emphasizes the linguistic experiences of multilingual popu-
lations and individuals nurtured in such environments. The 
psycholinguistic perspective, conversely, investigates the 
cognitive processes linked to the learning and use of lan-
guages by individuals. Consequently, multilingualism is 
considered a field of study that includes the social roles of 
languages and the ways individuals utilize their linguistic 
knowledge. An additional factor that delineates the parame-
ters of multilingualism is the manner in which the connec-
tion between bilingualism and the learning of a third or ad-
ditional languages is considered. Research on second lan-
guage acquisition often investigates the correlation between 
the native language and the language learned thereafter, 
whereas studies on third language acquisition explore the 
potential influences of previously acquired languages on the 
learning experience. Hufeisen (2005) highlights the con-
straints of assessing these two processes under a unified 
conceptual framework, observing that third language learn-
ing may encompass distinct elements compared to second 
language acquisition. This approach underscores the need 
for using prior linguistic knowledge and learning experi-
ences in future language acquisition endeavors. In a similar 
vein, Williams and Hammarberg (1997, 1998) and Ham-
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marberg (2001) emphasize the influence of previously 
learned languages on the development of a third language. 
These investigations are significant as they demonstrate that 
analyzing multilingualism exclusively through the connec-
tion between the native and target languages is inadequate. 
The existence of diverse languages utilized by multilingual 
speakers, which might serve different roles in language cre-
ation, requires the integration of various linguistic resources 
in studies of language acquisition. However, how these lan-
guages   are activated and under what conditions their roles in 
language production change is a separate subject of investi-
gation.

The order of acquisition is also a vital factor in under-
standing multilingualism. An individual learning several 
languages concurrently during early life, rather than master-
ing additional languages after their primary language, sug-
gests distinct linguistic foundations. Consequently, the ap-
plication of terms like "first language," "second language," 
and "third language" has to be assessed in light of individu-
als’ learning experiences. In instances of simultaneous bilin-
gualism, both languages learned by the individual from 
early life may be regarded as primary languages. However, 
the individual's subsequent initiation of foreign language 
learning makes it difficult to explain the language acquisi-
tion process solely through the lens of a single first lan-
guage. Classifications used in multilingualism research 
should not be based on the assumption that the languages   
individuals speak are fully independent of each other. Her-
dina and Jessner (2002) view the language progression of 
multilingual individuals as a multifaceted and dynamic sys-
tem. This approach enhances the comprehension of multi-
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lingualism not as a static level of language ability, but as a 
dynamic process influenced by multiple elements. Conse-
quently, the evolution of the languages that individuals uti-
lize, their usage frequency, and their interrelations are criti-
cal factors to examine in comprehending multilingualism. 

Multilingualism should be assessed not solely by lan-
guage acquisition but also by language utilization. Profi-
ciency in many languages does not automatically mean their 
equal application across all communicative situations. The 
particular languages utilized in different linguistic activities 
may rely not solely on the individual’s linguistic back-
ground but also on the characteristics of the task itself. At 
this point, a substantial connection exists between the no-
tions of multilingualism and linguistic repertoire. Multilin-
gualism refers to the language variety an individual holds, 
whereas linguistic repertoire emphasizes the utilization of 
resources within that diversity. Nevertheless, it is crucial for 
the conceptual coherence of the study that these two notions 
are not regarded as completely interchangeable.

In this study, multilingualism is considered within the 
framework of individuals possessing more than one lan-
guage, either acquired from an early age or learned later in 
life. The participant groups, consisting of monolingual and 
concurrently bilingual individuals, were established based 
on their language acquisition backgrounds before learning 
English. Consequently, this categorization should not be 
considered an evaluation of the participants' linguistic com-
petence across all languages or the regularity with which 
they employ these languages in their everyday activities. 
Such a conceptual distinction provides a clearer basis for ex-
amining the writing processes in foreign languages   of indi-
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viduals with different linguistic backgrounds. Thus, under-
standing multilingualism necessitates evaluating not merely 
the quantity of languages an individual is familiar with, but 
also their learning background, linguistic proficiency, and 
patterns of language utilization. The different dimensions 
discussed by Tucker (1999), Aronin and Hufeisen (2009), 
Hufeisen (2005), Hammarberg (2001), Williams and Ham-
marberg (1997, 1998), and Herdina and Jessner (2002) illus-
trate that multilingualism cannot be defined by a singular 
standard. This theoretical structure establishes a basis for a 
more thorough analysis of the traits of bilingualism and 
multilingual language learning.

2.2 Bilingualism and Multilingual Language 
Acquisition

The processes of bilingualism and multilingual lan-
guage acquisition are interconnected, particularly regarding 
the influence of individuals’ existing linguistic knowledge 
and experiences on the acquisition of a new language. Bilin-
gualism pertains to the mastery of two languages, whereas 
multilingual language acquisition highlights the impact of 
previously learned languages on subsequent learning pro-
cesses. Consequently, it should not be presumed that the ac-
quisition of a second and third language transpires under 
identical circumstances. Hufeisen (2005) emphasizes that 
third language acquisition involves different factors than 
second language acquisition and should be considered an in-
dependent area of   research. Multilingual individuals have 
been shown to employ not only their native tongue but also 
additional languages they have subsequently learned when 
acquiring a new language. Hammarberg (2001) and 
Williams and Hammarberg (1997, 1998) have shown that 
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previously learned languages can influence third language 
development, indicating that the second language can facil-
itate the production of the target language. These investiga-
tions reveal that the connections among languages in the 
processes of language learning cannot be elucidated exclu-
sively through the source and target languages.

Previous language learning experiences are also im-
portant in terms of the strategies individuals use when learn-
ing a new language. Mitits and Gavriilidou (2016) investi-
gated the transference of language learning strategies 
among multilingual individuals while learning different lan-
guages. In a similar vein, Sercu (2007) showed that multilin-
gual learners can utilize their diverse linguistic resources in 
translation tasks. These findings indicate that previously ac-
quired languages   should be considered not only as a source 
of linguistic knowledge but also as resources that can be 
used to accomplish specific tasks. The relationship between 
multilingual language acquisition and writing processes in a 
foreign language also becomes significant within this con-
text. Tullock and Fernández-Villanueva (2013) investigated 
the manner in which multilingual individuals employ their 
prior language knowledge while formulating their ideas in 
writing. Such studies indicate that an individual’s linguistic 
background can affect both the learning of a new language 
and the mechanisms involved in its production. 

In conclusion, the fundamental difference between 
bilingualism and multilingual language acquisition lies in 
the diversity of linguistic knowledge and experiences indi-
viduals possess when they begin learning a new language. 
The possible impact of previously learned languages on 
learning methodologies and language output requires an 
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evaluation of the language learning processes of multilin-
gual individuals in their own specific contexts

2.3 Multicompetence and the Multilingual Mind

Multicompetence is a concept aimed at explaining 
how knowledge of more than one language is organized in 
an individual's mind. Cook (1992) defined multicompetence 
as the simultaneous presence of knowledge from different 
languages within a single mind and proposed that the lin-
guistic proficiency of second-language speakers may ex-
hibit distinct traits compared to monolinguals. This method-
ology suggests that the language competence of a multilin-
gual individual should be assessed not as the sum of inde-
pendent systems but as a whole containing interrelated sys-
tems. The multilingualism perspective posits that the cogni-
tive and linguistic characteristics of individuals fluent in 
multiple languages cannot be entirely elucidated by mono-
lingual standards. Grosjean (1989) asserted that bilingual-
ism represents a distinct language framework, contending 
that a bilingual person should not be regarded as merely a 
combination of two independent monolinguals. This view-
point indicates that assessing an individual's languages 
solely as distinct competencies may neglect key facets of 
multilingual language utilization.

A significant characteristic of the multilingual mind is 
the interaction of information from different languages dur-
ing cognitive processes. Cook (1992), evaluating findings 
that the linguistic awareness and cognitive processes of sec-
ond-language users may differ from those of monolingual 
individuals, argued that languages   are not entirely indepen-
dent at the mental level. The dynamics of the interaction be-
tween languages can differ based on the individual's level of 

Multilingual Minds Linguistic Repertoires, Translanguaging ...

23



proficiency and the linguistic task being performed. The no-
tion of different competences challenges the reliance on na-
tive speaker proficiency in the target language as the exclu-
sive standard in foreign language education. Cook (1995) 
asserted that the distinctive linguistic abilities of multilin-
gual individuals should be considered in educational and as-
sessment processes. In accordance with this approach, for-
eign language learners may be assessed not only based on 
their deficiencies in the target language but also in relation 
to their entire linguistic repertoire.

The multi-competence approach is also important for 
examining foreign language writing processes. Multilingual 
individuals can utilize their proficiency in different lan-
guages when structuring their ideas, selecting vocabulary, 
and addressing linguistic challenges during text composi-
tion. Therefore, focusing solely on the text produced in the 
target language when evaluating written output can hinder a 
sufficient understanding of the mental and linguistic re-
sources used in the production process. In conclusion, 
multi-competence allows for a holistic assessment of the 
linguistic proficiency of multilingual individuals. This ap-
proach provides a theoretical foundation for examining the 
foreign language writing behavior of multilingual individu-
als by highlighting the importance of having knowledge of 
different languages   in the same mind for linguistic produc-
tion and learning processes.

2.4 Theoretical Frameworks of Multilingualism

Theoretical frameworks established to elucidate mul-
tilingual language acquisition examine the influence of indi-
viduals’ previous linguistic experiences on the acquisition 
and utilization of a new language from several perspectives. 
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In this framework, the Factor Model, the Polyglot Speaking 
Model, and the Dynamic Model of Multilingualism are 
three significant approaches that enhance comprehension of 
the acquisitional, productive, and developmental aspects of 
multilingualism.

The Factor Model (Hufeisen, 2005) is based on the 
idea that the processes of first, second, and third language 
acquisition do not occur under the same conditions. The ap-
proach suggests that when individuals embark on learning a 
new language, they can draw upon both their existing lin-
guistic knowledge and their prior language acquisition ex-
periences, as well as the learning strategies they have culti-
vated. Consequently, the acquisition of a third language is 
not regarded as a mere repetition of second language acqui-
sition. The model highlights the neurophysiological, affec-
tive, cognitive, and linguistic factors that influence language 
acquisition. In particular, metalinguistic awareness and 
learning strategies cultivated during second language acqui-
sition serve as valuable tools for subsequent language learn-
ing processes. Consequently, the Factor Model elucidates 
how the insights and experiences of multilingual individuals 
can distinguish the language acquisition process when they 
embark on learning a new language.

The Polyglot Speaking Model, developed by Williams 
and Hammarberg (1998), emphasizes the roles of previously 
learned languages in the development of a third language. 
The concept indicates that the languages an individual 
knows do not equally influence target language output and 
that many languages may serve distinct functions in the pro-
duction process. In this approach, the distinction between 
supplier language and instrumental language is particularly 
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important. The supplier language functions as a source lan-
guage used to fill lexical gaps in the target language, while 
the instrumental language can undertake functions such as 
organizing production and managing the communication 
process. The model is significant because it shows that not 
only the first language but also other previously learned lan-
guages   can be actively involved in third language produc-
tion.

The Dynamic Multilingualism Model by Herdina and 
Jessner (2002) views the linguistic development of a multi-
lingual individual as a complex system that changes over 
time and involves reciprocal interactions. This paradigm 
posits that language evolution does not occur in a linear or 
autonomous manner. The connections among languages 
may vary based on contextual factors and personal at-
tributes. One of the model's key features is that linguistic 
proficiency is not viewed as a fixed acquisition. Increased or 
decreased use of a language can lead to changes related to 
other elements in an individual's linguistic system. Further-
more, factors such as language learning motivation, linguis-
tic environment, and opportunities for use can influence the 
direction of multilingual development. In this respect, the 
model describes multilingualism not as a completed acquisi-
tion state, but rather as a continuously evolving and restruc-
turing process.

2.5 Linguistic Repertoires and Language 
Activation

Linguistic repertoire encompasses the complete range 
of an individual's languages and associated knowledge and 
abilities utilized for communication purposes. This notion 
facilitates the analysis of the utilization of several linguistic 
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resources within particular settings, rather than assessing 
the language usage of multilingual individuals exclusively 
based on their skill in separate languages. Blommaert and 
Backus (2013) emphasize that linguistic repertoires are 
shaped by the diverse linguistic experiences individuals en-
counter throughout their lives. In this respect, the repertoire 
encompasses linguistic resources that can be used in differ-
ent situations, rather than a fixed list of languages   possessed 
by the individual.

A crucial process in the utilization of linguistic reper-
toires is referred to as language activation. Language activa-
tion pertains to the cognitive availability of knowledge re-
garding the languages that individuals hold throughout a 
certain linguistic task. Green (1998) posited that employing 
the target language might necessitate the oversight of infor-
mation pertaining to additional languages in elucidating the 
regulation of language production among bilinguals. This 
method demonstrates that in multilingual individuals, the 
language production process may incorporate not just 
knowledge of the target language but also insights from 
other languages. A fundamental characteristic of the lan-
guage activation process is that information from different 
languages does not operate independently. Kroll and Stew-
art (1994) provided insights into the cognitive structuring of 
lexical data pertaining to different languages by investigat-
ing the lexical and conceptual associations of bilingual indi-
viduals. In this context, recalling or selecting a word in one 
language may involve processes linked to the individual's 
knowledge of the other language. However, the quality of 
the activated linguistic resources can vary depending on the 
individual's linguistic competence and the characteristics of 
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the task being performed. Activating linguistic repertoires is 
crucial, particularly for overcoming lexical difficulties en-
countered when writing in a foreign language. Multilingual 
individuals can utilize lexical or conceptual knowledge 
from previously acquired languages   when struggling to 
identify appropriate expression in the target language. How-
ever, the activation of knowledge from different languages   
at the mental level does not necessarily mean that this 
knowledge will be transferred to the written text. Therefore, 
a distinction must be made between language activation and 
the resulting linguistic production.

In the study of linguistic repertoires, it is important to 
consider both individuals' self-reports of their language use 
and their linguistic behaviors in specific tasks. Although in-
dividuals can specify the languages they employ in writing, 
these evaluations may not encompass all linguistic mecha-
nisms. Think-aloud procedures can yield supplementary in-
formation regarding the utilization of linguistic resources by 
facilitating the examination of thoughts articulated verbally 
during the writing process. Nonetheless, this approach can-
not permit the direct examination of all facets of cognitive 
activation. In conclusion, the concepts of linguistic reper-
toire and language activation complement each other in ex-
plaining how multilingual individuals can utilize their lin-
guistic knowledge in specific tasks. Linguistic repertoire 
emphasizes the resources accessible to an individual, 
whereas language activation pertains to the utilization of 
these resources during linguistic processing. This differenti-
ation offers a theoretical framework for assessing the lan-
guages employed by multilingual individuals during their 
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foreign language writing endeavors and the processes by 
which they refer to these languages.

2.6. Cross-Linguistic Influence and Language 
Transfer

Cross-linguistic influence refers to the impact of an in-
dividual's previous linguistic knowledge and experiences on 
the learning or utilization of an additional language. Lan-
guage transfer, conversely, pertains to the dimension of this 
connection manifested through certain linguistic character-
istics. Odlin (2003) investigated language transfer through 
the lens of the impacts stemming from the similarities and 
differences between previously learned languages and the 
target language. In this framework, cross-linguistic influ-
ence is crucial not just for elucidating linguistic inaccuracies 
but also for comprehending the production mechanisms of 
individuals learning a new language. Language transfer can 
facilitate the production of language in the target language, 
but it can also lead to certain linguistic difficulties. Positive 
transfer refers to the appropriate use of previously acquired 
linguistic knowledge in the target language, while negative 
transfer is associated with inappropriate linguistic uses aris-
ing from differences between languages. However, Jarvis 
and Pavlenko (2008) show that interlingual interaction can-
not be reduced solely to grammatical structures; it should 
also be examined at the lexical, semantic, and conceptual 
levels.

Interlingual interaction can become more complex 
due to the presence of multiple source languages in multilin-
gual individuals. De Angelis (2007) emphasizes that lin-
guistic interaction does not only occur between the first and 
target languages by examining the effects of previously 
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learned languages   on third or additional language acquisi-
tion. Accordingly, an individual's knowledge of their second 
language can also influence subsequent language learning 
processes. However, which language will have a more sig-
nificant influence can vary depending on variables such as 
linguistic similarities, proficiency level, and usage condi-
tions.

The occurrence of interlingual interaction in foreign 
language writing processes is particularly important in 
terms of word choice and the construction of linguistic 
structures. Navés et al. (2005) investigated interlingual in-
teraction among learners of English as a foreign language 
concerning their proficiency level and linguistic dominance. 
Such research indicates that the linguistic features observed 
in written output must be assessed not solely concerning tar-
get language competence but also alongside the individual's 
previous linguistic experience. Distinguishing between in-
terlingual interaction and language transfer is crucial in in-
terpreting multilingual writing processes. Thinking in an-
other language, searching for lexical equivalents, or con-
structing an expression using elements from different lan-
guages   during the writing process does not automatically 
mean that direct language transfer has occurred. Therefore, 
the linguistic features that emerge in the target language and 
the mental and linguistic resources used during writing must 
be examined at separate levels. In conclusion, interlingual 
interaction is a comprehensive concept that describes the 
different roles previously acquired languages   can play in the 
language learning and production processes of multilingual 
individuals. Language transfer, on the other hand, focuses 
on the observable consequences of this interaction in spe-
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cific linguistic features. This distinction allows for a more 
careful evaluation of the linguistic resources and resulting 
linguistic behaviors used by multilingual individuals in their 
English writing processes.

2.7 Code-Switching and Translanguaging

The use of multiple languages   by multilingual indi-
viduals in communication processes is addressed within the 
framework of different theoretical approaches. One of these 
approaches, code-switching, refers to switching between 
two or more languages   during speech or interaction. 
Translanguaging, on the other hand, focuses on individuals 
using their linguistic resources in an integrated manner ac-
cording to their communicative and cognitive needs. While 
both concepts explain multilingual language use, they are 
based on different theoretical assumptions regarding how 
linguistic boundaries are evaluated.

Code switching is a linguistic strategy utilized by mul-
tilingual speakers in different communicative contexts. 
Poplack (2020) has demonstrated that the patterns of lan-
guage switching in bilingual conversations reveal specific 
linguistic consistencies. Code switching should not be re-
garded merely as a behavior arising from insufficient profi-
ciency in one language. The situational environment, the dy-
namics among the interlocutors, and the intended signifi-
cance can all affect individuals' inclinations to switch be-
tween languages. Code switching in educational settings is 
also examined as a practice that teachers and students resort 
to to support the learning process. Sert (2007) investigated 
the transition of Turkish students from German to English in 
a classroom setting where they learned German as a second 
foreign language. Such linguistic transitions can allow 
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learners to make sense of new linguistic information by uti-
lizing their previous language experiences. However, the 
function of code switching should be evaluated taking into 
account the context in which it occurs and the characteristics 
of the learning activity. García and Wei (2015) emphasize 
that multilingual individuals dynamically utilize their lin-
guistic resources in their meaning-making processes. The 
key in this approach is not so much determining which lan-
guage an individual switches from to another but rather ex-
plaining how they combine different linguistic resources 
and for what purposes they utilize them. Studies compiled 
by Mazzaferro (2018) also demonstrate that translanguaging 
practices can emerge in various social and communicative 
contexts of daily life. When considered in terms of writing 
in a foreign language, code-switching and translanguaging 
assist in comprehending the linguistic resources that multi-
lingual individuals use when creating written texts. Learners 
may organize their thoughts through another language, eval-
uate the equivalents of words in different languages, or uti-
lize their linguistic background to construct the meaning 
they wish to express. However, the use of different lan-
guages   during writing does not always fulfill the same lin-
guistic function. Therefore, it is important to examine the 
observed language changes separately from the linguistic 
resources that an individual uses in the meaning-making 
process. To conclude, while code-switching focuses on the 
identifiable transitions that multilingual individuals make 
between languages, translanguaging describes a more inte-
grated and flexible use of linguistic resources. Considering 
these two approaches together allows for the examination of 
linguistic behaviors in English writing processes by multi-
lingual learners, not only through the text in the target lan-
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guage but also in terms of the different linguistic practices 
that contribute to text creation.

2.8. Language Dominance and Linguistic Identity

Multilingual individuals do not always possess lan-
guages   that are equally important in terms of proficiency, 
frequency of use, and communicative function. The notion 
of language dominance, employed to elucidate these dispar-
ities, pertains to a certain language within an individual's 
linguistic inventory possessing a more robust or utilitarian 
role than others. Language supremacy is not exclusively tied 
to grammatical expertise; it can also be influenced by the 
age of acquisition, contexts of usage, and its roles in every-
day activities (Birdsong, 2014; Gertken et al., 2014). Conse-
quently, the primary language an individual learns is not in-
variably anticipated to be the prevailing language.

Language dominance should not be considered a char-
acteristic that remains stable throughout an individual's life. 
Education, family, social environment, and the intensity of 
interaction with different languages   can affect the balance of 
language use. Grosjean (2010) emphasizes that bilingual in-
dividuals can use their languages   in different areas of life 
and for various purposes. Especially in multilingual soci-
eties, individuals may use one language more intensively in 
the family environment while resorting to another language 
more in their education or professional lives. This situation 
necessitates examining language dominance not only 
through individual competence but also by considering the 
social conditions in which language use takes place.
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CHAPTER 3

Multilingualism and Foreign Language Writing
3.1 Writing as a Cognitive and Linguistic Process

Writing is a complex production activity based on the 
interaction of cognitive and linguistic processes, enabling 
individuals to express their thoughts through written lan-
guage. This process encompasses not only the combination 
of words and grammatical structures but also the organiza-
tion of thoughts for a specific communicative purpose and 
their transformation into a meaningful text. Flower and 
Hayes (1981) describe writing as a cognitive process in 
which different mental operations interact with each other. 
Grabe and Kaplan (2014) emphasize that written production 
should be evaluated in terms of the relationships between 
linguistic information, communicative purpose, and textual 
organization.

The cognitive dimension of writing encompasses the 
mental processes involved in forming, organising, and 
transforming thoughts into written expression. According to 
Flower and Hayes' (1981) cognitive process model, plan-
ning, text creation, and revision are identified as fundamen-
tal components. During planning, the writer determines the 
purpose of the text and organizes the information to be con-
veyed. In the text creation process, this information is trans-
formed into linguistic structures, while in the revision 
phase, the resulting expressions are evaluated in terms of 
content, clarity, and appropriateness. However, these pro-
cesses are not strictly separated. The writer can re-evaluate 
their previous thoughts at any stage of the text, change the 
expressions they have created, or rearrange the writing plan 
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they initially determined. This characteristic demonstrates 
that writing is not a linear but an iterative process. A primary 
factor contributing to the cognitive complexity of written 
production is the execution of several procedures with con-
strained mental resources. McCutchen (1996) asserts that 
the restricted cognitive capacity in written expression might 
influence writing efficacy, particularly when numerous pro-
cesses must be executed concurrently. In this context, the 
writer's emphasis on content generation may restrict the 
cognitive resources available for other tasks like selecting 
words or ensuring grammatical accuracy. As writing experi-
ence increases, some processes require less conscious effort, 
which can facilitate the redirection of attention and working 
memory resources to higher-level features of the text.

The manner in which a person applies their prior 
knowledge is a significant cognitive factor in the writing 
process. Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) distinguish be-
tween knowledge telling and knowledge transforming pro-
cesses in explaining the development of writing. In the 
knowledge-telling process, the writer directly reflects the in-
formation they possess in the text, while in the knowledge-
transforming process, they restructure their thoughts in ac-
cordance with the purpose of writing and the requirements 
of the text. Galbraith (1999) draws attention to the role of 
text production in the knowledge creation process by con-
sidering writing as an activity related to the formation and 
development of thought. These approaches show that writ-
ing not only serves to transmit existing information but also 
contributes to the development, questioning, and reorgani-
zation of thoughts.
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The linguistic dimension of writing is related to the 
expression of mentally formed thoughts in a manner that 
conforms to lexical, grammatical, and textual characteris-
tics. Word choice, the construction of syntactic structures, 
the establishment of semantic relationships between sen-
tences, and the ensuring of textual integrity are among the 
fundamental components of written production. Halliday 
and Hasan (2014) highlight the importance of relationships 
between linguistic elements in creating textual integrity in 
explaining textual coherence. Grabe and Kaplan (2014) 
evaluate written communication not only in terms of gram-
matical accuracy but also in light of the text's purpose, target 
audience, and communicative context. From this perspec-
tive, successful written production requires not only the cre-
ation of correct sentences but also the arrangement of these 
sentences within a meaningful, coherent, and communica-
tively appropriate whole.

The quality of written production can vary depending 
on the writer's linguistic proficiency and writing experience. 
Particularly when composing in a foreign language, individ-
uals are required to not only arrange their ideas but also 
choose suitable terminology in the target language, formu-
late grammatical constructions, and assess the accuracy of 
their statements. Silva (1993) notes that while writing in a 
second language shares common characteristics with writ-
ing in a first language, it can differ in terms of writing pro-
cesses and the characteristics of the resulting texts. Cum-
ming (1989) investigated the writing performance in a sec-
ond language, assessing the influence of writing skill and 
competency in the target language on the process of text 
production. These investigations reveal that proficiency in a 
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foreign language cannot be entirely attributed to one's un-
derstanding of the target language; broader writing compe-
tencies and cognitive mechanisms must also be taken into 
account.

In conclusion, writing is a multidimensional produc-
tion process in which cognitive processes and linguistic 
choices are in constant interaction. The planning of 
thoughts, their transformation into linguistic form, and the 
re-evaluation of the text are shaped by the individual's 
knowledge, writing experience, and linguistic competence. 
This theoretical framework forms the basis for examining 
the writing processes of multilingual individuals in a foreign 
language. In particular, understanding the cognitive strate-
gies and linguistic resources used by learners with different 
linguistic experiences during written production necessi-
tates evaluating writing not only based on the resulting text 
but also in terms of the process of text creation. 

3.2 Multilingual Writing Processes

Writing is more than simply creating a text in the tar-
get language; it is a multidimensional activity where knowl-
edge and experiences acquired in different languages   can be 
incorporated into the written production process for multi-
lingual individuals. Individuals fluent in multiple languages   
can not only use their knowledge of the target language but 
also draw upon their previously acquired languages   during 
the writing process. This demonstrates that written produc-
tion can be shaped by the interaction of different linguistic 
resources. Cenoz and Gorter (2011) examine multilingual 
writing practices within the context of inter-language rela-
tionships and learners' integrated linguistic resources. This 
perspective allows for the examination of multilingual writ-
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ing not through independent language systems but by con-
sidering different aspects of the individual's linguistic back-
ground. The ways by which multilingual learners employ 
their previously learned languages during writing can differ 
based on the nature of the writing assignment and the indi-
vidual's linguistic background. Wang and Wen (2002) 
demonstrated that the utilization of the first language among 
Chinese students learning English as a foreign language 
varies across several phases of the writing process. The re-
search established that the primary language is especially 
employed in the development and structuring of ideas. 
These results suggest that assessing language utilization in 
the writing process exclusively through the language of the 
final text is insufficient. Learners may utilize resources from 
another language to organize their thoughts, develop con-
tent, or overcome linguistic difficulties when creating a text 
in the target language. The writing process extends beyond 
the interaction between the native and target languages for 
learners possessing different previous language proficien-
cies. Tullock and Fernández-Villanueva (2013) investigated 
the influence of previously learned languages on the cogni-
tive processes of multilingual individuals while composing 
text. The research is important, as it demonstrates that di-
verse languages can fulfill several roles in written expres-
sion. In this context, a learner may utilize one language to 
structure their ideas, another language to assess lexical 
counterparts, or to verify the phrases they construct in the 
target language. Nonetheless, one should not presume that 
these functions will present uniformly throughout all multi-
lingual individuals. Linguistic resources utilized can be 
affected by language competency, prior learning experi-
ences, and the demands of the writing assignment.
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The use of linguistic resources in multilingual writing 
processes is also related to the writing strategies developed 
by learners. Kobayashi and Rinnert (1992) examined the 
writing approaches of Japanese students in English, con-
trasting direct composition in the target language with the 
use of translation. This research illustrates that the linguistic 
approach employed in writing is a factor that must be taken 
into account regarding text production. In a similar vein, 
Manchón et al. (2000) explored the utilization of the first 
language in second-language writing, analyzing how learn-
ers may draw upon different linguistic resources to address 
challenges faced during the writing process. These investi-
gations indicate that the employment of previous languages 
cannot be attributed exclusively to insufficient linguistic 
proficiency but may also pertain to strategic decisions made 
to manage the writing process.

The methods employed in examining multilingual 
writing processes are critical to understanding the circum-
stances and objectives that govern the utilization of linguis-
tic resources. The integrated assessment of think-aloud pro-
tocols, interviews, and written documents in the writing 
process can contribute to exploring the connections between 
learners' articulated thoughts and their resultant written out-
put. Nevertheless, it should not be presumed that think-
aloud protocols transparently provide the entirety of an indi-
vidual's cognitive mechanisms. Simon and Ericsson (1984) 
address the theoretical and methodological conditions for 
using oral reports in the study of cognitive processes. There-
fore, the combined use of different data sources in multilin-
gual writing research can allow for a more careful interpre-
tation of observed linguistic behaviors. In conclusion, mul-
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tilingual writing processes exhibit a dynamic structure 
where the languages   an individual speaks can contribute to 
written production at different levels. Learners' use of other 
languages   when creating texts in the target language can be 
related to various purposes such as content development, 
evaluating linguistic options, and managing the writing 
process. Therefore, in the study of multilingual writing, in-
stead of focusing solely on the characteristics of the com-
pleted text, the linguistic choices and strategies that emerge 
during the text's creation should also be considered. Such an 
approach also provides a theoretical basis for investigating 
the relationship between learners' evaluations of their lan-
guage use and the behaviors observed during writing.

3.3 Previous Research on Translanguaging in 
Foreign Language Writing

Research on writing in foreign languages   examines 
how multilingual learners utilize linguistic resources during 
written production from various perspectives. Some studies 
focus on multilingual writing performance, others on the use 
of different languages   in academic texts, and the others on 
the functions of multilingual teaching practices in learning 
processes. Cenoz and Gorter (2011) highlighted the impor-
tance of evaluating writing experiences developed in differ-
ent languages   in relation to each other by examining the 
written production of trilingual individuals. This study 
shows that focusing solely on performance in the target lan-
guage in multilingual writing research may be limited in ex-
plaining learners' linguistic experiences.

Research in the context of academic writing provides 
significant findings regarding the use of diverse linguistic 
resources within written discourse. Canagarajah (2011) ex-
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amined codemeshing practices, where multilingual students 
combine elements from different languages   in their aca-
demic writing. The research reveals that students can con-
struct meaning by uzilizing linguistic diversity and develop 
diverse linguistic strategies in academic written expression. 
This approach offers an alternative perspective to evaluating 
academic texts solely within the framework of monolingual 
writing norms. However, the functions of these practices 
can vary depending on the type of writing, its communica-
tive purpose, and the expectations of the target audience.

Investigations into the function of translanguaging 
practices within educational contexts explore pedagogical 
approaches that enable learners to utilize their pre-existing 
language resources. Creese and Blackledge (2010) exam-
ined the utilization of language in bilingual educational set-
tings, emphasizing the roles that various languages might 
play in instructional and learning activities. Hornberger and 
Link (2012) assessed the literacy advancement of multilin-
gual learners through a translanguaging lens, whereas Lewis 
et al. (2012) examined the evolution and instructional use of 
these practices in bilingual education. The fact that these 
studies are not directly limited to the processes of writing 
compositions in a foreign language necessitates careful con-
sideration when transferring the findings to the context of 
writing. Nevertheless, these studies provide an important re-
search ground for how learners' linguistic backgrounds can 
be evaluated in educational activities. Studies conducted in 
Türkiye contribute to the evaluation of multilingual lan-
guage use in terms of English teaching and writing skills. 
Tanış et al. (2020) examined first language use and dialogi-
cal teaching in the context of writing skills in their research 
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conducted with university students learning English as a 
foreign language. The study presents findings on how learn-
ers' previously acquired linguistic knowledge can be evalu-
ated in writing instruction.

Previous research has shown that translanguaging 
practices have been studied in various fields such as aca-
demic writing, multilingual literacy, and foreign language 
teaching. However, comparing the languages   learners report 
using during writing with their observable linguistic behav-
iors throughout the process constitutes a separate research 
focus. In particular, the linguistic preferences exhibited by 
individuals with diverse native language backgrounds when 
writing in the same target language offer important data that 
can contribute to understanding multilingual writing pro-
cesses. Within this framework, the present research compar-
atively examines how multilingual English learners in 
Mardin use their linguistic repertoires, based on their self-
reports and data obtained from the writing process.
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CHAPTER 4

Research Methodology and Findings
4.1 Research Design and Context

This research was conducted to examine how multi-
lingual English learners use languages   from their linguistic 
repertoires during written production. The main focus of the 
study is to compare the languages   that participants reported 
using in the English writing process with the linguistic be-
haviors observed during writing. Accordingly, the research 
addresses how learners with different linguistic back-
grounds activate their previously acquired languages   when 
producing written work in the target language.

This study adapts its design from the research con-
ducted by Gunnarsson et al. (2015) and Tullock and Fernán-
dez-Villanueva (2013). Following the approach adopted in 
those studies, the research focuses on comparing learners' 
self-assessments of their language use with the linguistic be-
haviors they exhibit during the writing process. Thus, the 
aim of the research is to examine how multilingual individ-
uals utilize different languages   in their writing processes not 
only through their self-reports but also through data ob-
tained during writing activities.

The research was conducted in Mardin, where 
Türkiye's multilingual and multicultural structure is clearly 
observable, with the participation of students from Mardin 
Artuklu University. Mardin provides an important context 
for the research due to its social structure where different 
linguistic, cultural, and religious communities live together. 
In this environment, where languages   such as Arabic, Kur-
dish, and Syriac are used in addition to Turkish, it allows for 
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the examination of the foreign language learning experi-
ences of individuals with different linguistic backgrounds. 
In this respect, the context in which the research was con-
ducted allows for the evaluation of multilingualism not only 
in relation to individual language proficiency but also in re-
lation to the social and linguistic environment in which indi-
viduals live. This study comparatively examines the writing 
processes of English learners with diverse linguistic experi-
ences since childhood. This aspect of the research allows for 
an examination of the use of previously acquired languages   
in written production across different linguistic back-
grounds. Thus, the research offers a framework for under-
standing how individuals learning in the multilingual con-
text of Mardin utilize their linguistic repertoires when writ-
ing in English.

4.2 Participants and Linguistic Backgrounds

The study included a total of 20 students studying at 
Mardin Artuklu University. The participants ranged in age 
from 18 to 28; 16 were female and four were male. The par-
ticipants include individuals with diverse linguistic back-
grounds, and all of them were grouped based on the lan-
guages   they were exposed to during childhood. Accord-
ingly, the study included 5 students who only acquired Turk-
ish as their first language and 15 students who were simulta-
neously exposed to two languages   from childhood.

The grouping of participants was based on their early 
language acquisition experiences. Following the classifica-
tion adapted from the study by Gunnarsson et al. (2015), 
participants were evaluated in two main categories: the 
Turkish first language group (Turkish L1 Group) and the si-
multaneous bilingual first language groups (Simultaneous 
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L1 Groups). The first category consisted of individuals who 
grew up speaking only Turkish, while the second category 
included individuals who were exposed to Arabic, Kurdish, 
or Syriac in addition to Turkish from childhood. The five 
participants in the Turkish first language group were born 
into Turkish-speaking families and were exposed only to 
Turkish within their families and social environments from 
birth. These participants constitute the monolingual group in 
the study in terms of their linguistic experiences before 
starting to learn English. Simultaneous bilingual partici-
pants consist of individuals who have acquired another lan-
guage alongside Turkish from early childhood. This cate-
gory is further divided into three first-language groups: 
Turkish-Arabic, Turkish-Kurdish, and Turkish-Syriac. Each 
group comprises five participants. Participants in the Turk-
ish-Arabic group have been exposed to Turkish and Arabic 
since childhood, those in the Turkish-Kurdish group to 
Turkish and Kurdish, and those in the Turkish-Syriac group 
to Turkish and Syriac. The study notes that Turkish, being 
the official language of Türkiye, also plays a role in the lin-
guistic experiences of simultaneous bilingual participants.

This grouping reveals that participants engage in the 
English learning process with varying linguistic back-
grounds. While students in the Turkish first language group 
had early linguistic experiences shaped around a single lan-
guage, students in the simultaneous bilingual groups have 
interacted with two languages   since childhood. Thus, the 
study group was structured to allow for a comparison of four 
participant groups that differed in terms of early language 
acquisition.
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4.3 Data Collection Instruments

The study utilized three different data collection tools 
to examine participants' statements regarding their linguistic 
repertoire and their linguistic behaviors during English writ-
ing. These tools included an adapted questionnaire, semi-
structured interviews, and think-aloud protocols. These 
tools provided varying types of data regarding participants' 
linguistic backgrounds, language usage preferences, and the 
languages   they activated during written production.

The first data collection tool of the study was a ques-
tionnaire adapted from the studies conducted by Gunnars-
son et al. (2015) and Tullock and Fernández-Villanueva 
(2013). The questionnaire was used to gather information 
about the participants' linguistic backgrounds and language 
use habits. In this context, participants were questioned 
about the languages   they use in their social environments, 
their proficiency levels in the languages   they possess, and 
the languages   they prefer for internal thinking activities 
such as dreaming or counting. Furthermore, the question-
naire obtained participants' self-assessments of how they ac-
tivate the languages   in their linguistic repertoire when writ-
ing English compositions. Thus, the questionnaire served as 
a data source to determine learners' language use in different 
contexts and their statements regarding the writing process.

The second data collection tool used in the study was 
semi-structured interviews. These interviews were con-
ducted to verify the information obtained through the ques-
tionnaire and to support participants' explanations regarding 
their language use. The interview questions were prepared 
in accordance with the questionnaire items, and the same 
questions were asked to all participants. This tool allowed 
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participants to assess their own explanations regarding the 
languages   they use when writing in English. The interviews, 
in particular, contributed to a more detailed evaluation of the 
survey data concerning participants' linguistic preferences.

The third data collection tool, think-aloud protocols, 
was used to record the thoughts of participants while creat-
ing written texts in English. In this method, participants ver-
bally expressed their thoughts while individually perform-
ing writing tasks. This provided data on the languages   used 
during written production and the resources participants 
consulted when faced with linguistic problems. Think-aloud 
protocols were used as a tool that supported self-reported 
data collected through questionnaires and interviews and al-
lowed for the examination of linguistic behaviors expressed 
during writing.

These three data collection tools provided comple-
mentary data sources in line with the main comparative fo-
cus of the research. While surveys and interviews revealed 
participants' statements regarding their language use, think-
aloud protocols made it possible to examine thoughts ex-
pressed aloud and the language used during writing. Thus, a 
data base was created that allowed for comparison between 
participants' self-assessments of their linguistic behavior 
and the language use observable in their writing activities.

4.4 Data Collection and Analysis Procedures

The data collection process for the research was car-
ried out over approximately four academic months. Data 
collection was conducted in a specific sequence, and data 
were obtained comparing participants' statements regarding 
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language use with their linguistic behaviors exhibited while 
writing in English.

In the first stage of the data collection process, a ques-
tionnaire was administered to all participants. Following 
this, semi-structured interviews were conducted to verify 
the information obtained through the questionnaire. After 
these steps, participants were given writing assignments re-
lated to the curriculum of their language course. For each 
writing assignment, participants were asked to create an 
English text of approximately 250 words within 30 minutes. 
The writing assignments were completed individually, and 
the participants' thoughts expressed aloud while creating the 
text were recorded. Thus, in addition to the participants' 
written work, recordings of their thoughts expressed during 
the writing process were also obtained.

After the data collection process was completed, each 
data type was analyzed according to its specific characteris-
tics. Data obtained through questionnaires were analyzed 
using descriptive analysis with SPSS 16 (Statistical Package 
for Social Sciences). Content analysis was used to evaluate 
data obtained from interviews. Through these analyses, par-
ticipants' statements regarding language use and the expla-
nations they provided during the interviews were assessed. 

In the analysis of data obtained from think-aloud pro-
tocols, the three-stage analysis process used by Tullock and 
Fernández-Villanueva (2013) was followed. In the first 
stage, the think-aloud statements recorded during writing by 
the participants were transcribed with the help of a person 
fluent in the participants’ native language. Then, these tran-
scripts were compared with the English texts produced by 
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the participants. Through this comparison, the differences 
between the planning processes expressed during think-
aloud and the linguistic production that emerged in the writ-
ten texts were examined. In the second stage, the expres-
sions used by the participants in their written texts were 
compared with the thoughts they intended to express, and 
the presence of lexical gaps was assessed. Accordingly, the 
focus was on identifying the lexical difficulties participants 
encountered during the writing process. The third stage ex-
amined how participants utilized languages   from their lin-
guistic repertoire when completing English writing tasks. 
This included an assessment of participants' proficiency in 
different languages   and indicators related to translanguaging 
practices. In the final stage of the analysis, data obtained 
only from participants who acquired Turkish as their first 
language were compared with data from simultaneous bilin-
gual groups using Turkish-Arabic, Turkish-Kurdish, and 
Turkish-Syriac languages. This comparison aimed to iden-
tify differences in how learners with varying early linguistic 
experiences activate their previously acquired languages   
during English writing. The data provided a basis for evalu-
ating participants' self-reported language use alongside ob-
servable linguistic behaviors during the writing process.

4.5 Self-Reported Language Use During Writing

Table 1 displays the findings of descriptive statistics 
concerning the number and proportion of participants (Turk-
ish L1 Group and Simultaneous L1 Group) along with their 
reports of activating previously acquired languages for each 
of the five composing models proposed by Wang and Wen 
(2002, as referenced in Gunnarsson et al., 2015).
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Table 1. Self-reported language use by multilingual 
individuals while composing in English
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Table 1 shows the findings regarding the languages   
that participants in the Turkish L1 Group and the Simultane-
ous L1 Group reported as actively using in the English writ-
ing process. To determine whether participants used only 
one language or multiple languages   from their linguistic 
repertoire at different stages of written production, the re-
ported language preferences and language combinations 
were evaluated separately for each writing stage. In this 
context, participant statements regarding the task-
examining, idea-generating, idea-organizing, process-
controlling, and text-generating stages were examined.

Findings regarding the Turkish first language group 
show that participants' language preferences differed ac-
cording to the stages of the writing process. In the task ex-
amining stage, three participants (60%) stated that they used 
only Turkish, one (20%) only English, and one (20%) used 
both Turkish and English. In the idea-generating stage, two 
participants (40%) reported using Turkish, one participant 
(20%) used English, and two participants (40%) used both 
languages. In the idea-generating stage, the use of Turkish 
was significantly more prominent. In this stage, four partic-
ipants (80%) stated that they used Turkish, and one partici-
pant (20%) used English. In the process controlling stage, 
language preferences shifted in favor of English. One partic-
ipant (20%) stated that they used Turkish, three (60%) used 
English, and one (20%) used both Turkish and English. In 
the text-generating stage, the use of English also gained 
prominence. In this stage, four participants (80%) reported 
using only English, and one participant (20%) used both 
Turkish and English.
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Findings regarding the simultaneous bilingual first 
language group reveal that a wider variety of language com-
binations were reported in the writing process when com-
pared to the Turkish first language group. In the task-
examining phase, seven participants (46.67%) reported us-
ing Turkish, four participants (26.67%) reported using Eng-
lish, two participants (13.33%) reported using Turkish and 
Syriac, and two participants (13.33%) reported using Turk-
ish and English together. This distribution indicates that 
Turkish, alone or in combination with other languages, 
holds a significant place in the task-examining phase. Dur-
ing the idea-generating phase, five participants (33.33%) re-
ported activating Turkish, three (20%) English, two 
(13.33%) Syriac, one (6.67%) English and Syriac, two 
(13.33%) Turkish and Syriac, one (6.67%) Turkish and Eng-
lish, and one (6.67%) Turkish and Kurdish together. The di-
versification of language preferences reported at this phase 
reflects the statements of simultaneous bilingual partici-
pants regarding their use of different linguistic resources 
during idea-generating. During the idea-organizing phase, 
one participant (6.67%) reported using Turkish, six partici-
pants (40%) reported using English, two participants 
(13.33%) reported using Syriac, two participants (13.33%) 
reported using Turkish and Syriac, two participants 
(13.33%) reported using Turkish and English, one partici-
pant (6.67%) reported using Turkish and Kurdish, and one 
participant (6.67%) reported using Turkish, English, and 
Arabic together. These findings indicate that English was 
the most frequently reported language alone during the idea-
organizing phase; however, other languages   and language 
combinations were also mentioned in the participants' state-
ments. In the process-controlling phase, five participants 

Aylin Yardımcı - Arif Sarıçoban

52



(33.33%) reported activating Turkish, three participants 
(20%) English, one participant (6.67%) Syriac, one partici-
pant (6.67%) English and Syriac, two participants (13.33%) 
Turkish and Syriac, and three participants (20%) Turkish 
and English together. While Turkish was the most fre-
quently cited language alone in this phase, the use of Eng-
lish and multiple languages   together was also noteworthy. In 
the text-generating phase, two participants (13.33%) stated 
they used Turkish, six participants (40%) used English, one 
participant (6.67%) used Syriac, two participants (13.33%) 
used both Turkish and Syriac, and four participants 
(26.67%) used both Turkish and English. This distribution 
shows that English was the most frequently reported lan-
guage alone in the text-generating phase. However, the con-
stant reporting of Turkish, both independently and in combi-
nation with other languages, reveals that previously ac-
quired languages   are also included in the participants' state-
ments when producing written material in the target lan-
guage.

When the findings presented in Table 1 are evaluated 
generally, it is seen that Turkish plays an important role in 
various stages of the writing process in both groups. Espe-
cially in the task-examining and idea-generating stages, 
Turkish is frequently reported, either alone or in combina-
tion with other languages. However, it is understood that 
language preferences vary according to the writing stages, 
and English stands out particularly in the idea-organizing, 
process-controlling, and text-generating stages. This trend is 
more visible in the Turkish first-language group in the 
process-controlling and text-generating stages, and in the si-
multaneous bilingual group in the idea-organizing and text-
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generating stages. Comparison between groups shows that 
simultaneous bilingual participants reported a wider variety 
of language combinations in the writing process. While lan-
guage preferences in the Turkish first-language group were 
limited to Turkish and English, the simultaneous bilingual 
group encompassed diverse combinations including Arabic, 
Kurdish, and Syriac. However, the reporting of Arabic, Kur-
dish, and Syriac alongside Turkish in some writing stages 
indicates that Turkish also plays an important role in the lin-
guistic repertoire of these participants. However, since these 
findings are based on participants' self-reports, they should 
not be considered a direct observation of linguistic activa-
tion during writing. These results suggest that Turkish, com-
monly used within the participants' social environment, may 
play a significant role in their statements regarding writing 
processes in a foreign language. However, a more compre-
hensive assessment of the role of social language use on lan-
guage preferences during writing requires examining data 
on the languages   participants reported using in their social 
environments and internal thought processes. Accordingly, 
the following section discusses the findings regarding par-
ticipants' language use in their social networks and the lan-
guages   they prefer in their internal thought activities.

4.6 Language Use in Social Networks 

Table 2 illustrates the percentages of languages re-
ported to be utilized by the individuals within their social 
networks.
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Table 2.  Self-reported languages activated by multi-
lingual individuals in their social networks
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Table 2 presents the findings regarding the languages   
that participants in the Turkish L1 Group and the Simultane-
ous L1 Group reported using in their social environments. 
Examining the languages   preferred by participants when 
communicating with their mothers, fathers, siblings, rela-
tives, friends, and neighbors is important for understanding 
how their linguistic repertoire is used in different social con-
texts of daily life. The data obtained in this regard indicate 
that participants' language preferences may be linked not 
only to their linguistic background but also to the people 
they communicate with and the quality of their social rela-
tionships.

The findings regarding the Turkish first language 
group show a significant commonality in the language use 
of the participants in their social environments. All partici-
pants in this group (100%) reported using Turkish in their 
communication with their mothers, fathers, siblings, rela-
tives, friends, and neighbors. Therefore, Turkish stands out 
as the common language of communication used by this 
group both in their intra-family relationships and in their so-
cial interactions outside the family. This result is consistent 
with the participants' early linguistic backgrounds and re-
veals the central position of Turkish in their daily communi-
cation practices.

In the simultaneous bilingual first language group, it 
appears that language use in the social environment exhibits 
a more diverse pattern. Participants who acquired Arabic, 
Kurdish, or Syriac in addition to Turkish from childhood re-
ported using different languages   or combinations of lan-
guages   depending on the people they communicated with. 
In this group, Turkish stands out as a significant means of 
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communication, especially in social relationships outside 
the family. 46.66% of participants stated that they used only 
Turkish when communicating with friends and 33.33% 
when communicating with neighbors. However, the pres-
ence of participants who reported using Turkish along with 
other languages   indicates that communication outside the 
family is not limited to a single language. Findings regard-
ing intra-family communication reveal that participants 
with simultaneous bilingualism continue to use their first 
language other than Turkish in their daily lives. The partici-
pants' reports of using Arabic, Kurdish, and Syriac in their 
communications with their mothers, fathers, siblings, and 
relatives indicate that these languages   hold a functional 
place within family and close kinship relationships. The use 
of these languages, sometimes independently and some-
times in conjunction with Turkish, suggests that partici-
pants' language preferences can vary depending on the con-
text in which social interaction takes place. It is noteworthy 
that participants reported using first languages   other than 
Turkish, particularly in communication with their parents. 
In the simultaneously bilingual group, 33.33% of partici-
pants stated that they spoke only Syriac with their mothers, 
26.66% only in Kurdish, and 6.66% only in Arabic. In their 
communication with their fathers, 33.33% reported using 
only Syriac, and 26.66% reported using only Kurdish. In ad-
dition, patterns of family communication where both Turk-
ish and Arabic are used are also observed. This distribution 
indicates that participants continue to use their first lan-
guages   other than Turkish, especially in communication 
with their parents. Data on communication with siblings and 
relatives also reveal that language use varies according to 
social relationships. While some participants preferred 
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Turkish in these relationships, others reported using Syriac, 
Arabic, or Kurdish alone or in combination with Turkish. 
Therefore, family and kinship relations are among the social 
areas where bilingual participants can utilize different lin-
guistic resources. However, the use of Turkish in these rela-
tionships indicates that there is no clear linguistic distinction 
between intra-family and extra-family communication.

Overall, the findings in Table 2 reveal differences be-
tween the two participant groups in terms of the diversity of 
language use in their social environments. While the Turk-
ish-speaking first-language group reported using Turkish in 
all social interactions, the bilingual group showed a prefer-
ence for different languages   and language combinations de-
pending on the person they were communicating with. Turk-
ish holds a significant position, particularly in broader social 
circles, while Arabic, Kurdish, and Syriac also maintain 
their presence as communication resources used in family 
and close-knit relationships. These findings demonstrate 
that the first languages   of the bilingual participants other 
than Turkish are not only part of their linguistic background 
but also continue to be used in their daily communication. 
However, the participants' reporting of using multiple lan-
guages   in different social interactions suggests that the use 
of their linguistic repertoire can vary depending on the con-
text. Therefore, the results regarding social networks pro-
vide an important data source for understanding the partici-
pants' linguistic experiences; however, they do not alone re-
veal the extent to which these languages   are activated during 
English writing. To assess the relationship between lan-
guage use in the social environment and internal thought 
processes, it is necessary to also examine the findings re-
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garding the languages   that participants reported using in 
different cognitive activities.

4.7 Language Use in Inner Thought

Table 3 presents the results of the languages reported 
to be activated by multilingual individuals in their inner 
thought processes.

Table 3.  Self-reported languages activated by multilingual in-
dividuals in their inner thought processes
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Table 3 shows the findings regarding the languages   re-
ported by participants in the Turkish L1 Group and the Si-
multaneous L1 Group for different internal thinking activi-
ties. In this context, the languages   reported to be activated 
during activities such as calculating, memorizing a phone 
number, training/exercising, and studying were examined. 
The data reveal that participants' language preferences differ 
not only according to social communication contexts but 
also according to the nature of the mental activities they per-
form.

Findings regarding the Turkish L1 group show that 
Turkish significantly stands out in the activities of calculat-
ing and memorizing a phone number. In both activities, all 
participants (100%) reported using only Turkish. In con-
trast, language preferences differed in the training/
exercising and studying activities. In both activities, 20% of 
participants stated that they used only Turkish, 60% only 
English, and 20% used both Turkish and English. This dis-
tribution indicates that in the Turkish first language group, 
Turkish is preferred for activities such as numerical opera-
tions and memorizing phone numbers, while English is re-
ported more frequently in the training/exercising and study-
ing activities.

In the simultaneous bilingual language group, Turkish 
is seen to hold a significant position in the activities of cal-
culating and memorizing a phone number. During calcula-
tion, 66.66% of participants reported using only Turkish, 
20% used Turkish and Syriac, 6.66% used Turkish and Ara-
bic, and 6.66% used Turkish and Kurdish together. There-
fore, Turkish is included in all reported language prefer-
ences in this activity. This finding indicates that participants 
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with different first languages   activate Turkish alone or in 
combination with other languages   during numerical opera-
tions. In the activity of memorizing a phone number, the use 
of Turkish alone reached a higher rate. 86.66% of partici-
pants reported using only Turkish, 6.66% only English, and 
6.66% used both Turkish and Syriac. This distribution re-
veals that Turkish was predominantly preferred by simulta-
neous bilingual participants in the phone number memoriza-
tion activity. Furthermore, the absence of reports for Arabic 
and Kurdish in this activity indicates that not all languages   
in the linguistic repertoire are activated to the same extent in 
every mental activity. Findings regarding the training/
exercising activity show that a wider variety of language 
preferences emerged in the simultaneous bilingual group. 
26.66% of participants reported using only Turkish, 20% 
only English, 13.33% only Syriac, 13.33% Turkish and Syr-
iac, 13.33% Turkish and English, 6.66% Turkish, English, 
and Syriac, and 6.66% Turkish, English, and Kurdish to-
gether. These findings indicate that rather than a single lan-
guage being distinctly dominant in this activity, different 
languages   and language combinations were reported. How-
ever, the presence of Turkish in multiple language combina-
tions suggests that this language plays a major role in this 
mental activity. In the studying activity, the language prefer-
ences of the participants were even more diverse. In this ac-
tivity, 13.33% of the participants stated that they used only 
Turkish, 33.33% only English, 6.66% only Syriac, 13.33% 
Turkish and Syriac, 13.33% Turkish, English, and Syriac, 
6.66% Turkish and English, 6.66% Turkish, English, and 
Arabic, and 6.66% Turkish, English, and Kurdish together. 
This distribution shows that English alone was the most fre-
quently reported language in the studying activity. However, 
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the inclusion of Turkish, Syriac, Arabic, and Kurdish in 
different combinations reveals that the participants stated 
that they utilized more than one linguistic source in their 
learning and studying activities.

When comparing the two participant groups, a similar 
trend is observed in terms of Turkish being prominent in the 
activities of calculating and memorizing a phone number. 
However, while only Turkish was reported in these activi-
ties in the Turkish L1 group, there were instances where 
Turkish was used along with other first languages   in the si-
multaneous bilingual group. In contrast, English appears to 
be more visible in both groups in the training/exercising and 
studying activities. The fact that English was used alone in 
60% of the activities, particularly in the Turkish-first lan-
guage group, indicates that language preferences can vary 
depending on the nature of the activity. In the simultaneous 
bilingual group, training/exercising and studying activities 
stand out as areas where more diverse language combina-
tions are reported. The inclusion of Syriac, Arabic, and Kur-
dish in various combinations alongside Turkish and English 
in these activities indicates that participants utilize multiple 
elements of their linguistic repertoire in their statements re-
garding internal thought processes. However, the reporting 
of Arabic and Kurdish only in specific combinations and at 
low rates suggests that the languages   are not evenly distrib-
uted among the activities.

When considered together with the findings regarding 
social networks presented in Table 2, the results in Table 3 
show that Turkish plays an important role in both daily com-
munication and some internal thinking activities. However, 
it is not possible to say that there is a complete overlap be-
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tween the languages   used in social environments and the 
languages   reported in internal thinking processes. The 
prominence of English and different language combina-
tions, especially in training/exercising and studying activi-
ties, suggests that participants' language preferences may 
vary depending on the activity performed. In conclusion, 
self-reports regarding internal thought processes reveal that 
participants use languages   from their linguistic repertoires 
in varying proportions in different mental activities. Turkish 
holds a prominent position, particularly in calculating and 
memorizing phone numbers, while English and other first 
languages are reported at varying levels in, while English 
and other first languages   are reported at varying levels in the 
training/exercising and studying activities. However, these 
results are based on participants' own assessments. There-
fore, determining the extent to which these statements over-
lap with language use observed during English written pro-
duction requires examining the findings obtained from 
think-aloud protocols.

4.8 Actual Language Activation in Think-Aloud 
Protocols

Table 4 displays the findings of the descriptive statis-
tics on the number of words identified in written texts and 
protocols categorized by L1 categories. Furthermore, Table 
5 illustrates the allocation of language utilization in proto-
cols based on the L1 categories. The methodology proposed 
by Manchon et al. (2007, as cited in Tullock & Fernández-
Villanueva, 2013) was employed to calculate the words and 
their respective percentages in the think-aloud protocols. 
Initially, the total word count in the protocols was calcu-
lated. Subsequently, every word in the protocol was scruti-
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nized, and the number of words from each participant's L1 
was determined. Adhering to this methodology, the propor-
tions of all words by language were calculated and then dis-
played in tables categorized by L1 groups. 

Table 4. Descriptive statistics for number of words in composi-
tions and protocols according to L1 groups

Table 4 shows a comparative analysis of the word 
counts used by individuals from the four language groups 
participating in the study in their English compositions cre-
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ated within five separate writing activities and in the think-
aloud protocols accompanying these activities. The findings 
reveal that the vast majority of participants used more words 
in the think-aloud protocols compared to their written texts. 
While this trend was observed across participants with di-
verse linguistic backgrounds, there were differences at the 
individual level and in some applications.

The fact that the number of words in the think-aloud 
protocols exceeds the number of words in the written texts 
indicates that participants verbally express thoughts that are 
not directly reflected in the written product when creating 
English compositions. This suggests that the written produc-
tion process is not limited only to the expressions in the final 
text; participants are able to engage in more comprehensive 
verbal production while creating their texts. However, the 
use of more words in think-aloud protocols does not, by it-
self, mean that more languages   are activated. Determining 
the extent to which different languages   in the participants' 
linguistic repertoires are used requires a separate examina-
tion of the distribution of words in the protocols according 
to languages. Therefore, while the findings in Table 4 reveal 
the quantitative differences between the thinking and writ-
ten production processes of the participants, they also pro-
vide a basis for evaluating the linguistic activation patterns 
to be addressed in subsequent analyses.
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4.9 Actual Language Use in Protocols

Table 5 presents the number of words used in partici-
pants’ protocols belonging to their previously learned lan-
guages.

Table 5. Distribution of Language Use in Protocols according to 
L1 Groups
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Table 5 shows the distribution of languages   used in 
the think-aloud protocols created by participants during 
English writing activities. The findings reveal that multilin-
gual individuals can activate different languages   in their lin-
guistic repertoire when creating a written text in the target 
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language. However, there are significant differences among 
participants in terms of the frequency and relative intensity 
of the languages   used. These differences are not limited to 
the linguistic backgrounds of the participants but are also 
observed in the think-aloud protocols of individuals belong-
ing to the same language group. Therefore, the data indicate 
that linguistic activation in multilingual writing processes 
does not occur in the same way for all participants.

When the protocols of participants who have acquired 
Turkish as their first language are examined, it is observed 
that Turkish and English are activated in varying degrees. In 
the think-aloud protocols of participant coded BS, Turkish 
stands out significantly, and it is understood that he largely 
expresses his thoughts through his first language when cre-
ating his written text. Similarly, participant coded AY also 
activates the languages he knows in the writing process, but 
his protocols show a pattern where Turkish usage predomi-
nates. In the protocols of participant coded FCB, Turkish 
also holds an important place, while the use of English 
words remains quite limited. These findings indicate that 
these participants heavily utilize their first languages   to ver-
bally express their thoughts when producing written work in 
English. In contrast, it appears that English holds a more 
prominent position in the think-aloud protocols of partici-
pants coded FA and SG. Both participants primarily ex-
pressed their thoughts in the target language when creating 
English compositions but also used Turkish in certain parts 
of their protocols. This reveals that individuals with the 
same first language can exhibit different linguistic activation 
patterns when writing in the target language. Therefore, it is 
not possible to argue that Turkish was equally dominant for 
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all participants. While some participants expressed their 
thoughts largely through Turkish, others used English more 
intensively and resorted to Turkish when necessary.

In the protocols of participants who simultaneously 
acquired Turkish and Arabic as their first languages, English 
generally predominates, Turkish is used as the second most 
important linguistic resource, and Arabic is used to a very 
limited extent. In the protocols of participant coded EG, 
English is identified as the most frequently used language, 
while Turkish also plays a role in the thought process. The 
use of Arabic is limited to five words in only the first proto-
col. Similarly, the use of Arabic in participant coded SA is 
limited to two words in only the first protocol. The promi-
nence of English and Turkish in this participant's other pro-
tocols indicates that Arabic has a limited place in the ver-
bally expressed thoughts during writing. While the proto-
cols of participant ZB show a predominantly English usage, 
it appears that Turkish is used more effectively compared to 
some other participants. Arabic is represented only in the 
last protocol with two words. In the protocols of participant 
ZU, English and Turkish hold a prominent position, while 
Arabic is limited to 5, 1, 4, and 2 words, respectively, in the 
first four protocols. Participant YS, on the other hand, did 
not use any Arabic words in any of his protocols. In this par-
ticipant's last four protocols, the number of Turkish words 
was recorded as 7, 5, 17, and 3, respectively; English was 
the predominantly used language in the verbal expression of 
thoughts. When these findings are considered together, it is 
understood that participants who have acquired Turkish and 
Arabic as first languages   do not activate both first languages   
equally in their English writing processes. The fact that 
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Turkish is used more frequently than Arabic, in addition to 
the intensity of English in the protocols, shows that having 
more than one first language does not mean that these lan-
guages   will be activated with the same intensity during writ-
ing. However, the limited use of Arabic should not be inter-
preted as meaning that the participants do not know or use 
this language in their daily lives. The situation observed 
here is limited to the level of use of Arabic in the think-aloud 
protocols accompanying the English writing activities con-
ducted within the scope of the research.

The protocols of participants who simultaneously ac-
quired Turkish and Kurdish as their first languages   exhibit a 
more variable pattern in terms of linguistic activation. In the 
protocols of participant coded BM, English is predomi-
nantly used, followed by Turkish, and Kurdish appears only 
in the first protocol with ten words. A similar pattern is ob-
served in participant coded CT. This participant used Kur-
dish only in the first protocol with ten words and did not in-
clude Kurdish in the other protocols. English was the most 
frequently used language in all applications except for the 
second protocol. In participant coded FK's protocols, no use 
of Kurdish was observed; English and, to a lesser extent, 
Turkish were activated in the thought process. These results 
indicate that these three participants used the target lan-
guage and Turkish more than Kurdish when verbally ex-
pressing their thoughts while writing in English. In contrast, 
a different pattern emerges in the protocols of participants 
coded RS and SA. While English is the most frequently used 
language in the thought processes of the RS-coded partici-
pant, Kurdish also holds a significant place and is used more 
actively than Turkish. In the protocols of the SA-coded par-
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ticipant, Kurdish is more prominent than Turkish, and the 
use of English and Kurdish is at similar levels in some pro-
tocols. However, Turkish also played a role in the partici-
pant's thought processes. The absence of English word us-
age in the first protocol of the SA indicates that linguistic 
activation can vary even among different applications of the 
same individual. The findings for participants of the Turk-
ish-Kurdish L1 Group clearly demonstrate that individuals 
with the same linguistic repertoire can use different lan-
guages   to varying degrees in their thought processes. In 
some participants, Kurdish was used to a very limited ex-
tent, while in others it was used more than Turkish. There-
fore, it is not possible to draw a general conclusion that one 
language, Turkish or Kurdish, is superior to the other for all 
participants. On the contrary, the findings show that examin-
ing individual language use patterns is important for under-
standing multilingual writing processes.

In the protocols of participants who simultaneously 
acquired Turkish and Syriac as first languages, English gen-
erally predominated, but the usage levels of Turkish and 
Syriac varied among individuals. In the protocols of partici-
pant coded HE, all three languages   were activated, with 
English being the most prominent. However, the similar us-
age levels of Turkish and Syriac words indicate that this par-
ticipant utilized both of their first languages   during writing. 
In the protocols of participant coded KD, English and Turk-
ish are predominantly used, while Syriac is used to a more 
limited extent. The use of Syriac words was limited to 15, 1, 
10, and 6 words in the first, third, fourth, and fifth protocols, 
respectively; no Syriac words were used in the second pro-
tocol. This finding indicates that Turkish holds a more 
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prominent position among the participant's two first lan-
guages. The protocols of participant MA also show a pre-
dominantly English usage. The participant's use of a total of 
37 Turkish and 24 Syriac words across five protocols indi-
cates that both first languages   are involved in the thought 
process, but their usage levels are limited compared to Eng-
lish. In participant TE's protocols, no Syriac word usage was 
observed; Turkish accompanied the predominantly English 
thought process to a certain extent. In participant YV's pro-
tocols, all three languages   are used, but English is signifi-
cantly more prominent. While the usage levels of Turkish 
and Syriac words are limited, it appears that Turkish is more 
actively used than Syriac. These results reveal that partici-
pants who have acquired Turkish and Syriac as their first 
languages   predominantly use the target language in their 
English writing processes, but the level of activation of their 
first languages   differs among them. While some participants 
used Turkish and Syriac in similar proportions, for others, 
Turkish was more prominent, and Syriac was not used at all. 
Therefore, the activation of languages   in the linguistic 
repertoire in thought processes exhibits a different pattern 
among individuals.

When the findings presented in Table 5 are evaluated 
in general, it is understood that multilingual participants ac-
tivate different languages   in their English writing processes, 
but the usage levels of these languages   are not equal. While 
the relative intensity of Turkish and English varies among 
participants who have acquired Turkish as their only first 
language, English is seen to hold a significant position in the 
majority of simultaneous bilingual participants. However, 
the varying levels of use of Turkish, Arabic, Kurdish, and 
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Syriac in different participants indicate that linguistic acti-
vation during writing is not a uniform process.

Another particularly noteworthy finding is that bilin-
gual participants did not always use their two first languages   
with the same intensity. The fact that Arabic was used at a 
very limited level in the protocols, while Kurdish and Syriac 
were more prominently used by some participants, suggests 
that first language status alone is not sufficient to explain the 
frequency of use. However, it is not possible to definitively 
determine the reasons for these differences solely based on 
the word distributions in the protocols.

The presence of words from multiple languages   in 
think-aloud protocols provides observable evidence that 
participants utilize diverse linguistic resources during their 
English written production. However, the inclusion of 
words from different languages   within the same protocol 
alone does not explain the functions of the transitions be-
tween these languages. Therefore, it is important to evaluate 
linguistic activation not only through word count but also 
through the linguistic choices participants make during writ-
ing and the contexts of those choices.

In conclusion, Table 5 shows that multilingual indi-
viduals use their linguistic repertoires in different ways dur-
ing their English writing processes and that this use varies 
individually. The findings reveal that the target language can 
hold an important position in thought processes, but previ-
ously acquired languages   continue to be activated during 
written production. These patterns observed in the partici-
pants' think-aloud protocols offer important findings for un-
derstanding the role of linguistic repertoire in the writing 
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process. However, the similarities and differences between 
the languages   that participants reported using and the lan-
guage uses observed in the protocols need to be evaluated 
separately.
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CHAPTER 5

Discussion, Implications, and Conclusion
5.1 Interpretation of Major Findings

This research aimed to examine the thought processes 
of multilingual English learners when creating written texts 
in the target language and the interactions between different 
languages   in their linguistic repertoire during these pro-
cesses. The fundamental starting point of the research was 
to understand the extent and manner in which multilingual 
individuals use their previously acquired languages   when 
producing written work in a new language. Accordingly, 
participants' linguistic backgrounds, the languages   they re-
ported using in their social environments and internal 
thought processes, and the language use observed in their 
think-aloud protocols during English writing activities were 
evaluated together. The findings show that the writing pro-
cesses of multilingual individuals cannot be explained 
solely through the target language and that different ele-
ments of their linguistic repertoire can be activated to vary-
ing degrees in these processes.

The context of the research in Türkiye is crucial in in-
terpreting these findings. While Turkish is defined as the 
official language of the state in the Constitution of the Re-
public of Turkey, Turkey has a social structure where differ-
ent linguistic and cultural communities coexist. Especially 
in multilingual and multicultural regions like Mardin, indi-
viduals' linguistic experiences can vary far beyond what can 
be defined by a single first language. This situation necessi-
tates considering social and individual differences when 
evaluating the linguistic backgrounds and foreign learning 
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processes of individuals. The research findings also reveal 
that participants learning English in the same educational 
environment can differ from each other in terms of their lin-
guistic repertoires and the ways they use these repertoires.

One of the key findings of the study is that participants 
reported activating multiple languages   at different stages of 
the English writing process. The prominent role of Turkish, 
particularly in the task-examining and idea-generating 
stages, indicates that participants were able to utilize previ-
ously acquired linguistic resources when understanding the 
writing task and formulating their thoughts. Conversely, the 
increased prominence of English in the idea-organizing, 
process-controlling, and text-generating stages reveals that 
reported language preferences were not consistent across all 
stages of the writing process. Therefore, instead of assuming 
continuous dominance of one language in multilingual writ-
ing processes, it seems more appropriate to adopt an ap-
proach where different linguistic resources are prominent in 
different writing activities.

Findings regarding participants' language use in their 
social networks also provide an important context support-
ing this assessment. While participants who had acquired 
Turkish solely as their first language reported using Turkish 
in their social circles, participants who were simultaneously 
bilingual were found to use different languages   and lan-
guage combinations in their intra-family and extra-family 
relationships. The continued use of Arabic, Kurdish, and 
Syriac in family and kinship relations, in particular, indi-
cates that these languages   hold a functional place in the par-
ticipants' daily lives. However, the widespread reporting of 
Turkish in different social interactions reveals that even if 
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participants had more than one first language, they utilized 
a common language of communication within their social 
environment.

When examining self-reports regarding internal think-
ing processes, it becomes clear that language preferences 
vary depending on the activity performed. While Turkish is 
prominent in the activities of calculating and memorizing a 
phone number, English and combinations of different lan-
guages   are reported more frequently in training/exercising 
and studying activities. This suggests that generalizations 
about mental activities being conducted solely through a 
single language may be limited. This finding is consistent 
with assessments that multilingual individuals use different 
resources within their linguistic repertoire in varying pro-
portions across different activities. However, it is not possi-
ble to draw definitive conclusions about the entirety of par-
ticipants' thinking processes based solely on self-reports. 
Therefore, observational data obtained from think-aloud 
protocols are also of particular importance in this research.

Analysis of think-aloud protocols revealed significant 
individual differences in the distribution of languages   used 
by participants during English writing. While some partici-
pants who had Turkish as their sole first language showed a 
predominantly Turkish usage, others had a more dominant 
English usage. In a significant portion of bilingual partici-
pants, English was prominent in think-aloud protocols, but 
Turkish, Arabic, Kurdish, and Syriac were activated to vary-
ing degrees. These findings indicate that the number of lan-
guages   spoken by participants or their first language status 
alone does not explain which language will be used more 
frequently during writing.
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It is noteworthy that Arabic was used to a very limited 
extent in the protocols of participants, especially those with 
a first-language background in Turkish-Arabic, while Turk-
ish and English were used more frequently. Among Turkish-
Kurdish participants, the level of Kurdish use varied among 
individuals; some used Kurdish very sparingly, while others 
used it more than Turkish. Similarly, among Turkish-Syriac 
participants, English was generally more prominent, but the 
levels of use of Turkish and Syriac varied depending on the 
participant. These results reveal that the use of linguistic 
repertoires by multilingual individuals does not exhibit a 
homogeneous structure and that it is necessary to consider 
individual language experiences.

Another important aspect of the study is that it allows 
for the simultaneous evaluation of the languages   partici-
pants reported using and the language use observed in think-
aloud protocols. While Turkish stood out in many activities 
in self-reports, the dominance of English for some partici-
pants in think-aloud protocols suggests that reported lan-
guage preferences and observed usage during a specific 
writing task may not always exhibit the same pattern. This 
difference does not mean that participants' statements are in-
valid. On the contrary, it should be considered that self-
reports provide information about individuals' general lin-
guistic experiences, while think-aloud protocols make ver-
bal production visible within the context of a specific task. 
Therefore, the two data types assist in comprehending 
different aspects of multilingual writing processes.

These findings also highlight the limitations of ap-
proaches that explain bilingualism and multilingualism 
solely on the basis of monolingualism. Grosjean (1985) em-
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phasizes that bilingual individuals should not be considered 
as the sum of two independent monolingual individuals. 
Similarly, Cook's (1992) multi-competence approach neces-
sitates that the linguistic knowledge of individuals who 
speak more than one language be considered as a whole, dis-
tinct from the linguistic competence of monolingual indi-
viduals. From the perspective of these theoretical ap-
proaches, the different linguistic activation patterns ob-
served in the study demonstrate that the linguistic experi-
ences of multilingual participants cannot be reduced solely 
to their performance in the target language.

The research findings are also significant from the per-
spective of the translanguaging approach in evaluating the 
interaction between languages. Canagarajah (2011) argues 
that multilingual individuals can utilize different linguistic 
resources during communication and that explaining lan-
guage use through rigid linguistic boundaries is not always 
sufficient. In this context, the use of words from different 
languages   in the participants' think-aloud protocols shows 
that multiple linguistic resources can be activated during 
writing. However, the presence of words from different lan-
guages   in the same protocol alone does not explain which 
functions these resources serve. Therefore, when evaluating 
these findings within the framework of translanguaging, it is 
important to consider the contexts in which linguistic transi-
tions occur and their functions in the writing process.

Overall, the main contribution of this research is to 
present findings based on both self-report and think-aloud 
protocols regarding how individuals learning multilingual 
English utilize their linguistic repertoire in their writing pro-
cesses. The research reveals that linguistic activation can 
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differ according to participants' first-language backgrounds, 
the activity undertaken, and individual usage patterns. In 
particular, the fact that English stands out for many partici-
pants in think-aloud protocols, despite Turkish having an 
important position in social settings and some internal 
thinking activities, demonstrates that multilingual writing 
processes cannot be explained solely through the constant 
dominance of a single language. In this respect, the research 
findings offer a contextual contribution to the theoretical 
discussions regarding the need for a holistic approach to the 
linguistic repertoires of multilingual individuals. They also 
emphasize the necessity of considering students' diverse lin-
guistic backgrounds, individual characteristics, and linguis-
tic resources used in their learning processes in foreign lan-
guage teaching in Türkiye. However, these results should be 
evaluated within the context of the research's participant 
group and data collection context; it is important to avoid 
making generalizations without broader participant popula-
tions.

5.2 Pedagogical Implications for Foreign Language 
Education

The results obtained offer various implications for the 
planning and implementation of foreign language education 
in Türkiye. 

Firstly, the linguistic background of foreign language 
learners should not be evaluated solely on the basis of their 
proficiency in the target language. It should be considered 
that students with multiple first languages   participate in the 
learning process with diverse linguistic experiences and re-
sources. In this respect, instead of approaches based on the 
assumption of a monolingual student profile in foreign lan-
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guage teaching, it is important to develop approaches that 
recognize the linguistic diversity of learners and consider 
this diversity as part of the teaching process. 

Secondly, the potential roles of previously acquired 
languages   in the process of learning a new language should 
not be overlooked for multilingual individuals. Research 
findings show that participants, while writing in English, 
were able to activate not only the target language but also 
their previously acquired languages   at varying levels. This 
suggests that, instead of completely excluding students' ex-
isting linguistic repertoires in foreign language teaching, 
they can be considered within appropriate teaching activi-
ties. However, the findings of the research do not directly 
demonstrate that any particular teaching approach is more 
effective than others. Therefore, pedagogical recommenda-
tions should be considered as inferences developed based on 
the language use patterns observed in the research.

Thirdly, it is important to consider the individual 
differences among learners in foreign language teaching. 
Even participants with the same linguistic background ex-
hibit different linguistic activation patterns when writing in 
English, indicating that teaching processes may not be 
sufficient if they are tailored solely to the languages   students 
already know. Students' language usage habits, learning ex-
periences, and the linguistic resources they utilize in specific 
tasks are also factors that can be considered when evaluating 
the teaching process. In this respect, learner-centered teach-
ing approaches that consider individual diversity are crucial 
for meeting the needs of multilingual learning environ-
ments. 
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Finally, current theoretical discussions on multilin-
gualism need to be considered in the development of foreign 
language teaching programs. Instead of viewing multilin-
gualism as an obstacle in the learning process, it is important 
to investigate how students' linguistic resources can be uti-
lized in educational settings. Approaches to multilingualism 
and language education discussed by Canagarajah (2006) 
and Hult (2012) provide a theoretical framework for evalu-
ating linguistic diversity in educational contexts. Lewis et 
al. (2012) discuss the pedagogical possibilities of translan-
guaging practices, such as supporting conceptual under-
standing, improving students' proficiency in different lan-
guages, and strengthening the relationship between home 
and school languages. These approaches highlight the im-
portance of considering the previously acquired languages   
of multilingual students in their learning processes.

5.3 Contributions to Multilingualism and Applied 
Linguistics

This research contributes to the fields of multilingual-
ism and applied linguistics at theoretical, empirical, contex-
tual, and methodological levels by examining how multilin-
gual individuals utilize diverse resources within their lin-
guistic repertoire when producing written work in a target 
language. The scientific significance of this study lies in its 
avoidance of evaluating multilingualism solely through the 
number of languages   individuals know or their proficiency 
levels in those languages. Instead, the research addresses 
how the linguistic repertoire is activated during a specific 
writing task and how different linguistic resources become 
visible in verbally expressed thought processes. This ap-
proach contributes to the study of multilingualism not as a 
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stable accumulation of grammar, but as a whole of linguistic 
resources used in different ways within specific contexts.

One approach that has long been influential in multi-
lingualism research is the tendency to view the languages   
individuals know as independent systems. From this per-
spective, the competencies of multilingual individuals can 
be explained by examining their performance in each lan-
guage separately. However, Grosjean (1985) pointed out the 
inadequacy of evaluating bilingual individuals as the sum of 
two independent monolingual individuals. Similarly, Cook 
(1992), with the concept of multi-competence, argued that 
the presence of knowledge of more than one language 
within the same mental structure constitutes a different form 
of competence than the linguistic knowledge of monolin-
gual individuals. These approaches offer an alternative the-
oretical framework to evaluating the linguistic characteris-
tics of multilingual individuals based on monolingual crite-
ria.

The current research contributes to these holistic ap-
proaches through empirical data obtained from multilingual 
writing processes. The participants' ability to activate words 
from different languages   while creating English composi-
tions demonstrates that examining written production in a 
target language solely based on knowledge of that language 
may be limited. What is important here is not the presence 
of multiple languages   in the individual's repertoire, but 
rather the observable use of these languages   in a specific 
production process. In this respect, the research reveals that 
multilingual competence should be assessed not only 
through the linguistic knowledge possessed but also through 
the use of this knowledge during the task. However, since 
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the study does not directly measure the mental organization 
of languages, it does not claim to definitively validate holis-
tic multilingualism theories. The contribution of the re-
search is to provide contextual evidence on how these theo-
ries can be used to explain multilingual writing processes.

The theoretical contribution of the research can be 
evaluated in more detail within the framework of the Focus 
on Multilingualism approach developed by Cenoz and 
Gorter (2011). Cenoz and Gorter point out the limitations of 
treating the linguistic competencies of multilingual individ-
uals as independent and separately measured systems and 
suggest that the entire linguistic repertoire should be evalu-
ated together. Their study on trilingual writing reveals the 
importance of considering the relationships between differ-
ent languages   and the individual's entire linguistic experi-
ence when examining the written production of multilingual 
individuals. This perspective offers an important orientation 
in multilingualism studies towards including all linguistic 
resources possessed by the individual in the research 
process, instead of evaluating only the performance in the 
target language. This study contributes to the literature by 
examining this theoretical approach through English writing 
activities carried out within Türkiye's multilingual social 
structure. The inclusion of participants with Turkish as their 
sole first language, as well as individuals with Turkish-
Arabic, Turkish-Kurdish, and Turkish-Syriac first language 
backgrounds, allowed for the examination of diverse lin-
guistic repertoires within the framework of a writing task in 
the same target language. Thus, the study demonstrates that 
in multilingual writing research, linguistic background can 
be considered not only as a categorical participant charac-
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teristic but also as a variable to be taken into account in eval-
uating the linguistic resources used during writing. In this 
respect, the research contributes to the discussion of Cenoz 
and Gorter's (2011) holistic multilingualism approach in 
different linguistic and social contexts.

From the perspective of the concept of linguistic 
repertoire, another contribution of the research is that it 
makes visible the distinction between possessing linguistic 
resources and using those resources in a specific task. The 
fact that a multilingual individual has acquired more than 
one language does not mean that these languages   will be 
used with equal intensity in all communicative or cognitive 
activities. Research on the use of linguistic repertoire re-
quires examining not only which languages   an individual 
knows but also under what conditions these languages   are 
activated. The present research addresses this distinction 
through the observation of spoken language use in the Eng-
lish writing process. In this respect, the study goes beyond 
approaches that consider linguistic repertoire merely as an 
inventory of language names, placing the usage dimension 
of the repertoire at the center of the research. This assess-
ment can also be linked to Jessner's (2008) work, which ad-
dresses multilingualism within the framework of a dynamic 
systems approach. Jessner argues that the linguistic systems 
of multilingual individuals interact with each other and that 
multilingual development can have non-linear characteris-
tics. This approach makes it possible to consider multilin-
gualism not as a structure composed of fixed linguistic com-
petencies but as a complex system in which various interac-
tions take place. The observation of different usage patterns 
among individuals with the same linguistic background in 
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the present research is related to this discussion in that it 
shows that the linguistic behavior of multilingual individu-
als cannot be predicted solely based on the languages   they 
know. However, the limitations of this study's contribution 
to the dynamic systems approach should also be clarified. 
The study is not longitudinal research that tracks the linguis-
tic development of participants over a long period. There-
fore, it is not possible to draw definitive conclusions about 
the developmental changes of linguistic systems over time 
based on the data obtained. The study's contribution lies in 
providing an empirical example of individual differences 
and contextual sensitivity, issues emphasized by dynamic 
multilingualism approaches, by revealing the diversity ob-
served among multilingual individuals and within specific 
writing practices. Thus, the study emphasizes the need to 
avoid assumptions of uniform linguistic behavior when ex-
amining multilingual writing processes.

The research also contributes to discussions in the 
fields of interlingual interaction and additional language ac-
quisition. De Angelis (2007) demonstrates that the lan-
guages   individuals have previously acquired are an impor-
tant subject of research in third or additional language ac-
quisition and that learning a new language cannot be ex-
plained solely through the relationship between the first lan-
guage and the target language. This approach is particularly 
important in evaluating the production processes in the tar-
get language of multilingual individuals. In traditional sec-
ond language acquisition research, focusing on the influence 
of the first language on the target language can lead to an 
insufficient examination of the role of other linguistic re-
sources of multilingual individuals. Additional language ac-
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quisition research, on the other hand, offers the opportunity 
to evaluate the relationship of multiple linguistic resources 
to learning and production processes in a more comprehen-
sive way. The contribution of the current research to this 
field is to examine which linguistic resources individuals 
with multiple first languages   activate in their English writ-
ing processes. Participant profiles, particularly those involv-
ing simultaneous bilingualism, demonstrate that the tradi-
tional distinction between first and second languages   may 
not be sufficient to explain all language acquisition histo-
ries. The research provides data suggesting that previously 
acquired languages   can be verbally activated during written 
production in the target language. However, this activation 
should not be considered direct evidence of the transfer of a 
particular linguistic structure from one language to another. 
Determining interlingual transfer requires a separate exami-
nation of linguistic forms and their functions within the pro-
duction process. Therefore, the study's contribution is to 
emphasise the necessity of a conceptual separation between 
interlingual activation and interlingual transfer.

Another area where the study contributes to the multi-
lingualism literature is the association of the concept of 
translanguaging with writing processes. Canagarajah (2011) 
argues that multilingual individuals can utilize different lin-
guistic resources during communication and that linguistic 
meaning-making processes cannot always be explained 
through language systems that are strictly separated. This 
approach necessitates examining how different linguistic re-
sources are used in specific contexts, rather than evaluating 
the language use of multilingual individuals solely through 
the number of transitions from one language to another. In 
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this respect, translanguaging offers an important theoretical 
perspective for a holistic assessment of the linguistic reper-
toire in multilingual writing processes. The current research 
contributes to this discussion through the linguistic activa-
tion observed in think-aloud protocols. The participants' use 
of words from different languages   while writing in English 
demonstrates that producing written work in the target lan-
guage does not require the complete exclusion of other lin-
guistic resources. However, the research findings also sug-
gest that the presence of words from different languages   in 
the same protocol alone is insufficient to explain all 
translanguaging processes. The use of different linguistic re-
sources during the same task, and whether these resources 
perform functions such as meaning-making, text organiza-
tion, or solving linguistic problems, should be evaluated at 
separate analytical levels. Considering this distinction can 
contribute to a more careful and explanatory use of the 
translanguaging concept in multilingual writing research.

One of the significant contributions of this research to 
the field of applied linguistics is the combined evaluation of 
product-oriented and process-oriented data in the study of 
multilingual writing processes. In foreign language writing 
research, final texts are an important data source for evaluat-
ing students' linguistic output. However, examining only 
completed texts may not be sufficient to understand all the 
decisions and linguistic choices made during writing. While 
the written product represents the outcome of the production 
process, process-oriented data collection methods allow for 
the investigation of certain operations that occur during the 
creation of the text. Therefore, the combined use of different 
data sources is methodologically important in understand-
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ing writing processes. Sasaki's (2000) study examining writ-
ing processes in a foreign language highlights the impor-
tance of process-oriented data in researching writing behav-
iors. Sasaki's approach suggests that going beyond the writ-
ten text and examining the process of text creation can pro-
vide more detailed explanations for research on writing in a 
foreign language. The present research relates this method-
ological orientation to the use of linguistic repertoires by 
multilingual individuals. The combined evaluation of par-
ticipants' English compositions and the accompanying 
think-aloud protocols allowed for the examination of the re-
lationship between the written product and verbally ex-
pressed thought processes. A key aspect of this methodolog-
ical contribution is that think-aloud protocols are considered 
not only as data providing descriptive statements about par-
ticipants' thoughts but also as examineable linguistic pro-
ductions related to the languages   used. Classifying the 
words in the protocols according to language allowed for the 
determination of the distribution of linguistic resources ver-
bally activated during writing. Thus, the study demonstrates 
that quantitative and qualitative assessments can be used to-
gether to examine the use of different languages   in multilin-
gual writing processes. While word counts provide informa-
tion on the distribution of linguistic activation, the content 
analysis of the protocols allows for the correlation of these 
distributions with specific writing processes. However, the 
quality of the data provided by think-aloud protocols needs 
careful consideration. These protocols do not directly record 
the entire thought process of the participants; they make the 
thoughts that participants verbally express during the task 
accessible to the researcher. Therefore, the absence of a par-
ticular language in the protocol should not be interpreted as 
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definitive proof that that language was not activated at all at 
the mental level. Similarly, the high frequency of use of a 
language in the protocol does not mean that that language is 
equally dominant in all cognitive processes. The method-
ological contribution of the research is to use think-aloud 
data not as a complete reflection of mental processes but in 
the examination of observable verbal production accompa-
nying multilingual writing.

Another methodological contribution of the study is 
the evaluation of participants' self-reports regarding lan-
guage use in conjunction with their observed language use 
during the task. In multilingualism research, surveys and in-
terviews provide important information about individuals' 
linguistic backgrounds, social relationships, and perceptions 
of their language use habits. However, individuals' state-
ments about their general usage habits and the linguistic be-
haviors they exhibit during a specific task are not the same 
type of data. Therefore, it should not be assumed that these 
data sources are directly interchangeable. By using different 
data collection tools together, the research allowed for the 
evaluation of both reported and observed usage dimensions 
of the linguistic repertoires of multilingual individuals. This 
approach highlights the importance of using complementary 
data sources in applied linguistics. Self-reports offer a broad 
context for participants' linguistic experiences, while think-
aloud protocols provide an opportunity to examine spoken 
language use during a specific writing task. The combined 
evaluation of these two data types reveals the limitations of 
explaining the language use of multilingual individuals 
through only a single research method. Thus, the research 
provides a methodological example of interpreting informa-
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tion from different data sources in the study of multilingual 
writing processes without reducing them to one another.

The contextual contribution of this research is its ex-
amination of multilingual writing processes within the lin-
guistic and cultural diversity of Türkiye, particularly using 
the example of Mardin. Evaluating data obtained from 
different social contexts is crucial for the theoretical devel-
opment of multilingualism research. Social conditions, edu-
cational experiences, and linguistic interaction environ-
ments that can influence the use of linguistic repertoires may 
not occur in the same way in different communities. There-
fore, how explanations developed in a specific social con-
text can be evaluated in other multilingual communities is 
an important research topic for the field's development. 
Mardin, with its diverse linguistic and cultural coexistence, 
offers a research context that allows for the examination of 
the linguistic experiences of multilingual individuals. The 
presence of languages   such as Turkish, Arabic, Kurdish, and 
Syriac in this environment is significant for investigating the 
linguistic repertoires of individuals with multiple first lan-
guages. This study, by examining the writing processes of 
individuals learning English within this social context, con-
tributes contextual data from Türkiye to multilingualism re-
search. The study's contribution in this respect is not only to 
describe the linguistic diversity in Mardin but also to exam-
ine the language use exhibited by individuals raised within 
this diversity during their written production in the target 
language. This context is also important in terms of discus-
sions on how the concept of first language also plays a cru-
cial role in discussions about the use of the first language 
concept in multilingualism research. In traditional language 
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acquisition research, the first language is often treated as a 
singular category. However, the fact that some individuals 
acquire more than one language from an early age indicates 
that the concept of first language may not be sufficient to 
describe all participant profiles in the same way. The inclu-
sion of individuals with two simultaneous first languages   in 
the study emphasizes the necessity of a more detailed defi-
nition of language acquisition history. This situation points 
to the importance of using the categories of first language, 
previously acquired language, and target language, espe-
cially in additional language acquisition research, taking 
into account the participants' actual linguistic backgrounds. 
Another aspect of the research's contextual contribution is 
that it allows for the separate examination of the use of a 
language that plays an important role at the societal level in 
individual writing processes. The widespread use of a lan-
guage in education, social communication, or public life 
does not mean that it will be equally activated in all thinking 
and writing activities of every individual. Therefore, soci-
etal language use and individual linguistic activation ob-
served in specific tasks need to be considered as different 
levels of analysis. This study contributes to the considera-
tion of context and individual language use together in mul-
tilingualism research by demonstrating that these two lev-
els, while related, cannot be considered directly identical.

Another noteworthy contribution of the study from 
the perspective of applied linguistics is the consideration of 
individual differences alongside group-based comparisons. 
Classifying multilingual participants according to their lin-
guistic backgrounds makes it possible to compare the lan-
guage use patterns of individuals with specific repertoires. 
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However, the fact that individuals with the same linguistic 
background can exhibit different usage patterns shows that 
group membership alone is not sufficient to explain individ-
ual linguistic behaviors. Therefore, supporting group-level 
assessments with individual data can contribute to a more 
detailed understanding of multilingual writing processes. In 
this respect, the research supports the idea that individual 
diversity in multilingualism studies should be considered 
not merely as a result of statistical differences but as a sig-
nificant dimension of the phenomenon the research seeks to 
explain. The fact that individuals with the same linguistic 
repertoire can activate different languages   in a given task 
demonstrates that an invariable relationship cannot be estab-
lished between linguistic background and linguistic behav-
ior. This situation reveals the limitations of evaluating learn-
ers solely through group characteristics in applied linguis-
tics. The contribution of the research is to emphasize the im-
portance of examining group-based tendencies and individ-
ual usage patterns together in multilingual writing pro-
cesses.

The research also highlights the analytical importance 
of task context in multilingual writing studies. The use of 
linguistic repertoire should be evaluated not only in terms of 
the characteristics of the languages   the individual speaks but 
also in conjunction with the nature of the activity per-
formed. Creating written text in the target language is a pro-
ductive activity involving specific linguistic and cognitive 
demands. Therefore, it is not appropriate to consider the lin-
guistic activation observed during writing as a direct equiv-
alent of general everyday language use. The present study 
contributes to the task-based examination of multilingual 
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language behaviors by relating the use of linguistic reper-
toire to a specific writing task. This approach also allows for 
the development of new research questions at the intersec-
tion of foreign language writing studies and multilingualism 
studies. For example, questions such as how different writ-
ing tasks relate to linguistic activation patterns, whether in-
dividuals' use of linguistic resources changes as their writ-
ing competencies develop, or what functions different lan-
guages   perform in specific writing strategies are among the 
topics that can be addressed in future research. While the 
present study does not answer all of these questions, its ap-
proach, which focuses on the use of linguistic repertoire 
during the task, provides a conceptual and methodological 
foundation for such research.

In conclusion, this research contributes to the fields of 
multilingualism and applied linguistics at various comple-
mentary levels. Theoretically, the study provides empirical 
data to support discussions on the holistic and contextually 
sensitive assessment of the linguistic repertoires of multilin-
gual individuals. In terms of interlingual interaction, it con-
tributes to the examination of how individuals with multiple 
first languages   can activate different linguistic resources in 
the writing process in the target language. Methodologi-
cally, it demonstrates the possibilities that the combined use 
of self-reports, written texts, and think-aloud protocols can 
provide for understanding different dimensions of multilin-
gual writing processes. Contextually, it increases the visibil-
ity of different linguistic experiences in the literature by uti-
lizing data obtained from Mardin, a city within Türkiye's 
multilingual social structure. When these contributions are 
considered together, the original value of the research lies in 
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its avoidance of attempting to explain the writing processes 
of multilingual individuals through the dominance of a sin-
gle language, a single participant characteristic, or a single 
data source. The study reveals that researchers should exam-
ine the use of linguistic repertoires in relation to individual 
characteristics, linguistic background, and the task per-
formed. Thus, it contributes to studies in the fields of multi-
lingualism and applied linguistics that not only define lin-
guistic diversity but also investigate how this diversity be-
comes visible in specific linguistic production processes.

5.4 Limitations and Recommendations for Future 
Research

This research has some limitations, although it 
presents important findings on how multilingual individuals 
utilize their linguistic repertoire in English writing pro-
cesses. Firstly, the study was conducted with 20 participants 
who were studying in Mardin. The limited sample size and 
the fact that the research was conducted within a specific so-
ciolinguistic context limit the generalization of the findings 
to larger multilingual participant populations. Therefore, it 
is recommended that comparative studies with a larger num-
ber of participants from different regions, educational lev-
els, and linguistic backgrounds can be conducted in the fu-
ture. 

Another limitation of the study is that data on lan-
guage use were collected through surveys, interviews, and 
think-aloud protocols. While self-reports reflect partici-
pants' perceptions of language use, think-aloud protocols 
only provide access to thoughts verbally expressed during 
writing. Therefore, these methods do not directly reveal the 
entirety of cognitive processes. Future research supplement-
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ing think-aloud protocols with screen recordings, keystroke 
analysis, and post-writing interviews could contribute to a 
more detailed examination of multilingual writing pro-
cesses. Furthermore, in this study, linguistic activation was 
largely assessed through the distribution of words used in 
protocols across languages. While this approach reveals the 
frequency of use of different languages, it does not fully ex-
plain the functions of these languages   in the writing process. 
Therefore, future studies could examine the purposes for 
which linguistic transitions occur and how different lan-
guages   are used in thought formation, text organization, and 
problem-solving processes in more detail through qualita-
tive analyses. A limitation of the study is that it is based on 
specific English composition tasks. Different text types, task 
conditions, and writing proficiency levels may be related to 
how participants utilize their linguistic repertoire. Future 
longitudinal studies comparing different writing tasks and 
tracking participants' linguistic development over time 
could contribute to a deeper understanding of the variable 
characteristics of linguistic activation. Finally, current re-
search has not directly examined the effectiveness of spe-
cific teaching practices. Therefore, it is important to evalu-
ate the potential effects of teaching approaches that aim to 
utilize the linguistic repertoires of multilingual individuals 
on writing processes and written output through experimen-
tal or mixed-methods research.

In conclusion, it is suggested that future research 
should focus not only on identifying which languages   mul-
tilingual individuals use but also on explaining under what 
conditions, for what purposes, and at what stages of the 
writing process they use these languages. This will allow for 
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a more comprehensive understanding of the cognitive, lin-
guistic, and contextual dimensions of multilingual writing 
processes.
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