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   Abstract
The aim of this chapter is, first of all, to attempt to define the area of applied linguistics as an academic discipline and to demonstrate the aspects of applied linguistic research most prominent in the fairly young research field of multilingualism and their contribution to applied linguistics. Applied linguistics is an interdisciplinary domain, thus to avoid overlap with the other chapters in this volume (that is, chapters 3, 6 and 7), a series of topics in applied linguistics have been chosen to represent how the field is explored in the context of multilinguality. They comprise a review of major concepts in multilingual research: the concept of multi-competence, the multilingual mental lexicon (Singleton 1999, 2003, Gabryś-Barker 2005), cross-linguistic consultations and code-switching in different language subsystems of different language constellations (Odlin 1993, 2012, Gabryś-Barker 2005, Aronin and Singleton 2012, Dewaele and Wei 2014). The chapter also seeks to demonstrate how research on multilingualism has impacted research methodology in applied linguistics, in the expansion beyond quantitative methods and the more widespread use of qualitative research. A set of tasks and topics for discussion, together with an annotated bibliography for further reading, conclude this chapter.
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1. Applied linguistics and its selected areas with multilingual focus 
It is not easy to define applied linguistics univocally since it does not represent one scholarly domain but often assumes linguistics to be at its core. A consensus has never been reached however. The term was first used as a scientific domain in the late 1940s, demonstrating the connections between the practice of teaching foreign languages and linguistic theory, at a time when structural linguistics and psychological theories of behaviourism resulted in the audio-lingual method of teaching foreign languages. It brought about the opening of applied linguistic programmes at various academic institutions (e.g. at the University of Edinburgh, 1956), the creation of its own organization (AILA – Association Internationale de Linguistique Appliquée 1964), monograph publications (e.g. Corder 1973 The Edinburgh Course in Applied Linguistics) and the beginning of  several scholarly journals (Language Learning 1948, TESOL Quarterly 1967, and later on Applied Linguistics 1980 and Annual Review of Applied Linguistics 1980). The central concern with theoretical linguistics evolved over time and applied linguists conceived applied linguistics to be a multidisciplinary science (Kaplan 2002). Its initial interest in applying purely linguistic theories to language teaching and learning was broadened to other areas of study related to language instruction, acquisition and use.
Thus, over time, applied linguistics became a truly interdisciplinary domain of study, embracing psycholinguistic and sociolinguistic issues, language education and policy, and most importantly second language acquisition, foreign language teaching and learning. Now applied linguists, rather than move within pure domains, focus on problem-solving issues related to language in their research, for example in teaching and learning problems, language policy translation issues and language pathology, as well as on many others. 
This diversity of problems requires that those involved in applied linguistic research and its practical application have knowledge firstly of linguistic theories and language teaching and learning, but also of psychology and neurology, sociology, policy and educational planning, curriculum building, assessment and teacher training, among many other fields (Kaplan 2002: ix). Additionally, developments in the field of linguistics itself (e.g. the emergence of cognitive and corpus linguistics) created the need for their applications in teaching and learning, alongside the need for new methods of data collection and analysis. On the other hand, because of more focus on individual learner differences and the development of learner autonomy, more knowledge is required from the applied linguist in relation to psychological issues in affectivity – motivation, attitudes and the learning theories of cognitive psychology. Thus, applied linguistics became a much more demanding discipline requiring new resources from other scholarly fields of study. This multidisciplinary approach is very strongly reflected in the choice of relevant research methods and the greater focus on qualitative types of research from social sciences methodology (ethnography, case studies) rather than the quantitative approaches of the past. In this chapter I will focus on the applied linguistics limited to the constructs and issues involved in multilingual foreign language learning.
The selection of areas of study presented in this chapter is designed to draw on the major concepts in multilingual research. Some early studies in multilingualism can be regarded as contributing to the development of applied linguistics in respect of individual language development, as well as the role of contextual factors in this development. More recent studies tend to be concerned with linguistic issues such as the concept of multi-competence, multilingual mental lexicon, language processing in cross-linguistic consultations (language transfer focus) and code-switching at different language levels (semantic, syntactic). As mentioned earlier, the multidisciplinary character of applied linguistics and quantitatively and qualitatively different types of research in the case of multilingualism requires a broader scope of research methods, deploying qualitative research with more attention. Thus a brief commentary on what is fairly new to the language studies methods used in multilingual research follows the content focus of the chapter.
2. Bilingualism versus multilingualism
The researchers in the field of multilingualism use the term multilingualism in various ways. Some of them assume that it embraces bilingualism (also in the case of some of the contributors to this volume), whereas others see bilingualism and multilingualism as separate phenomena. I ascribe to the latter view, considering them to be separate areas of study. Thus, in my understanding, the contribution of research into multilingualism to the field of applied linguistics has to be seen as deriving from the differences between bilingualism and multilingualism. These differences clearly consist in:
·  different and more varied contextual patterns of acquisition/learning
·  quantitative differences as more languages are processed in the mind of a learner 
·  qualitative differences due to language typology, both linguistic (language distance) and psychological
·  an extended possibility of interactions between different languages being acquired, both in terms of interference and facilitation
·  prior knowledge facilitating the new cognitive information based on both L1 and L2 competence
·  more extensive (previous) learning experience itself
·  an enhanced state of metalinguistic and strategic awareness (after De Angelis 2007)
The contextual diversity of acquisition/learning processes of a greater number of languages than in the case of bilingualism creates different patterns of development. In the case of three languages, four patterns are possible (Table 1), but this becomes even more elaborate in the case of four or more languages involved (Table 2). 

	Languages
	Sequence of acquisition/learning
	Context

	L1 ( L2 ( L3
	All the languages are acquired consecutively
	fully formal learning at school, when foreign languages are introduced at different times 

	L1/L2 ( L3
	a bilingual child acquiring another language consecutively
	partially naturalistic with a child in a mixed marriage family acquiring/learning another language either naturalistically (immigrants) or through instruction

	L1 ( L2/L3
	foreign languages are learned after L1 was acquired
	fully formal, a typical example of two foreign languages learned simultaneously at school through formal instruction

	L1/L2/L3 
	all the three languages are acquired simultaneously
	a fully naturalistic acquisition, e.g. in an African context, when there is a basic tribal, a higher status tribal language used in more formal contexts and a lingua franca, which might be the legacy of colonial times, usually English, French or Portuguese


Table 1. Possible patterns of a trilingual development
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Table 2. SLA versus MLA (after Cenoz, 2001:40).
Both the complexity and highly individual character of multilingual development make the study of it a real challenge (Aronin, Jessner 2015), with very diversified outcomes in relation to multicompetence, language transfer and the multilingual mental lexicon of a multilingual in comparison with a bilingual language learner/user. Also, the variety of acquisition patterns of three (or more) languages) creates an affectively complex situation (among others different motivations, attitudes and preferences in the use of L1, L2, Ln) for a prospective multilingual in relation to learning and use of each language, and needs to be discussed here. 
3. The dynamics of multicompetence
Discussion of the construct of multilinguality and multicompetence and their complexity was started by Cook (1991). He sees it as “The compound state of mind with two (three) grammars” (ibid.). A bilingual/multilingual mind is different from that of a monolingual with respect to the fact that knowledge of L1 is different from knowledge of L2/Ln and the metalinguistic awareness of language of a multilingual is increased due to his/her knowledge of multiple language systems. This obviously has an impact on the cognitive processing involved in L1 and L2/L3 on the level of comprehension and production. There is an ongoing debate whether multicompetence is holistic; that is to say, do L1, L2 and Ln systems merge? Is there only one complex grammar system or several separate ones? Or alternatively, is some part of it shared by languages and some part of it functioning separately for each language?

Various scholars have concerned themselves with the concept of multicompetence (Table 3).

	Name 
	Year 
	Definition 
  

	V. Cook 
	1991 
	a different state of mind 

	M. Clyne 
	1997 
	multilateral competence 
(linguistic and procedural) 

	J.Cenoz & F.Genesee 
	1998 
	An individual ability to use several languages effectively 

	Ch. Hoffmann 
	1999 
	linguistic and functional ability in all languages of a multilingual user 

	I. Kesckes & T. Papp 
	2000 
	a common underlying conceptual base and a multilingual processing device 

	L. Aronin & M.O´Laoire
	2001 
	An ecosystem

	P. Herdina, & U. Jessner 
	2002 
	a complex psycholinguistic system, and a holistic perception

	L. Aronin
	2006
	The Dominant Language Constellation

	V. Cook
	2016
	Three premises of multicompetence

	G. Murahata, Y. Murahata & V. Cook 


	2016
	Research questions and methodology of multi-competence  



Table 3. Focus on the concept of multicompetence and its evolution
It seems that most of the experimental evidence supports the multicompetence model seen as holistic. This is exemplified by the fact that the mental lexicon of a multilingual demonstrates a close relationship between L1 and L2/Ln. Phonological, lexical and syntactic processing in L2/Ln are not separate and demonstrate relations and consultations between languages. This is again evidenced for example in users´/learners´ code-switching between different languages. Additionally, recent research shows that the hypothesis claiming that foreign languages are stored in a different brain hemisphere (the right one) from the mother tongue (the left) is to be rejected. Their localisation in brain areas is not separate for different languages but rather demonstrates complex links and overlaps (Gabryś-Barker 2005). 
An interesting discussion on the nature of multicompetence and multilinguality is offered by Aronin, O´Laoire (2001), who look at it from an ecological perspective:
We use the term eco as an analogue of the ecological phenomenon intrinsic to the nature cycle, emphasizing the essential dynamics of growth, change, fluctuation, input, absorption and decay; while stressing the entity of multilingualism. (ibid. 2)

This approach emphasizes the state of constant change a multilingual person experiences due to the interaction of the various linguistic systems of L1, L2, L3, and Ln. This interaction most obviously has to introduce various modifications at different levels of linguistic knowledge and competence and, as a consequence, in modifications in language performance. This approach points to possible processes of language deterioration in its different elements, labelled as language attrition, but it also emphasizes the evident development and progress of other language elements (Figure 2).
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Fig.2. Multilinguality seen as an ecosystem (adapted from Aronin & O’Laoire, 2001:2-4)
Aronin (2016) discusses the relation between multilinguality and multicompetence and asks a question:
How is multilinguality related to multi-competence? Multi-competence is a largely linguistic perspective, which emphasizes the specific qualities and abilities of the whole group of individuals – those who speak more than one language. It celebrates the ability and the quality that all bi- and multilinguals share. Multilinguality is a unique personal characteristic for tri- and multilinguals, the foundation of which is multi-competence. It is multi-competence that shapes the identity of a multilingual in accordance with each particular environment (Aronin 2016: 145)
As can be seen, multicompetence and multilinguality are very individual phenomena that cannot be measured and described in fixed patterns. Their complexity derives from the individual multilingual language learner/user, his or her learning and psycholinguistic profile, as well as contextual factors (for a fuller discussion of these, see Aronin & O’Laoire, 2001, Aronin & Jessner 2015, Aronin 2016). 

Most recently, the construct of multicompetence has been offered by Cook who believes that 
“Multi-competence thus covers the knowledge and use of two or more languages by the same individual or the same community. At some level, all the languages form part of one overall system, with complex and shifting relationships between them, affecting the first language as well as the others” (Cook, 2016: 2). According to him, the three premises of multicompetence are:

Premise 1. multi-competence concerns the total system for all languages (L1, L2, LN) in a single mind or community and their inter-relationships (…) 
Premise 2. multi-competence does not depend on the monolingual native speaker (…) 
Premise 3. multi-competence affects the whole mind, i.e. all language and cognitive systems, rather than language alone (ibid.: 9-16)

Earlier, Herdina and Jessner (2002), in their discussion of multicompetence (and multilinguality), emphasize its complexity by stating that the major quality of multilingualism (and multicompetence) is its dynamic character. Their Dynamic Model of Multilingualism (ibid.) considers multilingual development from a psycholinguistic perspective and describes it as a holistic process, as featuring in dynamic systems research in sciences such as biology, physics, mathematics or neuroscience. In short, dynamic systems reserach assumes that:
· The whole is more than the sum of its parts.
· The whole determines the nature of its parts.
· The parts cannot be understood if considered in isolation from the whole; the parts are dynamically interrelated or dependent. (Herdina & Jessner 2002:150)

The main emphasis is put here on the holistic, mutually related and interacting quality of any system. Herdina and Jessner go further by pointing to the following features of multilingualism: non-linearity, maintenance, reversibility, stability, interdependence, complexity and change of quality observed in multilingual development (Table 4). 

	Quaility
	Focus

	Non-linearity
	Language development is not steady and linear but slows down or accelerates depending on the individual circumstances in which it takes place.

	Maintenance
	The ability to use and function in a certain language (languages) presupposes that some degree of maintenance of a given language (languages) has to be observed. 
The larger the number of languages involved is, the greater the effort to maintain them will be. Language attrition may occur. 

	Reversibility
	Language attrition is a reversible process provided that the resources become available again, i.e. the effort needed to maintain the language will be restored. 

	Stability
	Individual language stability plays a role in language development: 
If the learner can freely vary the amount of effort, this process of adaptation to environmental pressure will obviously increase system stability as a desired effect. 
(ibid.: 92) 

	Interdependence
	Multilingual development according to DMM is not a development of individual language systems, but one dynamic system of interdependent language development of individual systems constantly converging and diverging to create multilingual competence. 

	Complexity
	Complexity consists in interaction of multiple factors in a holistic and non-linear manner.

	Change of quality
	This interdependence leads to a change in the quality of a multilingual language system in terms of:
· learning skills (prior learning experience), 
· language management skills (metalinguistic and strategic awareness) 
· language maintenance skills. 



Table 4. Dynamic Model of Multilingualism (based on Herdina and Jessner 2002)
The non-linearity of multilingual processing is demonstrated in the relation between language acquisition effort (LAE) and language maintenance effort (LME). LAE and LME result in general language effort (GLE). They describe the progress made due to individual effort of a language user/learner on the level of learning and preserving the languages learnt. The concept of language transfer is central to this model but redefined as crosslinguistic interaction (CLIN), seen now as a dynamic characteristic. Other phenomena connected with language processing such as code switching and borrowing from (multiple) language sources, as is the case of a multilingual language user (L1, L2, L3, Ln), represent aspects of CLIN.
It was research on multilingualism that brought to the fore the dynamic character of language development processes and also redefined language transfer as a form of cross-linguistic consultation (discussed below, section 5).
In studying multicompetence and its dynamic and complex characteristics, Aronin (2006) introduced the concept of Dominant Language Constellation (DLC), which is

the constellation of one's dominant languages is a group of one's most important (vehicle) languages, functioning as an entire unit, and enabling an individual to meet all needs in a multilingual environment (Aronin 2006; Aronin and Ó Laoire 2004; Aronin and Singleton 2012). The Dominant Language Constellation includes only the most expedient languages for a person, rather than all the languages known to them, as would be the case in language repertoire. Unlike a language repertoire, a DLC comprises the languages which, together, perform the most vital functions of language (Aronin,2016: 146 )

Such an understanding of the concept of DLC illustrates the uniqueness of every multilingual person, but at the same time it relates to the multilinguality of a community in which an individual functions and becomes “an interface between the individual and the communal” (ibid.: 160). Thus, as Aronin points out, studying DLC should relate at least on two levels: 

(1) sociolinguistic, in zooming into how, in which proportions and for which results and implications

constellations of languages are used in society in communities; (2) in the realm of language acquisition, how multi-competence emerges to be what it is, in the framework of a set of particular languages 

(ibid.: 160-161)
Aronin claims that the DLC model of studying and individual and societal multilingualism can provide systematic data on how individuals cope with their multilinguality in daily interactions and in the challenges of functioning in multilingual communities. 

Discussion of the complex character of multicompetence is continued and more recently presented by Aronin and Jessner (2015: 284) in which they look at the complexity approach as most relevant to studying multilingualism:

It is necessary to (a) shift the mental attitude concerning multilingual phenomena, (b) apply complexity approaches to the researching, or (re) interpreting data of current and previous research and (c) treat multilingualism the way complexity phenomena should be treated, focus on new possibilities for research by reflecting on its essential nature, which is distinct from mono- and very often also, from bilingualism.

The need to adopt the complexity approach to studying multicompetence is necessary according to Aronin and Jessner (ibid.) as multilingualism has to be seen as a more complex phenomenon than bilingualism, exhibiting the characteristic features of open complex systems, which are “characterized by irregularity, fuzziness, sensitivity to initial conditions, liability to predictions of general trends or directions, rather than established exact rule-bound regularities” (ibid.: 284). 

4. Language transfer and code-switching in multilinguals
The phenomenon of language transfer was initially defined by Odlin (1993:27) as: “(…) the influence resulting from similarities and differences between the target language and any other language that has been previously (and perhaps imperfectly) acquired”. In this understanding, language transfer will occur when  

· the TL (target language) element has not been acquired because of insufficient input or no input at all

· the TL element has been internalized by the learner but he/she cannot access/activate it at the moment of performance (especially in immediate tasks such as speaking)

· the rules acquired are not sufficient/complete and do not account for all necessary applications

· the rules can only be approximated to, e.g. the English system of indefinite and definite articles 

(Gabryś 1999:170)

Compared with language transfer studies in SLA, research in the multilingual context becomes much more complex, as Heidrick (2006) explains:
In contrast to the traditional approach to SLA transfer theory which takes into account only the native language (L1) and the target language, TLA (third language acquisition – addition mine) researchers seem to support the inclusion of the previously learned non-native languages when they claim that a comprehensive theory of transfer must include prior knowledge of non-native languages. (ibid.: 1) 
Such an understanding led researchers right from the start of research on language transfer to look closely at language errors resulting from language transfer due to language typology and psychotypology (perceived language distance) (Ringbom 1987, Sharwood-Smith and Kellerman 1986) but also due to the role of language specificity (language markedness) and non-structural factors, learner age or his/her learning history (context, methods of teaching and learning) (Alonso-Alonso 2002). 

In multilingualism studies the term language transfer previously often identified with interference more than a positive influence, is now also seen as an added value. Thus the new term crosslinguistic interaction – CLIN (or crosslinguistic consultations) is used. Among others, Jessner (2003) offers a new perspective on the phenomenon of cross-linguistic interaction (CLIN), suggesting that it consists in language consultations of learners in which they activate different languages by means of different strategies such as avoidance, simplification and over-monitoring. As mentioned earlier, she also sees CLIN not just as language transfer but also as embracing such phenomena as code-switching and borrowing. In this, Jessner follows the line of thinking of Kellerman and Sharwood-Smith (1986), who much earlier coined the term cross-linguistic influence (CLI), and defines language transfer from a broader perspective, meaning not only transfer but also language phenomena such as avoidance, borrowing or code-switching.
Studies on cross-linguistic influences in multilingual settings look mostly at negative transfer as a result of L1 or L2 influence on L3 comprehension and production. Many of these deal with lexical issues but there are also studies relating to phonological transfer or pragmatic aspects. What is interesting in these studies is that they take a new perspective on language transfer and see it as a dynamic process in which each language in possession of a multilingual person performs a role in this process. Table 5 presents a selection of the fairly numerous studies on CLIN in the multilingual context demonstrating a wide variety of research interest in this area of multilingualism. 
	
	Focus
	Comment
	Sample studies

	1.
	Role of metalinguistic awareness in CLIN and prior language knowledge
	Metalinguistic awareness having more impact than language proximity.

Need to encourage learners´ comments on similarities and differences between languages thus developing their metalinguistic awareness
	Jessner (2003)

Gibson & Hufeisen (2003)

Gabryś-Barker (2005)

	2.
	CLIN as a phenomenon of competing language systems in multilingualism
	The activation of a multilingual's other languages (L1, L2), when there are insufficient L3-specific entries in the mental lexicon to produce a meaningful utterance.
	Dewaele (2001)

Longxing Wei (2003)

	3. 
	Role of language proficiency in multilingual processing
	A less advanced L3 learner relied heavily on her L2 articulatory system, which changed with growing L3 competence.

The same was observed in the case of grammatical processing.

L2 is activated more often than L1, roles are assigned to each language (e.g. L2 as a supplier)
	Cook (1992)

Hammarberg (2001)

Herwig (2001)

Peyer, Kaiser & Berthele (2010)

	4.
	Role of (psycho) typology
	Competence in L2 (and not necessarily L1) close typologically to L3 facilitates its acquisition.

Perceived similarity between languages encourages transfer between them.

The role of typology in the organization of the multilingual lexicon.
	Leung (2005)

Gibson, Hufeisen & Libbon (2001)

Ringbom (2011)

Cenoz (2003)

	5.
	CLIN at the lexical level
	Crosslinguistic interaction in the multilingual mental lexicon, the focus on culture-specific concepts.

Parasitic model of lexical retrieval multilinguals
	Gabryś (2001)

Gabryś-Barker (2005)

Ecke (2014)

	6.
	Interaction between cognate words
	Facilitative aspects of cognate words in language processing (lexical priming tasks, translation)
	Lemhofer, Dijkstra & Michel (2004) 

Otwinowska-Kasztelanic (2011)



	7..
	Code-switching in the multilingual context
	The role of individual variation demonstrating the positive attitude towards CS stems from tolerance of ambiguity, cognitive empathy and low neuroticism.
	Dewaele, Li Wei (2014)

	8. 
	CLIN at the level of morphosyntax  
	Selected issues of grammatical structure such as aspect, modal particles or subjunctive.
	Angelovska & Hahn (2012)
Kresiċ & Gulan (2012)

Wlosowicz (2012)

	6.
	Pragmatic aspects of CLI
	Interaction of languages in different contexts of its use
	Tymczyńska (2012)
Ringbom (2012)


Table 5. Selected studies on CLI in multilinguals.
An interesting area of CLIN can be found in the studies focusing on lexical transfer. In his early study on lexical transfer, Ringbom (2001) focused on cross-linguistic influences in trilingual comprehension, pointing to the perceived language distance, formal cross-linguistic similarity, the language of input and language proficiency as determinants in processing strategies and the types of errors occurring. He observed that lexical transfer errors can relate both to form and meaning and can be classified into five distinctive categories: language switches, coinages (hybrids and blends), deceptive cognates, calques and semantic extensions. Ringbom also explained that lexical errors, for instance switches and coinages, derive from “insufficient awareness of intended linguistic form, instead of which (a modified form of) an L2 word is used” (2001: 65).  They result in the creation of a non-existent item in the TL, a so-called foreignised word, which is an example of foreignising used as a processing/production/communication strategy. He gives the following example: The hillow was hidden in the cupboard (Finnish hillo= jam) (discussed in detail in Gabryś-Barker 2005). 

Research shows that the proportion of different types of errors observed in bilingual/multilingual language users changes with their growing language proficiency. Form-focused transfer is mostly dominant in the early stages of language learning, since it is believed that vocabulary size (width) and organization (depth) are first determined by formal language characteristics and not semantic ones (Ringbom 2001:65). It seems that the differences in error frequency are linked with a gradual progression from organization by form to organization by meaning with growing L3 proficiency. Both dimensions of lexical competence, vocabulary size and vocabulary organization develop as the learner’s proficiency improves.  Improved lexical proficiency comprises not only a larger vocabulary but also a more structured organization of the lexicon with a larger number of associative links, predominantly semantic, for each word. Similar results were observed in a study of trilingual language users´ performance in a set of translation tasks (Gabryś-Barker 2005). The main focus was on the influence of the language of input on language processing. In both cases the language of input that brought about the lexical transfer was noted. It was observed for example, that instances of code-switching into L1 in L1 input processing and into L2 in L2 input processing were quite common. 

The issue of the code-switching (CS) of multilinguals was taken up by Dewaele (2008, 2010) to discover that it is related with strong emotions but also with the type of interlocutor and conversation topic. To continue research on this phenomenon, Dewaele and Wei (2014) designed a follow-up on-line questionnaire looking at inter-individual variation in CS of 2070 subjects across the world to determine the factors that contribute to positive or negative attitudes to CS. Analysis of the data showed that positive attitudes to CS stem from high levels of tolerance of ambiguity, cognitive empathy and low levels of neuroticism. It also demonstrated that both low level speakers and advanced speakers present more positivity towards CS. Additionally, socio-biographical variables such as learning history or present life in a linguistically/ethnically diverse context promote positive attitudes. In other studies on code switching in a multilingual context a new term, translanguaging appears to describe this phenomenon (Garcia, Weis 2013). It is seen now as a desirable phenomenon respecting all the languages and individual choice of their use by a multilingual (Cenoz, Gorter,  2015)
Studies on lexical transfer and also syntactic transfer in the context of multilingual language acquisition and learning have contributed to research on the mental lexicon of a multilingual person, as they demonstrate the cross-language consultations (or interactions) that occur in the brain when lexical search, access and finally retrieval of a lexical item (a lexical entry) result in its articulation as a syntactically correct and semantically meaningful utterance. 
5. The multilingual mental lexicon
5.1. Defining mental lexicon and its complexity
One of the levels of linguistic competence crucial for language use, both in monolingual and multilingual contexts, is language users’ possession of words, namely their lexical competence. Singleton (2000:161) points to the importance of one´s lexical competence stressing that it is “an important dimension of language that needs to be addressed in any description of the phenomenon of language or indeed in the description of any particular language”.  Lexical competence comprises different types of lexical knowledge, not only of individual words, but also of the mutual relations between them, as well as reference to meaning outside language reality. Being a lexically competent language user means acquiring the denotative meaning of words, the hierarchical relations between words (those of superordination and subordination within a given semantic field), the relations of homonymy, synonymy and antonymy, items marking discourse continuity, the connotations that given words carry and awareness of the metaphoric nature of these words and expressions.

Different aspects of the development of lexical knowledge, such as storage of lexical items and their retrieval from memory, processing words in L1, L2, Ln and their mutual connections, and generally the way this internal inventory of words is being organised and structured in a multilingual mind, constitute knowledge about one´s mental lexicon.
 Early in the years of studying mental lexicon, Emmorey and Fromkin (1988:144) describe it as:

that component of grammar in which information about individual words and/or morphemes is entered, i.e. what a speaker/hearer of a language knows about the form of the entry (its phonology), its structured complexity (its morphology), its meaning, its semantic representation), and its combinatorial properties (its syntactic, categorical properties) (…) also orthographical or spelling representation.

The entries in a mental lexicon are stored in the form of lemmas carrying semantic and syntactic information and lexemes, that is to say, the morphosyntactic and phonological characteristics of lexical entries (Levelt 1989). As mentioned earlier, they form connections at different levels, thus developing a network of lexical entries. In other words, a mental lexicon can be defined as an internal inventory of lexical items and phrases and the way they are stored. It should also be seen as a conceptual system composed of concepts and their linguistic phonological and orthographic realisations; at the same time lexical processing access and retrieval as evidence of the working structure of the mental lexicon should be strongly emphasised.
Just as Singleton (2000) underlines the central importance of lexical descriptions of language, Cenoz, Huffeisen and Jessner (2003) provide very convincing support for the need to research multilingualism as a common linguistic phenomenon by stressing the crucial importance of the study of a multilingual mental lexicon. It seems to be one of the central aspects of successful language behaviour both in terms of linguistic and communicative competence. The centrality of vocabulary or more precisely one´s mental lexicon (words and their interconnections in our brain and memory) can be judged from the abundance of research done in the area of vocabulary learning in the mother tongue and L2. Fairly new and fast-developing research in multilingualism is very much based on the findings, and on adapting methodologies, from L2 vocabulary research – as occurred in the parallel case of L2 vocabulary research in its early stages, when reference was made to L1 processes. It was L1 models that were adapted for the purposes of investigating the L2 mental lexicon phenomena. Although still in its initial stages, L3 mental lexicon studies cover a fair amount of ground, questioning and presenting as yet tentative conclusions concerning the major areas of interest, such as:

· the relationships between the L1, L2 and L3 mental lexicons in the learner´s mind (interconnectivity: dependence or independence?)

· the ways of processing different languages

· the structure of different languages in the mind

· accessing (selectively or non-selectively) words in the mind

· the role of language typology in lexical retrieval 
· the strategies used in recall processes (for an overview, see Gabryś-Barker 2005)
The areas of multilingual mental lexicon (MML) study do not differ greatly from the research focus in L2 mental lexicon work and mainly look at the notion of language transfer, understood now as cross-linguistic consultations between languages, and the dynamic interaction of multiple languages. It may be assumed that the discussion of integration and separation of mental lexical systems is an even more complex issue than in the case of the L2 mental lexicon. The multiplied variables involved in structuring and processing the languages - be they the increased number of languages available (and possible directions and degrees of connectivity) or the complexity and variety of social language use determinants and different personal characteristics (contexts of acquisition/learning and use, preferences, dominance, etc.) - all make this research area more tentative than in the case of bilingualism. Additionally, the disputed status of languages in the possession of the multilingual, which can be understood as L2, L3 or Ln, adds to the difficulty. It is debatable if it is the order of acquisition of each, or competence in, or an individual’s perception of a given language or all of these which go together to constitute the status of languages involved.
To sum up, the complexity of MML and research in this area stems mainly from:

.

· the increased number of languages available (and possible directions and degrees of connectivity)
· the complexity and variety of social language use determinants
· different personal characteristics (contexts of acquisition/learning and use, preferences, dominance, etc.)
It seems then that a lot of different patterns of multilinguality or more specifically MMLs need to be investigated by means of a more complex research methodology. This has led to a wider range of research methods being used in studying MML. These embrace:
·  think aloud techniques in which verbalized data can show the ways the multilingual processes individual languages, their degree of activation (selection) and its purposes (discussed later in this chapter),
·  retrospection in which multilinguals reflect upon their perspective on their learning experiences, which can contribute to investigating multilinguals´ language awareness, 
· neurological imaging techniques which allow a researcher to locate the areas of responsibility for different languages in the brain, which can develop understanding of how a MML is organised (separation and integration).
5.2. Theories  of the mental lexicon in L1 and L2/Ln

Early theories of lexical processing have led to a whole variety of models describing the phenomenon of the L1 mental lexicon, later on adapted in descriptions of the L2 mental lexicon and to some extent in hypothetical L3 ML models. These models see lexical processing as an on-line phenomenon, which accommodates both acoustic and linguistic (contextual) information, and assumes that lexical items are stored on phonological, semantic and syntactic levels. The major difference lies in the sequence and mode of interaction between the three levels and different types of information available for processing (for discussion, see Singleton 2000).
The study of MML is a fairly new and fast developing area of multilingualism research and for some aspects of it monolingual approaches are being adopted, as for example in the case of the Interactive Activation Model expanded into Multilingual Interactive Activation (Dijkstra 2003). What we know so far is still fragmentary and hypothetical. In his introductory discussion on MML, Műller-Lance (2003) summarises what has been still to some extent erratically evidenced in studies on MML:

· in the development of L3 lexical competence it is a language acquired that plays a more significant role than L1

· the ease of memorization of L3 words if they are similar to words in other languages

· the first syllable is more important for lexical transference than the last one

· association responses in the language the learner is more proficient in are semantic, whereas a lower proficiency yields phonetic responses 

· different associations for those who acquired their L2/L3 compared with those who learnt them at school

· interlingual cognates facilitate transference strategies.

Most comprehensive in its scope is a monograph on MML The Multilingual Lexicon, edited by Cenoz, Hufeisen and Jessner in 2003. It is a compilation of studies on different aspects of MML structure, storage, language processing and retrieval (Table 6).

	
	Aspects of MML
	Comment

	Author

	1.
	Multilingual Interactive Activation (MIA)
	A parallel word recognition in all languages, depending on frequency and proficiency levels, no special processing mechanisms other than in L2 required, an extension of a bilingual model (Interactive Activation Model, McClelland & Rumelhart 1981). The non-linguistic (expectation, instruction) and linguistic (syntactic, lexical) factors effect language activation or deactivation
	T. Dijkstra (2003)

	2.
	The transfer-appropriate processing framework
	Word-completion tasks demonstrate that the structure of an L3 ML depends on conceptual features of a word, learner competence.

Multilingual language processing occurs at the prelinguistic and conceptual level and at the semantic-conceptual-lexical level. Passive and active competence in languages (L2 / L3) influence the speed of word completion.
	U. Schőnpflug

(2003)

	3. 
	Activation of lemmas in a MML
	A single multilingual mental lexicon, lemmas assigned to each language, interlanguage transfer at the conceptual and morphological level, responsible for errors, role of competence 
	L. Wei (2003)

	4. 
	Parasitic character of a MML
	Transfer between all the languages of a MML and at all representational levels decides about its structure; it is dependent on ILD, learning history, language(s) and word characteristics and contextual factors (task, mode & modality)., the results show that crosslinguistic interaction at the form level comes from a speaker's L3, at the conceptual level from L2, and

at the frame level from L1; so L2 seems to be most significant.
	Ch.Hall & P. Ecke (2003)

	5. 
	Language typology and language activation
	Typological closeness between languages results in interaction between them; however individual, contextual and linguistic factors can result in different cross-linguistic consultations 
	J. Cenoz (2003)

	6.
	Connective model of MML (a strategy model of multilingual learning)
	The significant role of learning experiences (acquisition versus learning), inferencing strategies, access filter (e.g. germanophone vs romanophone) and use of Krashens´s monitor, thus there are three types of multilingual mental lexicon organization:  multilinguoid, the bilinguoid, and the monolinguoid individuals depending on. the strength of cross-linguistic connections. Languages may not be separated in the MML: motivation and interaction

with the target language more important than proficiency, time and acquisition order.
	J. Műller-Lance (2003)

	7.
	Formulaic expressions in MML
	A tentative conclusion that formulaic sequences for different language function separately in a ML; two ways of activation: recall of a chunk (if learnt as such) or accessed through grammatical analysis. 
	Spőttl & McCarthy (2003)


Table 6. Multilingual mental lexicon (MML) studies

In the most recent publication on the multilingual mental lexicon, Szubko-Sitarek (2015) focuses on multilingual lexical recognition in the mental lexicon of third language users, pointing out the role performed by visual modality as well as cognate facilitation in structuring the lexicon. A similar area of investigation was taken up earlier by Dijkstra (2007/2012), in which he pointed put the role of context in multilingual processing and also the role of visual and auditory modalities in these processes.

5.3. Integration versus separation

One of the major multilingual lexicon issues investigated concerns relations between languages in a multilingual mental lexicon, that is, the integrationist and separatist points of view. In his critical evaluation of earlier multilingual mental lexicon studies, Singleton (2003) points out that evidence concerning the two major approaches, separation versus integration of languages in a MML, heavily inclines towards the integrative view. At the same time, however, contrary evidence cannot be wholly rejected. This issue has yet to be resolved by more recent studies. Various published studies carried out in the area of mental lexicon support these differing positions and so no definite answer can be arrived at. It seems legitimate to argue that perhaps different types and degrees of interconnectivity make some parts of the mental lexicon more integrated and others more separate.

In a thorough overview of studies and arguments for or against the two approaches to L2/Ln mental lexicon, Singleton (2003) provides support for both positions (Table 7).
	Evidence in support of integrationist view:

· crosslinguistic influence observed in bilingual/multilingual production:

examples of transfer errors in Ln lexical choices made (sources: L1 or L2

lexis); use of calques (literally translated words)

· learning strategies employed by multilinguals:

examples of strategies based on the other language(s) such as: associations, use of cognate words or false friends

· bilingual behaviour:

examples of intrasentential (within one sentence) code-switching, i.e. unintentional insertion of words/phrases from the other language, foreignising (adapting L1 forms to fit L2/L3 formal rules, of phonetics or morphology for example))

· communication strategies observed:

examples of subconscious code-switching, slips of a tongue

· reaction times:

examples of quicker reaction times in the retrieval of cognate words (a quicker access to the lexicon because of the proximity of cognates)

· translation tasks:

examples of incorrect lexical choices made, for instance the use of words semantically similar but with different contextual restrictions (semantic extension)



	Evidence in support of separatist view:

· the modularity hypothesis:

examples of different specialized modules in the mind cooperating in only a limited way, the post-pubertal learning of L2 is seen as occurring in isolation from L1

· language typology:

examples of marked formal differences between languages making multilinguals draw analogies from more familiar rules within one language system 

· language loss/aphasia:

languages are recovered selectively, language disorders may affect one of the languages and not the others, also different areas of language functioning may be influenced by brain lesions

· the ability to distinguish and select appropriate language in a multilingual context:

examples of communicative sensitivity and selectivity, for instance in the case of bilingual children following the pattern of one parent-one language (a choice of language determined by the language of a parent in mixed –nationality parents)




Table 7. Evidence for integration or separation of languages in a MML (based on Singleton 2003)

Singleton (1999) and others (Ringbom 2001, Alonso-Alonso 2002) discuss the factors that may have an impact on the structure of a multilingual lexicon but also on activation of a lexical item, which results in a certain degree of separation or integration. The nature of a learning environment (naturalistic versus formal instruction) and amount of exposure to each language will influence the degree of separation or integration within one MML, as the amount of contact with L1 vocabulary may influence the connections between the two lexicons. The elimination of L1 in certain domains of life will cause language attrition on the lexical level and the L2 mental lexicon may function more independently - being more often the language of choice. There would therefore be no need for direct connections (Gabryś-Barker 2005).
Also language proficiency and language dominance in multilingual competence, expressed as functional competence, will determine the structure of one´s MML. The separate social domains of home versus work versus school of a bilingual’s functioning will tend to cause structure changes in the mental lexicons in L1, L2 and L3. The naturalistic setting will promote the development of separate or partially overlapping lexicons for both languages, which will be very much determined by the language dominance factor. Learning transfer resulting from methods, techniques and learning strategies will also shape a MML. Perhaps one of the major shaping factors will be the perceived and real typological distance between languages, their similarities and differences (ibid.).

The context of formal instruction which occurs in a classroom setting gives a bi- or multilingual much more restricted access and exposure to language. It is specifically limited in vocabulary selection which is not determined by the natural conditions of language use in communication, as it is in authentic L2/Ln settings, but by the lesson topic and syllabus followed. Additionally, foreign language instruction is still most often delivered in the mother tongue, which additionally limits learners´ exposure to L2/Ln lexis. As a result, L2/Ln language learners become more L1 dependent and consequently the structures of their lexicons may become more integrated in a bilingual dictionary–like fashion. Additionally, the teaching methods used in a FL classroom may have a significant impact on the way the mental lexicon of a learner will be structured, how a lexical entry will be accessed and ultimately retrieved in a foreign language. It can be observed that 

The traditional overt vocabulary teaching methods or practice of rote learning of bilingual lists of words are only occasionally supplemented with guessing techniques and discovery learning. Traditional methodology heavily relying on L1 as a linguistic resource and reference system brings about the integration of L1 and L2/Ln lexis, often manifested in lexical transfer from the mother tongue, examples of unintentional code-switches or falling into the trap of false friends (Gabryś-Barker 2005: 52)

To sum up, the factors which will have an impact on the structure of a MML are:

· learning environment: natural or classroom setting, degree of exposure to a certain language 
· language dominance in multilingual competence: functional competence
· language proficiency in each language

· learning transfer (the influence of methods, techniques and learning strategies)
· the type of linguistic task to be performed, the perceived and real typological distance between languages. (Singleton 1999/2000, Ringbom 2001, Alonso-Alonso 2002, Gabryś-Barker 2005).
Despite a growing number of studies in this area of multilingualism, there is an on-going discussion as to how to approach the issues raised by the multilingual mental lexicon.

6. Methods in researching multlingualism
This chapter also seeks to demonstrate how research on multilingualism has impacted research methodology in applied linguistics, mostly by expanding it beyond quantitative methods, implementing mixed methodology and an interdisciplinary perspective. Researching multilingualism, which is a highly complex and idiosyncratic phenomenon with a multiplicity of interacting variables and dynamic contexts, entails a more widespread use of qualitative research, focusing on multilinguals´ own language evidence, among other forms, expressed in narrative texts as representing autobiographical memories.
6.1. Simultaneous introspection

A good example of this in multilingual mental lexicon research is the more extensive use of research methods hitherto used only sporadically, such as thinking aloud and retrospection (Gabryś-Barker 2010). Introspective methods have been used in language acquisition (LA) research for over thirty years now. Their use reflects a shift in emphasis from the language product to the process which underlies generation of this product. Introspective reports became empirical tools of measurement of human behaviour in psychology a long time ago, whereas they have gained recognition as a research method in LA only fairly recently. The development of cognitivism in L2/FL teaching and learning allowed for the introduction of introspection as a valid and reliable method of research.  The use of introspective methods came into being with the challenge to the hegemony of behaviouristic theory, which explained the mechanisms and structure of cognitive processes of the human mind by stimulus—response formula. Its inadequacy led to a feeling of dissatisfaction among applied linguists and made them look for methods that would enable them to probe the subjects’ internal states.  

The term introspection means to reflect, to look inside oneself. When formalized and applied as a research method, it means to verbalize one´s own thoughts and thinking processes. In language studies, in practical terms it means that subjects are asked to verbalise all their thoughts and emotions when performing a language task. So it is the process of externalizing what goes on in one´s brain either at a given moment (simultaneous introspection), on completion of a certain action (consecutive introspection) or after a time lapse (retrospection). Each verbalization is understood as deriving from the cognitive process that underlies it. As a result, verbalization must comply with all the constraints that have been identified for cognitive processes. In turn, cognitive processes consist of a set of sub-processes, which follow one another and are being transformed under the influence of a series of information processes. Information is stored in short term memory (STM - with a limiting capacity of about 15-20 seconds) and in long term memory (LTM - with permanent storage but slow access time).  Information just received is stored in STM and is easily retrieved and articulated at the time of performing a task. (Gabryś-Barker 2011: 122)

Verbalized data can show the ways the multilingual processes individual languages, their degree of activation (selection) and its purposes (Table 8).  
	General focus (objective)
	Specific focus (examples)

	1. Cognitive
2. Affective

3. Social
	1.Strategies of recall
2. Comments on success and/or failure of performance

3. Asking for assistance in performance of the task

	Declarative 
versus procedural knowledge
	Comments on grammatical/lexical rules versus comments on strategies 

	Modality of language use:
1.Spoken versus written

2.Receptive versus productive

3. Combination of the above
	1. Verbalized comments versus those in the written text

2. Comprehension comments versus produced language solutions

	Continuity of the verbalization process versus
A discrete research aspect
	1. Focus on pauses (as marked in TAPs) in the verbalization processes.
2. Focus only on the researched phenomena, e.g. errors, strategies etc.


Table 8. Verbalised introspection data in different areas of multilingualism research
In think-aloud protocols (TAPs) the data can be analysed as demonstrating different levels of processing, cross-linguistic influences and affectivity. This verbalization is to a certain extent an explicit manifestation of both controlled and automatic processing. It is also a kind of monologue or dialogue with oneself in the mother tongue or any other language known to the multilingual. Table 9 presents the use of simultaneous introspection on its own or combined with retrospection in researching the multilingual mental lexicon (MML) and focusing on the metalinguistic awareness of a multilingual, cross-linguistic influences in MML, lexical search patterns and transfer of learning as well as transfer of training.
	
Study:
	Type of language tasks used:
	Research focus:
	Year:

	Study 1:
	Translation of the text from L2 (English) into L3 (Italian)
	* learner profile (approach to the task, metalinguistic awareness, language transfer)
	1995

	Study 2:
	Translation from L2 (English) into L3 (Italian) (English/Italian)
	* language transfer at the level of lexis and syntax
* transfer of training

* language competence in language transfer
	1998

	Study 3:
	Translation from L1 (Polish/Portuguese) into L2 (English)
Translation from L2 (English) into L3 (German) 
	* lexical search processes
* acquisition versus learning

* transfer of training
	1999

	Study 4:
	Translation (as above)
	* the influence of the language of input (L1 versus L2) on the TL output
* implicit versus explicit processing

* lexical transfer
	2005

	Study 5:
	Translation (as above)
	* inner/private speech
* activation of individual languages

* levels of metalinguistic awareness
	2005

	Study 6
	Translation of a semi-authentic text 
	* interlingual language transfer in syntactic  
    processing

 *transfer of training (explicit 

    metalinguistic knowledge)

  *the affective dimension of language 

processing 

	2008


Table 9. Simultaneous introspection in MLA studies (Gabryś-Barker 1995 -2008).
6.2. Narrative in its different forms

The past two decades have brought about the development and spread of narrative research in different disciplines: from anthropology, psychology, education, language studies and linguistics to communication studies. What is more, enquiry into narrative is often interdisciplinary (Gabryś-Barker 2013). Studies using narratives offer more individualized understandings, thus they are most appropriate for investigation of multilinguality phenomena. Narratives are employed as a research tool in the so-called “autobiographical method” (Denzin 1978), which embraces various forms of narratives: diaries, biographies, letters and memoirs. Narratives allow a researcher to carry out an in-depth analysis of subjective feelings, appraisals and experiences. These should be taken into consideration, as they are the driving motives for any activity. Importantly, one should also consider the context in which the subject lives and functions, as it determines to a great extent his/her interpretations and ways of expressing them. A variety of data - both diachronic (the subject´s past) and present day - has value for the researcher. Narratives are important as they allow a researcher to focus “on the meanings that people ascribe to their experiences (…) narrative inquiry concerns more than can be observed in daily practice. It also investigates the different ways in which people interpret the social world and their place within it”. (Trahar 2011:48). Thus, multilinguals’ perspectives on their learning experiences can also contribute to the picture of their multilinguality. 
Although well-known tools such as questionnaires are still universally used in studying multilingualism (e.g. Dewaele and Pavlenko 2001-2003, Dewaele, 2008), narrative texts in the form of autobiographical narratives or diaries are also employed more and more frequently (e.g. Pavlenko 2005, Gabryś-Barker 2005, 2013) They allow a researcher to grasp the complexity of a topic investigated through its open form, allowing for data-driven qualitative paradigms of studies. Analysis of narratives also considers the context in which the subject lives and functions, as it determines to a great extent his/her interpretations and ways of expressing them. It is believed that every form of this type of data has value for a researcher.
There also exist multilingualism studies that look at the language development of a multilingual person by incorporating narratives as a data collection tool. Among other things, they can focus on the issues like: 
· language biographies (Busch 2012)
·  the profiles of multilinguals (Gabryś-Barker 2013)

· language processing in multilingual thinking (Gabryś-Barker 2013a)
· age and proficiency levels as factors in a multilingual profile (Gabryś-Barker and 
      Otwinowska-Kasztelanic 2012).
7. Conclusions
As statistical data shows, multilinguality is not a rare phenomenon and most people are to some extent multilingual. Individual multilinguality is seen as the ability to understand and use more than two languages, in which multilinguals may differ in their preferences for different languages in different contexts and for different functions. Multilingualism does not affirm that this functionality has to be balanced, but rather stresses the multiplicity of possible profiles of a multilingual language user. The complexity of individual multilinguality derives not only from the multiplicity of languages (three or more) involved but also from individual learner differences such as learning histories or ways of functioning in different languages. This complexity requires an individual approach to the issues of language(s) development and achievement; for this reason, the case study is a legitimate and extensively used research paradigm for studying multilinguals and multilingualism. The focus being on an individual and not just on statistically verified models of numerous language users is characteristic of multilingualism research.

The contribution of multilingualism research to applied linguistics has to be valued for its introduction of a multidisciplinary perspective in researching language learning. This perspective requires not only focus on language itself but also pays attention to psychological, social and educational aspects of language learning (as other chapters in this volume illustrate). This multidisciplinary approach is also manifest in multilingualism research insofar as it makes use of science research paradigms and a scientific understanding of constructs such as multilinguality itself, multicompetence and its dynamic character (Aronin, O´Laoire 2001, Herdina, Jessner 2002). In so doing, this approach redefines them from a more multidisciplinary vantage-point.

One of the most significant contributions that multilingualism research has made is in the development of qualitative methods of research and models of qualitative content analysis (QCA, e.g. Mayring 2000). Here, the use of learner experiences as expressed in their autobiographical memories (narratives) is most prominent. Also when studying cross-linguistic influences, one of the methods employed of pioneering importance is introspection - in the form of thinking aloud (simultaneous introspection) and retrospection (combining introspection and narratives). 

A strong element in multilingualism research focuses on the advantages of being multilingual and in this way promotes multilinguality. Studies have contributed to the revival of minority languages such as Basque in Spain (Cenoz 2009, Gorter, Zenotz, Cenoz 2014) or Frisian in Holland (Ytsma, van der Schaff, 2001) where multilingualism research is very influential and has consequences for educational reform in language instruction, on the one hand, and in raising the ethnic and identity awareness of speakers of those languages on the other. Thus multilingualism research, in its study of minority languages, is not just linguistic analysis but also has important socio-political consequences for language communities.
One of the areas where studying multilingual development builds on the traditions of bilingualism studies is language transfer, now redefined as cross-linguistic influence (CLI) and cross-linguistic interaction (CLIN).  These studies, as can be seen in the earlier overview presented in this chapter, also expand bilingualism research paradigms and take a different perspective on language transfer. In multilingualism research it is seen as giving evidence of how language development occurs emphasizing both its facilitative and impeding influences.    In multilingual CLI/CLIN studies, there is also attention given to the role of similarities in language transfer in demonstrating how dominant and peripheral languages in one´s repertoire can facilitate their mutual functioning (Ringbom 2007). Additionally, the related issue of code-switching on the inter-sentential level (discourse) is not believed to be an undesirable manifestation of learner confusion in language activation but is an example of translanguaging, a positive characteristic of plurilingualism (i.e. individual multilinguality) (Garcia, Wei 2013).

Research in multilingualism plays a role not only in developing our knowledge of what we understand about language processing, learning and use but also has pragmatic implications for actual multiple language learning and instruction. The burgeoning research in multilingualism, with its increasing studies and further findings, should percolate into educational practice at the level of foreign language(s) instruction, especially now that two foreign languages are obligatory in most of the programmes of study in European schools. Findings concerning cross-linguistic influences and metalinguistic awareness (and its role in multilingual language development) can be used in designing language programmes for multilinguals which would allow them to use their prior knowledge more consciously. There is also a place for improvement in teacher training programmes, which should aim to prepare teachers of foreign languages who are able to accommodate and make use of their multilingual learners´ knowledge of two (or more) languages.
Tasks and topics for discussion
1. In paying attention to the language practices of young people in urban settings, we see new multilingualisms emerging, as the young people create meanings with their diverse linguistic repertoires. We see the young people (and their parents and teachers) using their eclectic array of linguistic resources to create, parody, play, contest, endorse, evaluate, challenge, tease, disrupt, bargain and otherwise negotiate their social worlds."
(Adrian Blackledge and Angela Creese, Multilingualism: A Critical Perspective. Continuum, 2010).

Can you think of examples to illustrate the above quotation?. Why do the authors use the term multilingualism in the plural, multilingualisms?
2. When can we call a person trilingual, quadrilingual and Ln lingual? Discuss the following criteria: degree of proficiency, degree of functional capability, intelligibility. Can you think of any other criteria? 
3.Would you agree with the statement that perhaps there are no longer monolingual people? If so/If not, what arguments would you put forward to illustrate/to reject this belief?

4. Comment on the advantages of the multilingual over the bilingual language learner/user and compare the contextual patterns of bilingual and multilingual development. 

5. Discuss the ecological approach to multilinguality based on the model of Aronin and O´Laoire (2001)

6. Think of possible ways of defining the multilingual mental lexicon by completing the following sentence:
The multilingual mental lexicon is like … 

7.. Think of a mini-research project that would illustrate how we recall words from our multilingual mental lexicon.

8. Why does research in multilingualism make extensive use of qualitative methods and tools of study? 
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