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Abstract 
 
This paper investigates the implicit ideologies undergirding language revival and the 
semiotic processes through which ideological dominance is challenged, examining these 
from the perspective of research on language ideology and language socialization.  It 
analyses everyday interactions in families engaged in re-acquisition of a "native" 
language of their ethnic identity, focusing on 15 hours of audio-recorded interaction in an 
urban family of ethnic Kazakhs in which children brought up speaking Russian are 
enrolled in a Kazakh-medium pre-school. The paper combines the micro-analysis of 
interaction with findings from a large-scale survey indicating that urban Russian-speaking 
Kazakhs are undergoing dramatic changes in their language views, use and proficiency.  
This shift in the conceptualization of Kazakh – from a vernacular associated with low 
prestige and backwardness to the high prestige language of school – can be seen in the 
details of talk.  In codeswitching in adult-child interaction, the re-imagining of Kazakh is 
accomplished through four mutually reinforcing metalanguaging practices: limiting 
Kazakh to pedagogic formats, constructing Kazakh as school talk, confining Kazakh to 
"prior text", and the co-occurrence of a shift to Kazakh with a shift to a meta-
communicative frame. These findings expand our understanding of discursive processes 
through which the ideology of revival is created and sustained in day-to-day interactions. 
The study adds to current research in family language policy by providing empirical 
evidence for conceptualizing the family as a dynamic system in which language policies 
and identity choices are shaped by parental ideologies and by the broader social and 
cultural context of family life. 

 
 
Introduction 
 
Despite the potential of the language socialization (LS) approach to generate robust 
analyses of how language ideologies are produced, reproduced, and transformed in 
language revival situations, "relatively little language socialization research has 
focused expressly on language revitalization" (Friedman, 2012, p. 632). While this 
might be due to limitations of micro-level interactional analysis is undoubtedly a 
powerful tool for uncovering implicit language ideologies—the invisible small-scale 
structures and processes that shape local language practices (cf. Gafaranga, 2010); yet 
it fails to take into account the larger forces and social structures that influence 
individual practices. Analyses of interactions in language shift and language revival 
situations tend to paint gloomy pictures in which change is portrayed as virtually 
impossible. By focusing on the reproduction of dominant ideologies, researchers often 
miss signs of change because they appear insignificant, fleeting, and irrelevant. As 
Briggs (1998, p. 249) poignantly makes clear:  
 

My fear is that when scholars suggest that forms derive their dominance from a 
cultural consensus that leaves no space for alternative forms and processes of 
contestation, they run the risk of further reifying the processes through which 
dominance is created, sustained, and legitimized. 
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In this paper, I suggest that interpreting interactional data within the broader context 
of previously collected survey data offers researchers a way to detect minor changes 
in everyday linguistic practices. The idea to conduct a combination study, integrating 
micro and macro perspectives, was proposed by Joshua Fishman (1991, p. 43):  

 
Where a study is felt to be both desirable and possible, some combination of a large-
scale (and, therefore, less intensive) self-report study (usually called a survey) and 
one or more small-scale (and, therefore, more intense and detailed) observational 
studies is probably optimal, with the latter coming after the former and following 
them up so as to elicit further detailed information relative to particularly crucial or 
striking large-scale findings.  

 
This paper outlines some multi-generational, face-to-face interactional practices in the 
homes of ethnic Kazakhs whose Russian-speaking children are enrolled in Kazakh-
medium schools—a particularly striking site according to recent survey findings1. 
This paper addresses two broad questions: 
  How do ideas of Kazakh revival gain discursive visibility in Russian-prevalent 

discourse?  What are the semiotic processes through which ideological dominance is 
challenged? 

 
The study adopts analytical tools from Conversation Analysis (CA) and interactional 
sociolinguistics (Agha, 2005; Gafaranga, 2010; Goffman, 1981; Rampton, 1995, 
2006; Schegloff, 2007) to examine codeswitching (referring to alternating language 
choice) as a prototypical rhetorical resource of accomplishing shifts in footing 
(Cromdal & Aronsson, 2000). Footing refers to "alignments toward participants, 
topics and objects" (Aronsson, 2012, p. 465).  The analysis builds upon Goffman's 
work on production formats (1981), Bakhtin's work on double-voiced discourse 
(1984), and Agha's work on enregisterment (2004). In interaction, participants evoke 
different "social types of persona, real or imagined, whose voices they take them to 
be" (Agha 2005:38). To do so, in their stylized performance speakers use enregistered 
set of signs (Agha 2004) associated with culturally recognized activities, actors, 
interlocutor's roles and relationships. Speakers may affiliate or disaffiliate with the 
voice of the impersonalized charter (Bakhtin, 1981). Such double-voicing may index 
a speaker's linguistic insecurity and be used for enactment of authority (Baxter, 2014).   
 The paper opens with an account of Kazakhstan's sociolinguistic background and 
a summary of survey results. This is followed by a description of the participants and 
the interactional data. I then shift to a closer examination of the codeswitching to 
Kazakh in the child-adult interactions in the data to reveal implicit language ideology 
structuring practices of language socialization. This shows that a shift to Kazakh tends 
to co-occur with shifts to a special interpretive metadiscursive frame, i.e., it is talked 
about rather than talked in. At the same time, adult-child exchanges containing 
codeswitching to Kazakh are consistently organized in a generic schema of pedagogic 
formats in which an expert (adult) models/ demonstrates Kazakh for a novice (child). 
During these exchanges, Kazakh is mediated to children through performed dialogues 
evoking school talk. As a result, in the interactions, Kazakh emerges as a language 
that is not fully embodied—participants maintain a certain level of strangeness 
towards the Kazakh which they produce and encounter. Finally, by framing Kazakh as 

                                                 
1 New language identity in transforming societies: Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan (INTAS 
Ref. N 04-79-7292, May 2005 — May 2007) 
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the "authoritative word" (Bakhtin, 1981, p. 342, cited from Morris, 1994, 78), that is, 
fixed, formulaic, strictly bound, and associated with institutional school talk, speakers 
create "semiotic effect of discursive dominance" (Gal, 1998, p. 322) which is 
contributing to the revival of the Kazakh language.   
 
 
Language socialization and ideologies of language revival  
 
The language-ideological perspective and the language socialization paradigm are 
based on the understanding of ideology "as derived from, rooted in, reflective of, or 
responsive to the experience or interests of a particular social position, even though 
ideology so often (in some views, always) represents itself as universally true" 
(Woolard 1998, p. 6). This approach has proven to be an important means of 
understanding of how speakers use language, and ideas about language, to create and 
negotiate the socio-cultural world and the ways in which cultural and linguistic 
practices are produced, reproduced, transformed or abandoned  (cf. Garrett & 
Baquedano-Lopez, 2002; Friedman, 2009, 2010; Garrett, 2005, 2007; Kroskrity, 
2004; Kulick, 1992; Ochs & Schieffelin 2012; Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986; Riley, 2012; 
Woolard, 1998).  
 Language socialization research has demonstrated that language change is rarely 
the direct result of macro-level socio-political or economic processes; rather, it is 
often caused by shifts in speakers' beliefs about themselves in relation to others 
(Kulick, 1992, p. 9) and about the relation of talk to social life (Gal, 1998, p. 319). 
Kulick (1992), in his well-known study of language shift in Gapun, shows how the 
Taiap and Tok Pisin languages came to be associated with two dimensions of self. 
While the vernacular Taiap became linked to an old backward way of life, Tok Pisin, 
in turn, became strongly associated with newly introduced Christianity, literacy, 
consumer goods, and wanting to become white. These ideological transformations led 
to abandoning the traditional vernacular as less valuable. Similarly, Garrett's (2005, 
2012) work on language shift in St. Lucia demonstrates how the linking of English 
and Kwéyòl to different subjectivities accelerated language shift. St. Lucians tend to 
regard Kwéyòl as more fitting for adults "more assertive, potentially confrontational 
and face threatening ways of speaking," such as cursing, scolding, and insulting 
(Garrett, 2012, p. 531), thus limiting the children's opportunity to use the vernacular 
and contributing to English language shift.  
 Research on language socialization in revitalization settings highlights language 
ideologies as evolving, multiple, and contradicting. Dominant ideologies are 
"susceptible to defeat by alternate ideologies, new hegemonies built out of activities 
in economic interactions and civil society" (Gal, 1998, p. 321). Fellin's (2002) study 
of language revitalization in a northern Italian village shows how transformations in 
the evaluation of a local dialect, Nones, and its speakers, made language revival 
possible. In the 1970s and 1980s, dominant ideologies regarding Italian as the 
language of education, urban superiority and economic progress structured shift from 
Nones to Italian. However, the economic recovery of the region in the 1990s led to 
changes in the perception of Nones. The local vernacular has since gained prestige 
and become valued as a symbol of distinctive local culture and identity.  
 As illustrated by numerous cases (cf. Makihara, 2005; Meek, 2007; Smagulova, 
2014), however, language revival is rarely straightforward even with institutional and 
community support. Kroskrity (2009, p.71) draws attentions to the contradictions of 
language revival, pointing out that many language revival activists idealistically 
believe that community members "would provide unambiguous support to language 
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renewal". Instead, they often find that "a broad gap between verbally expressed goals, 
on the one hand (generally advocating language and cultural preservation) and 
unstated but deeply felt emotions and anxieties on the other (generally advocating or 
contributing to abandonment)" (Dauenhauer & Dauenhauer, 1998, pp. 62-63, cited 
from Kroskrity, 2009, p. 71). Rindstedt and Aronsson (2002) call this mismatch 
between ideology and daily practices "the revival paradox". Their ethnographic 
observation of language practices in an Ecuadorian Sierra community show that the 
local vernacular Quichua, seen as an essential part of their Indian cultural heritage, 
surrenders to a majority language associated with modernity and potential economic 
returns. Consequently, despite community support for language revival, language shift 
to Spanish has continued. Paugh (2005), in her research of language practices in 
Dominica, describes how associations between language, culture and identity are 
differently constructed at the national and local levels. After Dominica gained 
independence in 1978, Patwa has been promoted as a positive symbol of a new 
unified Dominican identity and became the focus of revitalization activity. However, 
in rural Patwa-speaking areas, the local vernacular is viewed as something that 
differentiates them from urban residents and, therefore, impedes their social mobility. 
Consequently, rural adults socialize children into speaking English while they use 
Patwa for a limited set of affective and pragmatic functions despite the elite's revival 
efforts.   
  Language socialization studies have highlighted the efficacy of semiotic 
processes in language shift. However, there has been little research on the discursive 
means of language revival. One exception is Friedman (2012), who shows how re-
imagining of nation and language revival is done through classroom practices. In 
post-Soviet Ukraine, the state actively promotes the policy of language purification 
from Russian influence and a primary site for these efforts are schools. Through error 
correction and whole-class discussion of a particular linguistic feature, "teachers 
discursively endeavored to socialize children into speaking and thinking about 
Ukrainian in ways congruent with dominant language ideologies of pure and beautiful 
language" (p. 642).  
 Advancing this work, the present study expands our understanding of the 
discursive processes through which an ideology of language revival is created and 
through which ideological dominance is challenged. It was conducted in a context in 
which natural transmission of the ethnic language was ruptured and the children are 
new speakers (O'Rourke, Pujolar, & Ramallo, 2015) of the "native" language of their 
ethnic group, which has been recently upgraded to the status of state/official language 
in independent Kazakhstan. Unlike most language socialization studies that focus on 
indigenous minorities, rural or immigrant communities, this paper describes language 
revival efforts in the affluent urban homes of the country's ethnic majority. It shows 
how the Kazakh language, previously associated with rural backwardness and lack of 
education, is being re-imagined as a language of high prestige.   
 
 
Sociolinguistic background 
 
Kazakhstan, a former Soviet republic, became independent in 1991. Located in 
Central Asia, it borders Russia, China, Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, and Kyrgyzstan. 
Kazakhstan is a multiethnic country with a population of 17,651,400 people; 63% are 
Kazakh, 23% Russian and 14% are representatives of other ethnic groups (e.g., 
Uzbeks, Uyghurs, Ukrainians, and Tatars). Urban residents make up 57%, and rural 
residents 43% of the population (stat.gov.kz, January 2016). Kazakh belongs to the 
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Kipchak group of the Turkic family of languages. In Kazakhstan, since 1941 the 
language has been written in Cyrillic although there are also historically earlier Arabic 
and Latin-based scripts still used by Kazakh diasporas in China and Turkey.  
 Kazakhstan's sociolinguistic situation was largely shaped by Russian Tsarist 
colonial and Soviet history. In the mid-19th century, the share of Russians in the total 
population increased from 12.8% in 1897, to 30% in 1917 as a result of the 
colonization of Kazakh territories and the resettlement of Russian and Ukrainian 
peasants (Khasanov, 1995, cited from Landau & Kellner-Heinkele, 2001, p. 21). 
However, it was the demographic catastrophe of the early 1900s which led the 
Kazakhs to become a minority in their own land. According to various estimates, 
anywhere from a quarter to half of the Kazakh population perished in the Famines of 
1919-22 and 1932-33  brought on by Bolshevik policies of "Military communism", 
food and livestock confiscation, collectivization and forced sedentarization. The 
turmoil of the Bolshevik Revolution, a civil war, collectivization and political 
repressions additionally triggered mass emigration of nomad Kazakhs to neighboring 
China, Mongolia, Russia, and as far as Afghanistan, Turkey and India. From 1926 to 
1970, the Industrialization Plan, the Virgin Land Campaigns, as well as the forced 
deportation of peoples to/from Kazakhstan during the Stalin regime further increased 
the share of Russians and other ethnic groups in then the Kazakh Soviet Socialist 
Republic (SSR). By 1970, Kazakhs made up only 32.6% of the republic's population.  
 A Russification language policy aimed at creating a Russian language-based 
Soviet identity made proficiency in Russian "a crucial condition of participation in the 
Soviet society" (Zabrodskaja & Ehala, 2015, p. 161). Even though Kazakh had 
enjoyed the status of an official language of the Kazakh SSR and was the language of 
rural Kazakhs, Russian was the dominant language of the government, education, 
media, and urban areas. Demographic, economic, political and cultural dominance of 
Russian-speakers triggered rapid language shift among ethnic Kazakhs in urban areas 
where they were in the minority (20% of urban population in 1970). As in other 
contexts of social inequality (e.g., Garret 2012), urban Kazakhs switched to Russian 
for reasons of prestige and upward social mobility. Today, many urban, ethnic 
Kazakhs speak Russian as their primary language and Russian remains the dominant 
language of communication and popular culture.  
 Kazakhs in their daily encounters often engage extensively in mixing Kazakh and 
Russian. This mixed variety is locally named Shala Kazakh (Half Kazakh). In Kazakh 
shala literary means "under, half" (e.g., undercooked). This term is used for both 
naming the mixed language variety and urban Russian-speaking Kazakhs. The 
characteristic feature of this mixed code is the use of mostly Russian vocabulary but 
phonological and grammatical markings of Kazakh (Muhamedowa 2006, 2009). This 
urban sociolect is relatively variable and best considered a linguistic continuum 
between Kazakh and Russian rather than a discrete linguistic system. The mixed 
variety is generally viewed as "spoiled" and "corrupted", a sign of poor proficiency in 
Kazakh. There are numerous comic skits of the way urban Kazakhs talk. For example, 
in a popular comic show "Nasha KZasha (Our KZ)", there is a character of a teacher 
who teaches "the purest and impeccable Shala kazakhskij" (mixture of Kazakh word 
shala and Russian adjective for Kazakh).  

Since becoming independent, the Kazakhstani government has taken a number of 
status, corpus and acquisition planning measures to reestablish Kazakh as an official 
and national language. However, competing ideologies regarding the Kazakh and 
Russian languages continue to shape language practices and influence language 
choices. Kazakh and Russian have come to index socio-economic and cultural 
differences with Kazakh associated with less educated rural people and backwardness 
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while Russian has been perceived as the language of the urban and educated elite. It is 
still commonly believed that a lack of Russian proficiency restricts social mobility. 
For example, many Kazakh-speaking rural-to-urban migrants send their children to 
Russian-medium schools over Kazakh-medium schools. At the same time, many 
urban Kazakhs, who no longer speak Kazakh as their home language, send their 
children to Kazakh-medium schools as they believe that lack of proficiency in Kazakh 
might restrict their children's life opportunities.     
 A survey conducted among 2,255 diverse respondents pointed to homes of urban 
Kazakhs as sites of intense ideological contestation (Smagulova, 2008). The  
responses hinted at sharp contrasts between the respondents' ethnic loyalty (linked to 
Kazakh) and personal interests and high status (linked to proficiency in Russian). At 
the same time, there were signs that the language shift to Russian in urban areas was 
at a halt, even though, according to the respondents, proficiency in Kazakh had 
brought little economic benefit. Nevertheless, most middle-class respondents, who 
were more likely to be Russian-speaking, claimed that they would like to see Kazakh 
as a language of education for their children and believed that Kazakh proficiency 
could give their children economic advantages. The survey data also revealed that 
revival efforts seemed to be instantiated in the form of increased enrolment in 
Kazakh-language schools. Whereas the younger respondents were more likely to 
report attending a Kazakh-medium school and having higher proficiency in Kazakh, 
the number of children learning Kazakh as a first language was falling behind. The 
survey revealed the lack of everyday, parent-to-child language transmission in urban 
homes.  

Building on these findings, I examined  language socialization practices in urban 
Russian-speaking homes of ethnic Kazakhs whose children attend Kazakh-medium 
schools. The goal of this interactional study was to understand how the maintenance 
of Russian and the revival of Kazakh are accomplished in everyday language 
practices at home. I align myself with Gal (1998, p. 323), who argues that because 
linguistic ideologies are multiple, "the achievement of domination problematic, often 
fragile, and makes the semiotic aspects of its constant construction important to 
explore". While I examining the interactional means through which dominant 
ideologies are reproduced, my aim was also to spot signs of change in everyday 
language practices. This paper demonstrates that the re-evaluation of Kazakh as 
school talk has allowed its re-introduction into the home.  
 
 
Participants and Data 
 
The focus in this paper is on the adult-child interactions of one of four urban families 
of ethnic Kazakhs that I observed. The family was selected because the children had 
just started schooling in Kazakh, which gave me the chance to observe the initial 
stages of native language reintroduction at home. The home language in this family 
was mainly Russian. The children (twins—a boy named Nurlan, and a girl named 
Dina, five-years-old) attended a state, Kazakh-medium preschool. The retired 
grandparents played a major role in taking care of the children because both parents 
worked full time in the finance sector. The twins would typically spend weekday 
evenings, most of the weekend, and holidays with their grandparents. When they were 
born, their mother, who believed that bilingual input delays speech development, 
asked the grandparents to speak Russian only. However, once the children reached the 
pre-school age, the parents decided to send them to a Kazakh-medium preschool.  
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When I began my observations, the twins had been attending the Kazakh-language 
school for two weeks. Until then, Nurlan and Dina were at home with their Russian-
speaking nanny during the day and with their bilingual grandparents in the evenings. 
Table 1 below provides an overview of the family members' language biographies and 
their reported levels of proficiency in Kazakh. It clearly shows the pattern 
characteristic of situations of rapid language shift when grandparents speak their 
native language fluently and the grandchildren barely understand it.  
 
Table 1. Kazakh proficiency and age hierarchy. 
Participant  Age Dominant 

language 
Schooled in Reported oral proficiency in Kazakh 

Grandfather 64 Kazakh Kazakh Fluent  
Grandmother 61 Kazakh and 

Russian 
Kazakh Fluent 

Father 33 Russian Russian Able to maintain basic conversation, good 
oral comprehension 

Mother 33 Russian Russian Speaking with difficulty, fair 
understanding 

Twins 5 Russian Kazakh  
(pre-
school) 

Very limited oral comprehension, 
speaking is limited to isolated words and 
formulaic speech 

 
The analysis presented here is based on 15 hours of self-recorded spontaneous 
interactions between the caregivers and the children at home. The actual recordings 
started during the twins' third week in pre-school and ended two months later. 
Initially, the data were roughly transcribed. Subsequently, I selected all episodes 
containing key moments of codeswitching in adult-child talk, both child-directed and 
adult-directed, and then transcribed them in greater detail. In total, I was able to 
identify 31 episodes containing codeswitching to Kazakh amounting to 30 minutes of 
child-adult interactions. When analyzing the data from this family, I checked it 
against data from the two other families in my larger study, where the children were 
also attending Kazakh-medium schools; however, those data are not included in this 
paper due to space limitation.  
 
 
Kazakh as school talk 
 
Adults align themselves and children in relation to the Kazakh they encounter and 
produce. An examination of the codeswitching in the data reveals that the adults 
systematically constructed interactions with children in the frame of a generic schema 
of a lesson by aligning themselves with the expert/tutor role and assigning the child 
the role of a second language learner/novice. Example (1) below illustrates how the 
adults constructed the children's attempts to say anything in Kazakh as an invitation to 
practice new linguistic forms.  
 
(1) Senin atyn kim? (What is your name?) 
Granddad (G) and Baby (B) are playing with toys sitting on the floor in the middle of the room. Dina 
(D) comes closer and addresses her grandfather.  Kazakh in boldface. See transcription conventions at 
the end of the paper.  
1. D (->G): atA (.) senin atyn KIM? 

     'granddad (.) WHAT is your name?' 

2.    (.) 

3. G:   ↑SENIN atyn kim? 
     'what is YOUR name?' 

4.    (.) 



 
 

9 

5.    <↑mening atym DINA:>  
     'my name is DINA' 

6.   (7.0) ((D goes away, Baby is playing on xylophone)) 

7. G(->B): suyit balam.  

     'keep doing so my child' 

8.    (.)  

9.    qanDAJ tamasha ((higher pitch)) 

     'how good (it is)' 

10.    m-m-m, ((breathy voice)) 

     'endearment' 

11.    SENIN atyn kim? ((breathy voice)) 

     'what is YOUR name?' 

 
 
In this episode, Dina addresses Granddad by asking "What is your name?" in Kazakh. 
She and her twin brother picked up the phrase at school and were playing with it all 
day long; in the recordings from the same day, the boy kept murmuring the phrase to 
himself. The exchange in Example (1) captures a moment when Dina poses the 
question to Granddad, who is watching the twins' baby brother. It is apparent that 
Dina is playing with the newly acquired phrase because she clearly knows her 
grandfather's name and this is not something one normally asks a close family 
member. Thus, pragmatically the utterance is not a true question and so it is 
interesting how the grandfather interprets it. It appears that he constructs Dina's turn 
as an invitation to practice Kazakh. When asked the question, he does not answer it, 
but instead, he redirects the question back to Dina (line 3), and then provides the 
response on her behalf (line 5). The after-comment in line 11 "senyn atyn kim? (What 
is your name?)" when Granddad addresses the very same question to the pre-verbal 
baby supports the interpretation that he does not position the phrase as a real question. 
The other evidence in favor of that interpretation is the shift in Granddad's way of 
talking. In line 5, Granddad speaks in a distinct tutor-like way—his speech rate is 
slower, his pronunciation is clearer and his pitch is higher. This extract illustrates how 
any attempt to use Kazakh is usually constructed as what Cekaite and Aronsson 
(2005) call a spontaneous "language lesson".  
 While Kazakh talk is typically constructed as a lesson, during such exchanges it is 
also systematically framed as school-related talk. Most utterances the children 
produce are prompted by adults' requests and organized in IRE format (Initiation-
Response-Evaluation). During these explicit language display activities (the most 
recurrent activity observed), children are asked to demonstrate the Kazakh learned at 
school. Example (2) shows how Mother turns the child's show of having mastered 
counting into a language review session. 
 
(2) A po kazakhski (And in Kazakh?) 
It is Sunday and the Grandparents have their children and grandchildren over for family lunch. 
Grandma (Gm), Mother (M), Dina (D), Nurlan (N) and their cousins are at the table having lunch. 
Kazakh in bold. 
 
1. D:     de[viat'. ((counts people seating at the table)) 

     'nine' 

2. M (->D):   [a po kazakhski? 

     'and in Kazakh?' 

3.     deviat' 

     'nine' 

4.     poprobuj TO zhe samoje 

     'try (to say) the VERY same'  

5. D:     ne budu ne khochu. ((stubbornly)) 

     'I will not (do it), I don't want to' 
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6. N:    bir eki ush tŏrt alty zheti toghyz [on. ((eagerly   
     counting)) 

     'one two three four five six seven nine ten' 

7. M (->N):                             [segIZ.((corrects  

by inserting omitted number 'eight')) 

                 'eight' 

8. Gm(->N):  toghyz ON. 

     'nine TEN' 

9. M(->N):   moloDEts UMnitsa. 

     'good boy smarty'  

10.     (1.0) 

11. N:    ON eto desiat'. 

     'ON means ten' 

12.     (.) 

13. M(->N):    kak budet, 

     'how to say' 

14.     KUshat' za stolom? 

     'to EAT at the table?' 

15.     KAK kushat'? 

     'HOW (to say) to eat?' 

16.     (.) 

17. N:     tamaq ishemiz. 

     'we will eat' 

18. M:    molodets. 

     'good boy' 

19.     na ulitsu pojdem kak? 

     'how (to say) we will go outside' 

20.     (2.0) 

21.     ((starts the phrase, helping)) 

     <da:-la:-gha::;> 

      'outside' 

22. N:    >>dalagha baramyz.<< ((eagerly)) 

     'we will go outside' 

23. Gm:    moloDEts. 

     'good boy' 

 
 
The episode starts when Dina, who has been counting in Russian, is asked by her 
mother to do the same in Kazakh (lines 2-4). However, Dina refuses (line 5). Nurlan 
readily takes the floor and starts counting in Kazakh (line 6). The following talk is 
scripted as a typical elicitation-response-evaluation (IRE) sequence. The talk is led by 
the adult in which each sequence begins with the adult asking the child, who is 
assigned the role of a student, with a question. Then, in IRE pattern, "the student's" 
answer is evaluated. When the child hesitates, the adults prompt him by providing the 
first words or syllable of the first word like in line 21. What is interesting is that what 
the Kazakh children are asked to demonstrate is school-related since it refers to 
typical school activities.  

At the same time, a shift to Kazakh co-occurs with what Bakhtin calls 
"objectified discourse" and "double-voiced discourse"—a discourse representing or 
orienting the other person's talk (Bakhtin, 1984, p.110). The next extract, Example 
(3), in which the mother steps into the persona of a kindergarten teacher (lines 3-5), is 
a very telling illustration of such a pattern.  
 
(3) Taqpaq eto stikh (Taqpaq is a verse) 
The episode begins when Mother (M) reminds the children, Nurlan (N) and Dina (D), that they must 
learn a short verse for the upcoming school concert. Kazakh in bold.  
 

1. N (->M): kakoi [stikh? 
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     'what verse?' 

2. M:         [((inhales)) 

3.    ((lines 3-5 teacher-like, performing, carefully    

    articulating)) 

     <zhana zhylda bizdin balala:r TAQPAQ ajitady.>  

     'on the new year our kids will-tell (here: recite)  

     VERSES' 

4.    (.) 

5.    <taqpaq ajitamyz ba zhana zhylda? eh (.) Nurlan?> 

verse recite+1st pers.pl. question-particle new year 

(.) Nurlan 

     'will-we-recite verses on a new year eh Nurlan?'   

6.    (3.0) 

 
 
In line 1, Nurlan asks what verse they should learn, but instead of answering the 
question, Mother begins a small performance. The shift in footing and frame are 
marked by the dramatic shift in her way of speaking from regular/unmarked talk to 
characteristic teacher talk—a distinct tone, careful articulation, a slower rate of 
speaking, and longer pauses. The use of collective "we" in "taqpaq aitamyz (we will 
recite)" here and "dalaga baramyz (we will go outside)", "tamak ishemiz (we will 
eat)" in the previous episode are forms that are typically used by teachers to refer to 
collective entities and actions. The choice of the possessive and plural grammatical 
forms serve as strong evidence that this interaction is, in fact, an enactment rather than 
the speaker's own voice and unmistakably marks the utterances as institutional talk 
and not the home language.  
 Another striking pattern in the data is that the Kazakh used between the children 
and the adults is limited to the reproduction of "prior text" while all "fresh talk" 
(Goffman, 1981, p. 229) is consistently in Russian. The next exchange that took place 
between Grandma and the twins during their attempt to learn a verse in Kazakh 
illustrates this. The recording was made on a Sunday afternoon at the grandparents' 
house. The twins' parents left right after lunch and were not expected back for another 
hour. Before leaving, they undressed the children, put them to bed and requested that 
they go to sleep. Once the parents were out of the door, the twins refused to nap. 
However, because the children were anxious of possibly being disciplined, they 
begged Grandma not to tell Mother. Grandma agreed, but on one condition—they 
would have to learn a song and some verses they were given at kindergarten. These 
texts were to be performed at the New Year school concert 10 days later.  
 
(4) Vse mame skazhu (I will tell your mom everything) 
This episode begins when Nurlan (N), who earlier had jumped out of bed and ran to another room to 
talk with his older cousins, comes back to bed and gets under the blanket. Grandma (Gm), Nurlan (N) 
and Dina (D) are in bed. Grandma is in the middle and the children are on either side of her. She reads 
a line of the verse and the twins repeat after her. Kazakh in bold. 
 
1. Gm (->N):  Nurlan ((loud whisper)) 

2.     (1.0) 

3.     bosikOM ne hodi. 

      ‘don't walk barefoot’ 
4. D (->Gm):  davAJ, ((eagerly)) 

      'let's'  

5. Gm (->N):   [VSE mame skazhu. 

      'I will tell your mom everything'  

6. Dina:    [alaqaj balaqaj; ((sounds as self-talk)) 

      'hooray children' 

7.     ((around this time Nurlan gets back to bed)) 

8. N (->Gm):   pust' saMA teper' uchit 
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      'now let HER memorize (it)' 

9.     ↑khorosho? 
      'ok?' 

10. Gm (->N):  [davaj odeIAlom ukryvajsia ((breathy voice)) 

      'get under the blanket' 

11. D:    [(xx)  

12.     khalakaj  khalakaj ((quietly)) 

13. N:    (xx) 

14. D:    (xx) 

15. Gm:     nu khot'a by PERvyje-  

      'at least the FIRst (lines)' 

16. D (->Gm):  azhe (.) skazhi TY; 

      'Grandma, YOU say (it)' 

17.     (.) 

18. Gm:    zhana zhyl keldi alaqaj↓ 
      'a new year has arrived hooray' 

19.     (.) 

20. D:    zhana zhyl kaldy kanahal 

      'a new year 'kaldy kanahal' (nonsense)'  

21. N:    [((giggles)) 

22. Gm:    [eto ne smeshNO ((crossly)) 

      'this is not funny' 

23.     posmejalis' (.) KHVAtit; 

      'we had our laughs, ENough' 

24.     bopeshku razbudite; 

      '(if) you wake the baby up' 

25.     togda VOObshe mame skazhu. 

      'then I DEfinitely will tell your mom' 

 

 

The episode highlights a salient contrast between the text in Kazakh and the talk in 
Russian. It shows how speaking in Kazakh is linked to operating more as animators, 
who physically articulate the words but take little responsibility for their speech 
(Goffman 1981): Kazakh is restricted to the text of the verse. In contrast, all of the 
surrounding "fresh talk" composed by the participants—about the task (lines 4, 15-
16), negotiating (lines 8-9), parenting (3 and 10), warning (line 5), and scolding (22-
27)—were in Russian. Neither Grandma nor the children say anything in Kazakh 
other than the words of the verse they are attempting to memorize. There also seems 
to be little interest in the meaning of the text: Grandma is not trying to make the 
meaning of the verse clear to the children and the children do not ask for a translation 
or clarification. Both adult and child seem to frame language problems as a laughable 
matter (line 21). In fact, Grandmother's reprimand in lines 22-23 "we had our laughs, 
enough" refers to that particular practice of laughing each time the children 
mispronounced the Kazakh words as they attempted to repeat them after her.  

This contrast of the Kazakh prior text and the Russian fresh talk is not an 
exclusive feature of Kazakh literacy events but systematically emerges in other 
activities. The data reveal that Kazakh was often a reproduction of bound textual 
units—whether the utterance in question is a code gloss (translation or request of 
translation) of a Kazakh utterance (e.g., "ajtshy what does it mean"); clarification 
request of pragmatic meaning (e.g., "what do you mean ne boldy?"); or explicit meta-
commentary about Kazakh and language learning (e.g., "I know the word syjir"). In 
all these functional uses, Kazakh is "treated as an object" (Bauman, 2004, p. 4). The 
participants do not speak in Kazakh, they engage in talk about Kazakh— Kazakh is 
repeated, clarified, translated and commented on.  

The last exchange also allows us to make observations about the context of second 
language learning. This example illustrates the embeddedness of language revival 
events in mundane everyday activities. From the extract it becomes clear that for 
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Grandma this activity is about keeping the children in bed, quiet and warm, rather 
than actually learning the poem. She keeps ignoring Dina's invitation to continue the 
task (line 4), takes no notice of the girl's attempts to repeat the lines (lines 6 and 11) 
and does not correct her pronunciation errors (line 20). During that time, her attention 
is on Nurlan, who has jumped out of bed, undressed. At that time, Nurlan recently had 
pneumonia and the adults worried that he might get a cold and become ill again if not 
dressed properly. This example highlights the fact that language revival takes place 
within the multiple contexts of everyday life and parenting. Many of these tasks could 
easily distract most people from the things they are committed to, e.g., language 
revival. Thus, when analyzing local language revival practices, we must keep in mind 
that language practices are contingent not only on the participants' explicit ideological 
positioning and structuring language practices, but also on the mundane jobs people 
occupy and face on an everyday basis.  

In the final extract below,  Kazakh and Russian are kept neatly compartmentalized 
as seen in the conscious effort the adults exert in order to keep the two codes separate.  
 
(5) Qajda barasyn? (Where are you going?) 
This exchange takes place at the table when the family is having their lunch. Grandma (Gm), Mother 
(M), Dina (D), Nurlan (N) and their cousins are at the table. Kazakh in bold 
 

1. N:   ↑MA:M 
     'mom' 

2.    (.) 

3.    <qaj-DA ba:RA:syn?> 

     'where are you going?' 

4.    (.) 

5. M:   um 

6.    (.) 

7.    ((performing, talks like a pupil answering a    

    question)) 

     'magaZINge baram.' 

     shop+Locative I will go 

     'I will go to a shop' 

8.    ((commenting)) 

     >magazin kak po-kazakhski ne znaju< 

     'I don't know how to say shop in Kazakh' 

9. N:    mam 

     'mom' 

10. M:   <dukenGE>  

     'to a shop' 

 

 

Nurlan asks his mother "Where are you going?" in Kazakh (line 3); he learned this 
phrase at school. Mother interprets his question as the first part of the IRE sequence, 
and after a slight hesitation (line 5) she begins performing the pupils' role answering 
the question (line 7) by modifying her way of speaking. Her distinct acting signals 
that the current exchange is not framed as a real conversation. Codeswitching to 
Russian in line 8 is accompanied by a shift to an unmarked way of speaking that 
marks the end of the "teaching" sequence. In a particularly interesting meta-comment 
in line 8, Mother admits not remembering the Kazakh equivalent for the word "shop" 
and then she self-repairs in line 10 when she finally recalls the Kazakh equivalent.  
 Extensive code-mixing is a defining feature of the urban vernacular, referred to as 
"Shala Kazakh (Half Kazakh)". Yet, in the exchange, code-mixing is constructed as 
an error; it is commented upon and immediately repaired, as noted in lines 7 to 10. 
The response hints at code-mixing being deemed unacceptable in Kazakh as a second 
language. By compartmentalizing the two languages, speakers signal that in the 
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marked off Kazakh utterances, attention must be on the form of the framed utterance 
and not on its propositional meaning—marked off Kazakh is the object of teaching 
and learning. Keeping the two codes distinct also seems to serve a pedagogical goal of 
teaching children "pure" institutional school Kazakh different from the low mixed 
variety. 
 All in all, the data reveal that Kazakh in child-directed talk rarely emerges in 
"direct, unmediated discourse directed exclusively toward its referential object 
[which] is an expression of the speaker's ultimate semantic authority" (Bakhtin, 1963, 
in Morris, 1994, p.111). 
 
 
The "authoritative word" and the revival of Kazakh  
 
There are two ways in which the findings described here might be interpreted. It 
appears that mutually reinforcing metalanguaging practices—limiting Kazakh to 
pedagogic formats, constructing Kazakh as institutional talk, confining Kazakh to 
"prior text", and the co-occurrence of a shift to Kazakh with a shift to a 
metacommunicative frame—reproduce the dominance of the Russian language by 
reducing the use of Kazakh to a single function, i.e., school talk. Nevertheless, that 
framing Kazakh as school talk could also be seen as a language revival-oriented 
strategy. Such an interpretation was influenced by the survey findings, which strongly 
pointed to the language reacquisition among young urban Kazakhs. 
 Fishman (2001, p. 647) argues that "attaining diglossia" and "the diglossic 
sheltering" are essential for successful language revival. In the same vein, Friedman 
(2012, p. 633) summarizes research on language socialization in situations of revival 
by observing that: 
 

A primary task of language revitalization movements is [therefore] to revalue a 
subordinate language and grant it prestige through promotion of ideologies such as 
those representing the language as an emblem of ethnic or cultural identity or 
establishing it as a medium for valued functions such as religious practices, literacy, 
or "high culture".  

 
In the context of the good-for-all purposes Russian, the changing of well-

established language practices requires locating a niche not occupied by Russian. 
Assigning Kazakh the role of a second language and firmly linking it to a higher 
status position of school talk allows for introducing it in everyday interaction. The 
ritualized educational activities may feel artificial, awkward and unfamiliar – yet it is 
where the potentially high-impact change occurs. Despite being sparse and limited, 
Kazakh reproduced in "language lessons" is highly valued as it is strongly associated 
with the literary standard of formal educational institutions.  

By framing Kazakh as the "authoritative word" (Bakhtin, 1981, p. 342, cited from 
Morris, 1994, p. 78) — fixed, formulaic, strictly-bound, and associated with 
institutional school talk —  speakers create a "semiotic effect of discursive 
dominance"; the source of this effect is "the impressive ability of reported speech to 
construct authority" (Gal, 1998, p. 322).  The metapragmatic practices of reported 
speech enables speakers "to create or evoke … authorizing realms such as the gods, 
ancestors, nature, or the collective social unit, which then can be heard as speaking 
through the utterances" (Gal, 1998, p. 322). By constructing Kazakh as an object of 
teaching and learning, by stepping into the persona of a language teacher and 
assigning the children the role of learners, the adults unfailingly evoked the 
authoritative realm of school. The reported speech also allows speakers "to distance 
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themselves from responsibility for the opinions expressed or, contrarily, to associate 
themselves more closely with the quoted speaker or entity" (Gal, 1998, p. 322). Our 
participants attained this effect through the use of double-voicing and the marking off 
of Kazakh as a bound prior text.  

The high value of Kazakh as institutional school talk is also produced through its 
strict compartmentalization from the everyday mixed variety—the "low" form. Mixed 
talk is deemed inadequate for educational purposes; it is "simply invisible" (Gal, 
2006, p. 164). Parents, who are able to maintain conversations in Kazakh and can also 
read and write, believe that their Kazakh is not good enough, and so, are unable to 
help children with their homework. As a result, in their interactions with children 
enrolled in Kazakh-schools, parents only reproduce what they consider to be high 
value institutional school talk. It is, after all, a standard language "whose acceptance 
even by those who do not know it produces symbolic domination" (Gal, 2006, p. 
164). By separating standard Kazakh from everyday Kazakh, speakers also gain the 
means of disassociating the language with a lower status, rural background and 
backwardness.  

This practice of assigning discursive value to Kazakh signals the emergence of 
language ideologies and discourses validating the valorization of the national 
language. These ideological changes support language revival despite the fact that 
Kazakh is not used for, or in, everyday interactions. Consequently, children are being 
socialized to Kazakh through a different set of practices. First, children experience 
Kazakh at school and pedagogical events. Second, evoking institutional school 
discourses reinforces the empirical association of Kazakh with the standard and 
centralized institutions of education. Re-imagining Kazakh as a school language 
signals a change in the conceptualization of Kazakh—from the language of everyday 
communication associated with low prestige and backwardness to the high prestige 
language of the state. Of course, the ultimate goal of the restoration of 
intergenerational transmission is still far away. However, assuming that any change in 
language use has to be preceded by changes in ideological interpretations, the positive 
re-evaluation of Kazakh at societal and local levels makes language revival less 
elusive. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The study of Kazakh as school talk validates the view that the dominant ideology 
characterized by a high degree of taken-for-grantedness is not shielded from 
contestation (Briggs 1998).  The dominance of Russian, while still perceived as 
natural, is nevertheless challenged by emergent ideologies of Kazakh as a prestigious 
and high status variety. Re-imagining Kazakh, the process of creating new links 
between linguistic form and new socio-cultural experience, is achieved by framing 
Kazakh as the "authoritative word" associated with the institutional language of the 
national school. This study contributes to the body of language ideology and language 
socialization research that has explored discursive processes through which the 
ideology of revival is created and sustained; this body of research expands our 
understanding of linkages between local practices and macro-level processes of socio-
cultural reproduction, transformation and change (Garrett and Baquedano-López 
2002).  
 The study adds to current research in family language policy by providing 
empirical evidence for conceptualizing the family as a dynamic system in which 
language policies and identity choices are shaped by parental ideologies and by the 
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broader social and cultural context of family life. In particular, these findings have 
highlighted that individuals  "are not simply responding, rationally or not, to broader 
social forces and structures, but are creating spaces for themselves using the resources 
they have" (Li Wei 2010:13). 
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Transcription conventions 
 
Russian  Russian 
Kazakh   Kazakh 
(.)    short pause 
(3.0)   pause of three seconds 
=    latching 
word-   word or sound is cut off 
<word>  slower tempo 
>word<  faster tempo 
:    lengthened sound 
.    fall-to-low intonation  
?    rise-to-high intonation 
,   rise-to-mid intonation 
WORD  stress, emphasis 
(xx )    inaudible talk  
(word)   talk is not clear 
((   ))   stage directions 
[]    overlapping talk 
↑   pitch step-up 
↓    pitch step-down 
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