Shevchuk-Kliuzheva O. V. Family language policy and the dynamics of language choice:
sociolinguistic foundations and conceptual perspectives

UDC 81°246.2

DOI https://doi.org/10.32447/2663-340X-2025-17.18

FAMILY LANGUAGE POLICY AND THE DYNAMICS
OF LANGUAGE CHOICE:
SOCIOLINGUISTIC FOUNDATIONS
AND CONCEPTUAL PERSPECTIVES

Shevchuk-Kliuzheva Olha Vasylivna
PhD, Doctoral Candidate at the Ukrainian Language Department
Borys Grinchenko Kyiv Metropolitan University
18/2, Bulvarno-Kudriavska Str., Kyiv, Ukraine
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2963-4720

This theoretical article explores language choice as a central, multidimensional mechanism in the formation
and functioning of family language policy (FLP), particularly within bilingual and multilingual households.
Building on sociolinguistic, psycholinguistic, and ideological frameworks, it conceptualizes language choice not
merely as a communicative decision but as a socially embedded, emotionally charged, and ideologically mediated
practice. The article critically synthesises classical and contemporary FLP theories, examining how macro-level
language ideologies and state policies intersect with micro-level parental decisions, emotional orientations, and
intergenerational identity work. Special emphasis is placed on the Ukrainian sociolinguistic context, where forced
migration, war, and the legacy of Russification have dramatically reconfigured linguistic hierarchies and family
language practices. Drawing on recent research, including studies by the author, the analysis demonstrates how
language choice becomes a space of symbolic resistance, national realignment, and identity consolidation for
Ukrainian families. It highlights the emergence of phenomena such as “language shame” and affectively moti-
vated language shift, particularly in situations where Russian and Ukrainian coexist in emotionally asymmetrical
ways. The article offers a conceptual model of language choice that integrates three interdependent dimensions:
(1) the ideological, reflecting perceptions of legitimacy and political meaning; (2) the affective, encompassing
emotional investments and attachments to language; and (3) the strategic, involving the functional and future-ori-
ented planning of children'’s linguistic repertoires. Language choice is thus framed as a mediating mechanism
through which broader sociopolitical forces are internalized, negotiated, and enacted within the family. This
work contributes to the theoretical development of FLP by foregrounding the emotional and symbolic weight of
language choice, especially in post-conflict and displaced contexts. It provides a lens through which to better
understand how multilingual families respond to instability, adapt to shifting sociolinguistic landscapes, and
shape their linguistic futures in times of uncertainty.
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Problem Statement and Relevance. While
family language policy (FLP) has gained recog-
nition as a critical area of sociolinguistic research,
the internal mechanisms by which language choice
functions within this framework remain under-theo-
rised, especially in contexts marked by multilin-
gualism, forced migration, and sociopolitical trans-
formation. Most studies to date have concentrated
on observable language practices and outcomes,
often overlooking the ideologically charged and
emotionally mediated nature of language choice
within the family domain.

Language choice is not merely a matter of util-
ity; it reflects deeper structures of identity, emo-
tional belonging, and symbolic power. In bilingual
and multilingual families, especially those affected
by displacement or historical language suppres-
sion, such choices carry significant implications
for intergenerational language transmission and
cultural continuity. This complexity is particular-
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ly visible in the Ukrainian context, where fami-
lies grapple with the legacies of Russification, re-
newed interest in linguistic revitalisation, and the
demands of integration into new sociolinguistic
environments abroad.

Despite increasing academic interest in these
dynamics, there is still a need for a more integrated
theoretical lens that explains how language ideol-
ogies, affective orientations, and identity negotia-
tions converge in shaping family-based language
decisions. This article seeks to fill that gap by pro-
viding a conceptual model of language choice as a
dynamic and context-sensitive practice, grounded
in the Ukrainian case and relevant to multilingual
societies more broadly.

Review of Recent Studies and Publications.
The study of family language policy (FLP) has
significantly evolved in the past two decades,
transitioning from structural models of language
transmission to a more nuanced understanding of
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everyday language practices, ideologies, and emo-
tional attachments. Pioneering work by Fishman
(1965, 1991) laid the conceptual foundation by
linking language choice to domains of use and eth-
nic identity preservation. However, this approach
viewed the family primarily as a passive site of
transmission.

Subsequent research has expanded the scope
of FLP, positioning the family as an active
agent of language planning. King, Fogle, and
Logan-Terry (2008) introduced the now widely
accepted tripartite model of FLP — comprising
language beliefs, practices, and management —
which recognises the conscious and unconscious
decisions made by parents in shaping their chil-
dren’s linguistic environments. This framework
has since been elaborated through ecological and
identity-based perspectives (De Houwer, 2009;
Curdt-Christiansen, 2018), emphasising the role
of social context, power dynamics, and emotional
motivation.

A particularly influential strand of scholarship
has focused on language ideologies as central to
FLP. Spolsky (2004) and Piller (2017) argue that
beliefs about language legitimacy, utility, and mo-
rality shape parental decisions in multilingual con-
texts. In turn, Gumperz (1982) and Grosjean (1998)
developed interactionist and holistic models of bi-
lingualism, viewing language choice not as an au-
tomatic code-switching act, but as a strategic per-
formance of identity embedded in specific social
contexts.

While this global body of research continues
to expand, the Ukrainian sociolinguistic context
has remained underrepresented in FLP theory. Re-
cent contributions by Shevchuk-Kliuzheva (2022,
2024) have begun to fill this gap by theorising FLP
through the lens of forced migration, wartime bi-
lingualism, and emotional language ideologies.
Her empirical and conceptual work, based on sur-
veys and interviews with Ukrainian families in
Poland, highlights how wartime experiences have
transformed family language choices into tools
of identity formation, resistance, and emotion-
al regulation. These studies highlight how lan-
guage shame and self-shaming foster the decline
of Russian and the promotion of Ukrainian in fam-
ilies. Building on this work, Shevchuk-Kliuzhe-
va (2024) has also proposed an integrated model
of FLP that connects macro-level factors (such
as language policy, war, migration) with micro-
level parental practices. This approach situates the
family as both a linguistic and ideological space,
where decisions about language are influenced by
national trauma, symbolic boundaries, and affec-
tive identities.
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Nevertheless, broader FLP scholarship con-
tinues to be shaped by transnational insights.
Curdt-Christiansen (2013, 2020) draws attention
to the entanglement of family language strategies
with structural inequalities and symbolic capital.
Smith-Christmas (2016) uses ethnographic methods
to demonstrate the complexity of negotiation and
contestation in daily language use. These contribu-
tions confirm that FLP is not a static construct but a
dynamic, ideologically saturated practice.

Collectively, these studies — including the
emerging body of Ukrainian FLP research —
demonstrate a growing awareness of the non-neu-
tral, politicised, and emotionally charged nature of
language choice. However, there remains a need
for further theorisation of how language ideologies
and affective orientations operate in families nav-
igating conflict, bilingualism, and migration. This
article seeks to contribute to that effort by offering
a conceptual synthesis grounded in the Ukrainian
case and relevant for theorising FLP in volatile so-
ciolinguistic environments.

Aim and Objectives of the Study. The primary
aim of this article is to develop a comprehensive
theoretical framework for understanding language
choice as a key mechanism within family language
policy (FLP), with a particular focus on ideolog-
ically and emotionally charged contexts such as
forced migration, bilingualism, and sociopolitical
transformation. The study draws on the Ukrainian
case to explore how family-level decisions about
language use reflect broader dynamics of identity,
resistance, and cultural continuity.

To achieve this aim, the article pursues the fol-
lowing objectives:

1. To critically synthesize major sociolinguis-
tic, psycholinguistic, and ideological approaches
to language choice in family contexts, highlighting
both classical and contemporary theories and their
relevance to the study of FLP as a dynamic, identi-
ty-forming practice.

2. To explore how language ideologies, emo-
tional responses, and historical-political conditions
shape language behaviour within multilingual fami-
lies, emphasising the symbolic and affective dimen-
sions of language choice beyond its functional role.

3. To conceptualize language choice as a medi-
ating link between macro-level forces (such as lan-
guage policy, war, and migration) and micro-level
family strategies, using the Ukrainian sociolinguis-
tic experience as a case study to inform broader
theoretical perspectives on FLP in post-conflict and
diasporic settings.

These objectives form the foundation for a deep-
er exploration of how language choice operates
within families, not only as a communicative de-
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cision, but as a site of ideological negotiation and
identity construction.

Main Theoretical Discussion. Language choice
constitutes the most immediate and observable
manifestation of family language policy (FLP).
It is both a practical decision and a symbolic act
through which family members perform, negotiate,
and transmit linguistic ideologies, cultural identi-
ties, and emotional affiliations. In this article, lan-
guage choice is approached as a multidimensional
phenomenon: (1) a pragmatic act of selecting a lin-
guistic code; (2) a family-level planning strategy;
(3) a symbolic resource of identity performance;
and (4) an emotionally and ideologically mediated
mechanism of language policy. This multifaceted
character makes language choice a powerful entry
point for theorising how families operate within
multilingual, dynamic, and often conflict-affected
environments.

Spolsky’s (2004) foundational model of FLP —
comprising language beliefs (ideologies), lan-
guage practices, and language management — pro-
vides a useful scaffold for understanding how fam-
ilies engage in language planning. However, this
model alone does not account for the complexity
of contexts in which language choice is bound
up with power asymmetries, historical memory,
or emotional responses. While traditional models
such as Fishman’s (1991) domain theory concep-
tualised language choice primarily as a response
to functional communicative needs, more recent
scholarship emphasises its ideological and affec-
tive dimensions. Piller (2017) and Curdt-Chris-
tiansen (2018) have highlighted how language
ideologies intersect with social class, gender, and
aspirations for children’s futures, while Pavlenko
(2005) and Garrett (2010) have shown how emo-
tions — such as pride, shame, trauma, or solidari-
ty — affect language behavior within families.

A critical distinction must also be made be-
tween functionalist approaches, which focus on
how language choice reflects external domains
and communicative efficiency (Fishman, Gros-
jean), and critical-interactionist perspectives,
which examine language as a site of power, iden-
tity work, and resistance (Gumperz, Curdt-Chris-
tiansen, Smith-Christmas). Gumperz (1982)
viewed code-switching not as interference, but
as an act of contextualization and social position-
ing. Grosjean (1998) proposed a holistic view of
bilinguals as speakers who navigate functionally
distinct language systems. These insights, while
foundational, must be enriched by an understand-
ing of the emotional and ideological stakes that
inform language decisions in contemporary mul-
tilingual families.
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This shift in analytical focus is especially neces-
sary in conflict-affected societies such as Ukraine.
In the wake of the 2014 Revolution of Dignity and
the full-scale Russian invasion in 2022, language
has been transformed into a symbolic battleground.
Language choice is no longer merely a preference —
it is a declaration of identity, allegiance, and re-
sistance. In this context, Ukrainian families must
navigate not only bilingualism in the home but also
the politicisation of language use in public and pri-
vate domains.

Empirical studies conducted by Shevchuk-Kli-
uzheva (2022, 2024) demonstrate how Ukrainian
migrant families renegotiate their FLP through
emotionally and ideologically motivated strat-
egies. These include the elevation of Ukraini-
an as a language of national continuity and the
rejection or marginalization of Russian due to
its association with aggression. One of the most
significant findings is the emergence of language
shame — a phenomenon where speakers express
discomfort or self-consciousness about using
Russian, even when it remains part of their ha-
bitual linguistic repertoire. This emotional un-
dercurrent profoundly affects how parents guide
children’s language development, often result-
ing in an asymmetrical bilingualism or a shift in
home language priorities.

Such examples show that language choice func-
tions as a mediating mechanism between mac-
ro-level sociopolitical forces and micro-level fam-
ily practices. Families do not operate in isolation;
their linguistic decisions are shaped by state poli-
cies, dominant ideologies, migration experiences,
and collective memory. The Ukrainian case exem-
plifies how language planning at the family level is
not only reactive but also proactive, strategically
designed to affirm identity, transmit values, and
construct symbolic boundaries in conditions of dis-
ruption and instability.

By integrating sociolinguistic theory with in-
sights from critical discourse studies and emotional
linguistics, this discussion advances a more com-
prehensive model of language choice within FLP.
It argues that understanding language choice as a
socially embedded and emotionally invested pro-
cess is essential for theorising multilingual family
life in times of conflict, displacement, and rapid
sociopolitical change.

Building on the multidimensional understanding
of language choice discussed above, this section
proposes a conceptual model that positions lan-
guage choice as a mediating mechanism — a dy-
namic interface between macro-level sociopolitical
forces and micro-level family practices. Rather than
viewing language choice as a discrete act or a set
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of isolated preferences, the model frames it as a
structured yet fluid process that translates ideology,
emotion, and external pressure into everyday lan-
guage behaviour within the family.

At the macro level, language choice is shaped
by systemic influences such as state language
policies, historical legacies, migration regimes,
language hierarchies, and wartime dynamics.
These influences provide the ideological scaf-
folding within which families evaluate the sym-
bolic value of languages, negotiate belonging,
and reinterpret linguistic loyalty. In the Ukrainian
context, for example, the historical dominance
of Russian, the state’s current efforts to promote
Ukrainian as the sole official language, and the
moral delegitimisation of Russian following the
full-scale invasion have profoundly restructured
the symbolic order in which language choices
are made.

At the micro level, families operate as both re-
ceivers and producers of language ideologies. Pa-
rental decisions about which language to use with
children, which language to avoid, or how to com-
bine multiple languages are shaped by affective
responses such as pride, guilt, nostalgia, anxiety, or
trauma. These emotions are not ancillary to rational
planning — they are constitutive of language policy
itself. This model thus rejects any strict separation
between cognitive and emotional dimensions of
FLP and instead highlights how affective ideologies
mediate between external pressures and internal
practices.

The proposed model integrates three core di-
mensions of language choice in FLP:

1. Ideological dimension: Language choice re-
flects the perceived legitimacy, prestige, and po-
litical connotations of different languages, as in-
terpreted by family members. In this sense, every
linguistic act carries symbolic weight, especially in
conflict-affected societies.

2. Affective-emotional dimension: Emotional
investments in specific languages, whether positive
or negative, profoundly influence decision-making.
The emergence of language shame or language
pride plays a key role in reorienting language use,
especially among displaced families.

3. Strategic-pragmatic dimension: Language
choice is also a matter of long-term planning, par-
ticularly in multilingual settings. Families may
adopt deliberate strategies to preserve the heritage
language, support the acquisition of the host coun-
try’s language, or manage the functional distribu-
tion of codes across domains (e.g., home, school,
peers).

Together, these dimensions interact recursively.
Macro-level discourses on national language iden-
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tity, political legitimacy, or migration policy filter
into family environments, where they are emotio-
nally internalized, interpreted, and transformed into
practical strategies. The family, in turn, reproduces
or resists these discourses through everyday lin-
guistic behaviour. In this sense, language choice be-
comes the mechanism by which ideological forces
become embodied, lived, and transmitted across
generations.

By foregrounding language choice as a media-
ting mechanism, this model not only enriches our
understanding of family language policy in crisis
and post-crisis contexts but also opens avenues for
future theoretical and empirical research. It pro-
vides a tool for analysing how families navigate
competing linguistic loyalties, negotiate identity
under pressure, and strategically manage multilin-
gual resources in rapidly changing sociopolitical
environments.

Conclusions and Future Research Direc-
tions. This article has proposed a theoretical
reconceptualisation of language choice as a mul-
tidimensional and ideologically saturated mecha-
nism within family language policy (FLP). Ra-
ther than treating language choice as a neutral or
functional act, the analysis has foregrounded its
symbolic, affective, and strategic roles, particu-
larly in multilingual families navigating contexts
of forced migration, sociopolitical instability, and
historical trauma.

The key contribution of this study lies in the de-
velopment of a conceptual model that positions lan-
guage choice as a mediating mechanism between
macro-level sociopolitical forces, such as language
policy, war, and colonial legacies, and micro-lev-
el language practices within families. Integrating
sociolinguistic, emotional, and critical theoretical
perspectives, the model highlights how language
ideologies and affective orientations shape, con-
strain, and motivate family-level decisions about
language use. The inclusion of emotional factors
such as language shame, pride, or ambivalence ex-
pands existing FLP frameworks and underscores
the importance of studying family language prac-
tices as deeply embedded in historical and affective
contexts.

Grounded in the Ukrainian sociolinguistic expe-
rience, the article illustrates how families become
active agents of language policy by re-evaluating
linguistic hierarchies, resisting symbolic domi-
nation, and constructing new patterns of identity
transmission. While the conceptual model is in-
formed by this specific case, it holds relevance for
other post-conflict and diasporic settings where lan-
guage becomes a resource for both survival and
resistance.
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At the same time, this study remains theoretical
in scope. Future research is needed to empirical-
ly test and refine the proposed model, particular-
ly through longitudinal and ethnographic studies
that trace intergenerational language practices and
emotional dynamics over time. Comparative inves-
tigations across diverse geopolitical settings could
further assess the transferability and specificity of
the Ukrainian case.

In an era marked by displacement, identity frag-
mentation, and ideological polarisation, understanding
language choice as a socially embedded and emotio-
nally charged process is not only a theoretical impe-
rative but a political and humanitarian one. The fam-
ily, as both a private sphere and a site of ideological
negotiation, plays a pivotal role in shaping linguistic
futures and deserves continued scholarly attention at
the intersection of language, power, and emotion.
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MOBHA IIOJITHKA CIM'I TA JUHAMIKA MOBHOI'O BUBOPY:
COHIOJIIHI'BICTUYHI 3ACA/IN
TA KOHOEIITYAJIBHI HEPCIIEKTUBHA

IleBuyk-KioxkeBa Ounbra BacuiiBua
Kanouoam inono2ivHux Hayxk, 00OKmMoparnm xagpeopu yKpaincbkoi Mosu
Kuiscvkoeo cmonuunoeo ynisepcumemy imeni bopuca I pinuenka
syn. bynveapno-Kyopsescvka, 18/2, Kuis, Ykpaina

Cmamms 0ocniodcye meopemuyHull dcneknm Mo8H020 8UOOPY AK YEeHMPANbHUL, 0a2amosUMIpHULl MeXaHi3m
Gopmyeanns ma (yHKYIOHY8AHHS CIMEUHOT MOBHOT NOMIMUKL, 0CODIUBO 8 YMOBAX OBOMOBHOCHIT Mda OA2AMOMOBHOCHI
Ppooun. CRupaioyucy Ha coyioniHegiCMuyti, NCUXONIH2BICMUYHI ma 10e0N02iuHi ni0X00uU, asmop MpaxKmye MOSHUIL 6UOIp
He NPOCMO K KOMYHIKAMuUeHe piuenis, a K COYianbHO 6MOMUBOBAHY, eMOYIIHO HACUYEHY U I0€0102IUHO ONOCePeOKOBANY
npaxmuxy. Y cmammi 30iicHeno KpumuuHutl CUHme3 KAACUYHUX | CYHACHUX Meopitl CIMEUHOT MOBHOI ROTTMUKU, @ MAKOJIC
npoanaﬂia’oeano AK MOGHI i0eonozii Ha MakpopieHi ma depofcaena MOBHA NONIMUKA NEPEMUHAIOMBCA 3 OAMbKIBCOKUMIL
pliwennamu, emomur—mmu HACMAHOBAMY M MIJICNOKOIIHHEGUM (POPMYBAHHAM [OEHMUYHOC (MleOplGeHb) Ocobnusa
veaza npudinena VKPAIHCOKOMY COYIONIHSGICIUUHOMY KOHIMEKCIY, 6 AKOMY 6UMYUEHA Miepayis, iliHa Ma HACTIOKU
pycuixayii paouxanbHo 3MIHULU MOGHY i€PAPXilo ma MO6HI npakmuxu 6 poounax. Ha ocnosi nogimmix docnioicens,
30KpeMa agmopcbKux, aHaniz OeMOHCMPYE, AK MOGHULL BUOIP NEPEemBOPIOEMbCS HA NPOCMIP CUMBONIYHO20 CHPOMUBY,
HAYIOHATLHO20 NEePeOCMUCTIEHHA Ma KOHCONIOayii i0enmu4uHoCmi 8 YKpaiHcvokux poounax. Bucsimmoemoca nosasa asuw,
MAKUX K «MOBHULL COPOMY | eMOYIIIHO 6MOMUBOBAHUL MOGHULL 3CY8, OCOONUBO 68 YMOBAX eMOYIIHO ACUMEMPUYHOLO
CNIGICHYB8AHHA YKPAIHCLKOI Ma pOCilicbkoi Mos. Y cmammi 3anponoHo8ano KoHYyenmyaivhy mMooeib MOBHO20 8UOODY,
Wo inmezpye mpu 63aemonos ’a3ami eumipu: (1) ideonoeiunuil — 8i000paxicae yasieHHs npo Ae2iMuUMHICIb | ROATMuYHe
BHAYEHHs MO8, (2) agheKmusHULL — OXONTIOE eMOYINHI 6NAUBU MA NPUXUTLHICHL 00 MOGU, (3) cmpame2iunuil — Cmocyemocsl
DYHKYIOHANLHO20 | NEPCHEeKMUBHO20 NIAHYB8AHHL MOBHO20 penepmyapy oumunu. Mosnuii eubip posensidacmocs K
NOCEePEOHUYbKULL MEXAHIZM, Uepe3 AKULL WUpuLl COYioNONIMUYHI YUHHUKYU THMEPHATIZYIOMbCS, NEPEOCMUCTIOIOMbCS MA
peanizyiomucs 8 mexcax cim’i. L{a npays podbums 6HecoK y po3gumox meopii ciMetiHoi MO8HOT ROTIMUKLL, NIOKPeCTIOYL
eMOYIUHY 1l CUMBOLIUHY 3HAUYWICIb MOBHO20 UOOPY, 0COONUBO 8 NOCMKOHQIIKMHUX I MieDAYIUHUX KOHMEKCIAXx.
3anpononosana moodenv 8i0KpUBAE NEPCREKMUBY 015l 2IUOUL020 POYMIHHS 020, K DA2AMOMOSHI POOUHU peazyions
Ha HeCmaobinbHiCMb, a0anmyiomscs 00 3MIH Y MOBHOMY Cepedosuuli ma Gopmyoms c8oi MOGHI MauOymms ¢ ymogax
HeBU3HAYeHOCIL.

Kniwouosi cnosa: civetina Mogna noiimuxa, MogHUU uOIp, Oinine8izM, 6A2AMOMOBHICIb, MOBHI i0€0102i.
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