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Abstract
In the early 1990s the revival of titular languages was set as one of the goals of lan-
guage policies in the national republics of Russia. The republican authorities intended 
to achieve this policy goal through designating the titular languages with an official 
status on par with Russian and the corresponding expansion of their use in the public 
domains by institutionalizing elements of official status in legislation. The extent of 
institutionalization of titular languages varied across the republics and depended on 
the level of representation of ethnic elites in regional parliaments. Did the extent of 
implementation correlate with that of institutionalization? How important was partici-
pation of elites in decision-making for the successful implementation? To what extent 
were the institutionalized elements also implemented? The purpose of this paper is to 
compare the extent and content of institutional support provided to titular languages 
in the republics in order to understand the limits in the ability of ethnic elites to pro-
mote the titular languages. Today, after more than two decades of implementation, the 
policy effectiveness can be already evaluated. The policies were implemented through 
executive programs. The approach of this study is to examine executive programs in 
the republics titled after the ‘peoples’ speaking Finno-Ugric languages with the help of 
some qualitative and quantitative criteria. The comparison demonstrates that the official 
status of titular languages achieved in the early 1990s did not automatically open the 
access to their institutional support. Ethnic elites steadily had to bargain for funding 
for policy implementation. Insufficient support does not ensure language maintenance.
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1. Introduction
Institutionalization of languages implies the introduction of a language in cer-
tain institutional contexts (see Zamyatin 2014c). Institutionalization of titular 
languages in legislation marked commitment of authorities to the expansion of 
their official use. However, in the top-down policy approach towards promotion 
of the titular languages, legal provisions rarely required their compulsory use 



in practice and, instead, left to decide over practical issue to the discretion of 
bureaucracy. In this situation, policy implementation mattered more for achiev-
ing the policy goal than legislation. What determined the extent and content 
of support directed at ‘maintenance and development’ of titular languages? It 
would be logical to expect that the access of elites to power mattered also at the 
stage of policy implementation. The purpose of the current article is to check 
the hypothesis that participation of ethnic elites in decision-making was the key 
variable for providing institutional support at the level of policy implementation. 
In order to achieve this aim, the first objective is based on previous research 
to explore the link between participation in decision-making and support for 
language revival. The second objective is to outline the institutional framework 
for policy implementation and limitations it imposed on the forms of support. 
The third objective is to test the hypothesis by studying the content and mea-
suring the extent of support in case studies. The fourth objective is to provide 
a perspective for evaluation of policy’s possible implications.

This study will start with exploring in its first part the reasons for and cir-
cumstances of the attachment of language revival to the officialization of titular 
languages and the role of elites in this process. From a federal perspective, 
the study will utilize the findings regarding the limits imposed by the federal 
policy and its shifts that conditioned the dynamics in the policy adoption and 
its changes in regional language legislation (Zamyatin 2014b). From a regional 
perspective, it will address the problem of minority access to power through 
ethnic political representation and participation in decision-making. Fernand 
de Varennes wrote about the political, administrative and legal mechanisms 
needed for the policy of official bilingualism to be effective (see de Varennes 
2012: 47-51). Accordingly, the second part will outline the main resources 
in these three fields both in their horizontal and vertical power dimensions 
needed for the expansion of the use of titular language. This part will describe 
the ‘hardware’ of institutions that had to back the policy and the ‘software’ of 
regulations, of which executive programs became the most important mech-
anism in defining the extent and content of support and providing financial 
resources for policy implementation. 

If the policy adoption was a non-recurrent step (in fact, three steps: see 
Zamyatin 2014a: 97-103), then the stage of implementation is a protracted in 
time activity. For that reason, the implementation will be studied from a dia-
chronic perspective. Furthermore, to exclude historically contingent factors, 
the study will undertake a comparison of policy implementation in several 
republics. So, in the third part of the article a comparative analysis of execu-
tive programs will shed light on the extent and content of support provided in 
the Republics of Karelia (RK), Komi (KR), Mari El (RME), Mordovia (RM), 
Udmurtia (UR). The programs are the primary data to be analyzed. While the 
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texts of the programs are available, the data on their implementation is less 
so. The situation has somewhat improved in the late 2000s, when authorities 
were obliged to make their policies more open and accountable to the public. 
When available, also reports on activities of executive authorities and some 
other official sources are used among the research materials.

Regarding the content of support, the paper will explore, what was the scope 
of executive programs, whether a program was focused on state languages or 
had a wider application and, further, whether a program was focused more on 
status planning, corpus planning or prestige planning. Regarding the extent of 
support, the paper will explore how intensive were measures by comparing 
the amount of funds provided. In order to see how the extent and content of 
support changed over time, the paper will study all programs directed at ‘main-
tenance and development’ of languages approved in these republics since the 
early 1990 but it will only briefly present the latest cycle of programs of the 
early 2010s. A limitation of the paper is that it will not explore the programs in 
conjoined spheres, notably, in culture and education, that also contained some 
measures on language promotion. Another limitation is that this study will 
not explore separately the circumstances and political background behind the 
programs’ approval. When applicable, the study will draw upon the parallels 
with the adoption of the language laws (Zamyatin 2013c; see paragraph 4.3 
below). Furthermore, analysis is restricted to studying language planning and 
does explore neither its impact on language practices nor the influence of the 
sociolinguistic situation on policy.

Finally, in the fourth part, the obtained data on implementation will be put 
in an evaluative perspective. First the problem of evaluation will be discussed 
and then the extent and content of programs evaluated. The evaluation of 
the data is conducted not on an absolute but on a relative account, inter alia, 
against the background of the republics with greater amount of support. The 
Republics of Tatarstan (RT) and Chuvashia (ChR) serve as a frame of reference, 
against which to measure what could have been done also in the Finno-Ugric 
republics. The results demonstrate that, after all, the implementation was not 
as bleak as could be expected from the low institutionalization. The content 
of support was quite manifold, although the official status of state languages 
per se was not especially useful to significantly increase the extent of support 
at the stage of implementation. Ethnic elites were co-optated into executive 
authorities and were in control of executive programs but not of providing 
funds. As a result, the extent of support provided in executive programs does 
not guarantee language maintenance in the long run.
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2. Language policy and the role of elites in its implementation

2.1. ‘Top-down’ language revival policy and the role of elites in its 
adoption
The processes of decrease in linguistic diversity inspired a recent wave of 
research in language revitalization. Sophisticated accounts, such as the model 
of reversing language shift (Fishman 1991), emerged that propose tools for 
dealing with language shift and are successfully utilized in some revitalization 
projects. Joshua Fishman (2001) pointed out that efforts both ‘from above’ and 
‘from below’ are necessary for the reversal of language shift to be successful. 
While researchers now quite well understand the mechanics of language shift 
at the micro level and propose their solutions through grass-root activities, less 
studied is the situation of language endangerment at the macro level in commu-
nities with hundreds of thousands of speakers, who, nevertheless, rapidly lose 
their language. Researchers agree that the problem might be in the language 
policy of the state that promotes national identity, for which strong regional 
languages might become an obstacle. However, researchers have not yet quite 
found answers for the situation, when the despite the explicit commitment of 
public authorities to preserving diversity and multilingualism, the minority 
languages continue to quickly disappear, as is the case in post-Soviet Russia. 
Whether the reason for the failure of the revivalist attempts is inefficiency of 
the policy or are there some other explanations? 

An appropriate approach to the study of language policy of the state that 
can shed light on the problem of policy efficiency is the policy analysis that 
explores the political process developing in a sequence of stages (see Zamy-
atin 2014a: 46). According to Bernard Spolsky (2004: 5–15) language policy 
is comprised of three components: language practices, language ideology and 
language planning, where the latter amounts to a set of actions by public au-
thorities. In a diachronic perspective, language planning undergoes the stages 
of policy adoption, its implementation and evaluation (see, e.g., Grin 2003: 47). 
In a synchronic perspective, the three types of language planning: acquisition 
planning, status planning and prestige planning (see Cooper 1990: 100-103) 
include, accordingly, to actions directed at creating capacity, opportunity and 
desire to use the language in François Grin’s C-O-D model. 

The policy analysis approach is suitable for a case study of Russia’s national 
republics because of the state-centered character of language politics there. On 
the wave of popular ethnic mobilization in the late 1980s, the language shift 
among non-Russians to the Russian language appeared among the popular con-
cerns in the Autonomous Republics of the Russian SFSR and the demand for 
‘language revival’ was pronounced. A possible fix would have been addressing 
the problem of broken intergenerational language transmission in family through 
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grass-root activities. Yet, the leadership of national movements identified the 
absence of non-Russian languages in the public sphere as another cause of 
language shift and ethnic assimilation that could be tackled with only through 
the public policy. At the same time, the public policy directed at reversal of 
language shift had to be restricted to the public sphere. Free choice of lan-
guage use was recognized that precluded state interference in private affairs 
of individuals. This way top-down language policy in the national republics of 
Russia became the mainstream approach to solving the problem of language 
shift and language loss (see Zamyatin 2014b: 109). 

The goal of the expansion of language use in the public sphere could be 
achieved through status planning, that is, the designation of certain languag-
es with an official status. In the early 1990s almost all former Autonomous 
Republics of Russia established Russian and titular languages as their state 
languages first in the declarations of state sovereignty and later in the consti-
tutions. The officialization of the titular languages opened the gate both for 
the expansion of their practical functions in office and, wider, for systemic 
preferential support for their ‘maintenance and development’ through a set of 
regional government actions (see Zamyatin 2014a: 103-104). While the offici-
alization was a measure of status planning, ‘maintenance and development’ of 
languages included measures of corpus planning and acquisition planning and 
was not restricted to officialized languages. In ideological terms, ‘maintenance 
and development’ of languages does not imply a qualitative change but rather 
a process of ‘language promotion’ and, thus, is unpretentious in comparison 
with popularly demanded ‘language revival’, which supposes the result (see 
Zamyatin 2013c: 140). Furthermore, the adherence to promoting the official 
use of titular languages instead of requiring its use by authorities also reveals 
intention to further limit the official use of titular languages to a more symbolic 
role instead of actually achieving a state of official bilingualism (de Varennes 
2012: 52-56). This also means that even if some republics established status 
languages as equal in their status, de	facto unequal functioning of languages is 
taken as a starting point. Why was the policy goal formulated so restrictively 
from a revivalist perspective?

While the republican authorities officially used public demands as justifi-
cation for the official designation of languages, meaningful is the distinction 
between popular ethnic mobilization and the activities of authorities especially 
in those republics where the public demands have only partially become the 
government agenda. Furthermore, in the conditions of the turn to authoritar-
ianism, the instrumental interests of elites became an intrinsic part in their 
motivation behind the demands for officialization. The different segments of 
regional elites that were advancing their interests by this act of officialization 
are referred here as ‘(titular) ethnic elites’ and ‘Russian elites’. Given high 
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politicization of ethnicity, ethnic origin of government officials and other mem-
bers of elites often mattered in search for political compromises over ethnic 
and linguistic issues (see further discussion on different segments of elites in 
Zamyatin 2014a: 60-64).

All the republics adopted the revival of titular languages though their of-
ficial designation as a goal of their policies, even if in terms of the process of 
promotion and not the require result. This outcome is somewhat unanticipated, 
because the expansion of titular languages in the public sphere was not in the 
interest of the Russian elites and in the republics with the Russian majority 
they could have prevented this step. Jan Blommaert conceptualized political 
attitudes propagating the need for reducing multilingualism as those based on 
‘the efficiency assumption’ and ‘the integration assumption’ (Blommaert 1996: 
210–212). Applying these assumptions specifically towards the situation with 
co-official languages, the arguments against the designation of two and more 
official languages would go that this step makes governance ‘unworkable’ 
and would further inspire nationalist political aspirations by creating an insti-
tutionalized obstacle to national unity. In fact, neither arguments about costs 
and benefits nor about equality, justice and rights (see, e.g., Kymlicka 1995, 
Grin 2003) have become central but the issue of power. Both titular and Rus-
sian regional elites had a common interest in establishing the state languages 
in the sovereignty declarations as one more attribute of the national statehood 
that could serve as an argument for a greater self-governance in the face of 
central authorities also in republics with a Russian majority (see Zamyatin 
2013a: 151-153). 

At the same time, titular ethnic elites attempted to use language requirements 
for top officials in regional politics as a political instrument. Russian regional 
elites resisted inclusion in the republican constitutions of this and some other 
provisions that stipulated practical use of titular languages. In reaching an 
agreement with titular ethnic elites, the Russian regional elites insisted on a 
number of conditions that made impossible the use of official status as an instru-
ment of exclusion in the republics, where titular groups were in the numerical 
minority (Zamyatin 2013b: 369-371). The conditions included a co-official 
status of Russian and the disconnection between symbolic recognition of the 
official status and practical expansion of titular languages in the public sphere. 
Alexander Osipov studied the workings of ethnic federalism in Russia and 
demonstrated how conflict of interests ends up in the situations of ‘systemic 
hypocrisy’, when the political actors contend with symbolic recognition and 
do not reach the actual implementation of legal provisions (Osipov 2012). 
Hypocrisy in the given case meant that the scope of the official status remained 
undefined. State languages were only symbolically designated in sovereignty 
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declarations and constitutions, while the matter of practical expansion was left 
to be solved in language laws.

Nevertheless, contrary to the instrumentalist view on language (see, e.g., 
Robichaud & De Schutter 2012), the self-interest of elites was not the only 
motive in their actions. The fact that elites had instrumental interests in the 
officialization does not exclude the sincerity of their revivalist efforts, because 
also in the latter category of republics the officialization went beyond symbolic 
recognition and included the expansion of practical use of titular languages 
through the adoption of language laws (see Zamyatin 2013c: 146-147). 

2.2. Ethnic political representation and participation in decision-
making 
A feature of the Soviet totalitarian regime was that its representative legislative 
bodies of authorities performed rather a decorative role, while the real decision-
making was concentrated in hands of nomenklatura, that is, bureaucracy recrui-
ted under supervision of the Communist Party. Although de	facto	the Soviet 
Union functioned as a unitary state, ethnic federalism was formally preserved, 
and non-Russians were often even overrepresented in Supreme Soviets, quasi-
parliaments elected on a non-alternative basis. The second chamber of the USSR 
Supreme Council was the Soviet of Nationalities, where nationally defined 
territorial units were represented depending on political status of their ‘titular 
peoples’ in the Soviet hierarchy of nations. However, it was representativeness 
in the Communist Party and nomenklatura that marked participation in power 
structures. From the early years the Soviet policy of ‘indigenization’ of the 
state apparatus ensured participation of “national cadres” also in executive 
bodies of nationally defined territories. An unwritten practice was formed of 
appointing individuals of titular ethnic origin to the positions of top officials 
in these territorial units (see Zamyatin 2014a: 87-89).

The political developments of the early 1990s in Russia marked an attempt 
of transition to democracy. Reconstruction of the state structure in line with 
democratic principles included the division of powers both horizontally between 
branches of authorities as well as vertically through the federative structure 
with two tiers of government: central and regional authorities. While Soviet 
legacies for Russia’s state-building were remarkable, a major difference was 
that ethnic representation was not institutionalized at the federal level and only 
some regions were ethnically based. The Russian constitution (12 December 
1993) established the federal system, where the upper chamber of the Russian 
parliament was based on the principle of regional representation and did not 
pretend to represent the nationalities (see Moser 2012, Prina 2012). The 2001 
federal law permitted only federal political parties and explicitly prohibited 
the creation of political parties on the grounds of ethnic or religious affiliation 
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(Federal Law, 11 July 2001). The core of ethnic politics shifted to the regions. 
At the same time, the federal design permitted the republics pursuing the po-
licies of the promotion of cultures and languages of their titular ethnic groups.

On the wave of popular ethnic mobilization, former autonomous republics 
and some autonomous regions of Russia upgraded their political status in ac-
cordance with the right to national self-determination of their ‘titular nations’ to 
that of national republics. However, in every republic its ‘multinational people’ 
was recognized as the source of sovereignty and not the titular ethnic group. 
Democratized electoral systems did not contain ‘national’ quota that previously 
provided the mechanism for minority political representation. As a result, in 
those republics, where titular groups were in the numerical minority, titular 
ethnic elites were typically losing their positions, when power shifted from the 
CPSU regional committees to legislatures. Claiming that autochthonous groups 
could not exercise self-governance in the conditions of majority rule, titular 
elites tried to solve this problem, inter alia, advocating for establishment of 
two-chamber legislatures, where the second chamber would be formed on the 
basis of ethnic representation. These attempts failed. Another suggestion was to 
form the legislature in manner of the federal parliament or at least with a mixed 
principle of representation through both proportional and territorial electoral 
districts, which, however, did not solve the problem of under-representation 
(see Zamyatin 2013b: 342-345). 

The opportunities of ethnic elites to include their revivalist agenda in lan-
guage laws were, thus, restricted. As the laws were passed in parliamentary 
procedure, the level of political representation of ethnic elites in regional 
parliaments proved to be crucial for the extent of institutionalized elements 
of the official status that implied practical use of titular languages. This level 
depended, first of all, on the share of the titular group in the total population 
of the republic and the ability of ethnic elites to mobilize popular support. 
The previous comparative study has demonstrated that the higher was the 
level of ethnic representation in republican parliaments, the more provisions 
institutionalizing titular languages were included in legislation. Other linguistic 
variables, e.g. number of speakers, their share in the republic’s population, the 
existence of alternative standard forms of a language, or extralinguistic vari-
ables, e.g. the existence of political tensions, were functional to strengthening 
or weakening the position of ethnic elites at the table of negotiations but did 
not in themselves hinder of promote officialization and institutionalization of 
titular languages (see Zamyatin 2013c: 141-146). 

However, political under-representation of titular groups in republican par-
liaments has not become a major obstacle to the inclusion of language revival 
into the government agenda also in republics with the titular minority for the 
reasons mentioned above (see also Zamyatin 2013a: 155-158). The language 
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laws in the republics also were an outcome of the political bargaining between 
Russian and ethnic elites. As ethnic elites in all Finno-Ugric republics were 
only minor stakeholders, the level of institutionalization in law depended 
there on their ability to negotiate with other segments of regional elites. The 
predominantly Russian regional elites effectively prevented the full institu-
tionalization, using the mechanism of the co-official status of Russian (see 
Zamyatin 2014b: 126-127). Among the institutionalized elements, these were 
mostly provisions contributing to language landscapes and other on symbolic 
use (see Zamyatin 2014c). 

Language laws could have filled the gap between symbolic recognition and 
practical implementation by prescribing compulsory use of titular language. 
Yet, in many instances the adopted in the early 1990s laws reminded more 
policy statements than legal texts, inter alia, due to a Soviet legacy, when the 
function of legislature was to imitate the democratic procedure and to approve 
the Party decision formally. In the conditions, when legal provisions were of 
descriptive and declaratory character, government officials and civil servants 
became central figures responsible for the implementation of public policies 
(Zamyatin 2013c: 129-130). 

Ethnic elites were often better represented among government officials than 
in legislature, because their membership was ensured through other mechanisms 
than political representation. The concept of the horizontal division of powers 
also at the regional level enabled executive authorities to act quite self-reliantly 
in many instances. Since the October 1993 coup and the following ‘presidenti-
zation’, the executive branch of power started to dominate first in Moscow and 
soon also in regions. The shift during the 1990s resulted in establishment of 
regional authoritarian regimes (Zamyatin 2013b: 344-345), where continuity 
was ensured through power networks with the ‘first figures’ on the top (see 
Ledeneva 2013). This shift removed the problem of political under-represen-
tation but simultaneously raised the problem of support on the side of the first 
figures (see Zamyatin 2013b: 369-371, 2013c: 140-141). Ethnic elites managed 
to negotiate and receive their share of the ‘republican pie’ with some exceptions 
(notably, in Mari El since the early 2000s, see the next paragraph).

All in all, when a ‘titular people’ composed the biggest ethnic group in a 
republic, its ethnic elite was typically also in the majority in regional legis-
lature and in control of regional government, the process Rushan Galliamov 
called ‘ethnization of regional elites’. For example, in the 1990s in Tatarstan 
ethnic Tatars were slightly less than a half of the republic’s total population 
but counted for up to three fourth of the regional ruling elites. The opposite 
scenario was also typical with some exceptions. An outstanding example of 
an exceptional influence of ethnic elites is Bashkortostan, where titular group 
composed less than a third of the total population, but around half of parliamen-
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tarians and up to two thirds of top government officials were of titular ethnic 
origin (see Galliamov 2006: 37-41). In the same way as higher representation 
in Bashkortostan was explained by the fact that the upper chamber of legis-
lature was composed of territorially elected heads of local administrations, 
who in effect were appointed by the republican president, higher participation 
in decision-making was also assigned to the key role of the president, who 
appointed the ministers. None of these worked this way in the Finno-Ugric 
republics, where ethnic Russians compose the biggest group of regional ruling 
elites (see Zamyatin 2013b: 366-368). For example, ethnic Russians compose 
78% of regional ruling elites in Udmurtia, about 68% in Mari El and 52% in 
Mordovia (Natsionalnyi	vopros 2013: 39). Was this phenomenon of a higher 
share of individuals with titular ethnic background in the executive branch of 
power than in legislature characteristic also for the Finno-Ugric republics and 
if yes, how to explain it?

2.3. Ethnic participation in decision-making by executive authorities
According to an institutionalist explanation, ‘ethnic institutions’, created by 
the Soviet state, such as nationally defined territorial units, national schools or 
social institutions instead of once and for all times solving ‘the nationalities 
question’, promoted local identities and, thus, facilitated the rise of nationalism 
and virtual collapse of the USSR (see Brubaker 1996: 13-22, Gorenburg 2003: 
3-5). However, institutional solutions in managing diversity, as ethnic feder-
alism itself, might also be viewed as mechanisms that prevented conflicts and 
kept the state together. The official status of the titular languages is, among other 
things, an element of institutionalized ethnicity (see Zamyatin 2014a: 122-123).

The decline in ethnic mobilization in the national republics of Russia led to 
the weakening of the position of titular ethnic elites in Finno-Ugric republics. 
The enrooted in the Soviet times practice of appointing chief executives, inter 
alia, on the ground of their ethnicity, in order to reach an inter-ethnic balance, 
was significantly undermined. Sometimes it was fully abandoned. Mari El is 
example of a region, where a newly elected republican leader did not take 
into account local political traditions and came with his own team. Since the 
early 2000s, the new president expelled most ethnic Mari officials of previous 
administration from their posts, and by the mid-2000s the Minister of Culture 
became one of the three ethnic Mari among the government members (see 
Zamyatin 2013b: 360-363). 

Yet, even if ethnicity of the first figure did not guarantee their automatic 
support for language revival, it remained an issue of concern at least for ethnic 
elites. The head of republic irrespective of his ethnicity typically consulted 
with ‘interests of the autochthonous people’ (see Zamyatin 2013b: 370-371). 
Furthermore, regional elite pacts typically foresaw that ethnic elites were gi-
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ven their share in power through access to government offices, including the 
top positions. As the core of their agenda were in the cultural and educational 
sphere, officials of titular ethnic origin are usually headed executive authori-
ties in the spheres of (1) nationalities policy/nationalities affairs/inter-ethnic 
relations, (2) mass media, (3) education, (4) culture. 

Also some other spheres, such as agriculture, were often given to the in-
dividuals of titular ethnic origin, because titular groups typically resided in 
rural areas, but this did not touch upon ethnic issues. The complication in the 
republics is that the republican financial resources for implementation are not 
directly accessible, because ethnic elites did not have access to leadership in 
ministries of economics, finances and state property, as, for example, in Tatar-
stan or Chuvashia. Moreover, the latter republics have not created an executive 
authority in the sphere of nationalities policy. The reason was exactly that there 
was no need for a special body, as the ethnic elites controlled the government 
and it was assumed that the republic itself performs this function. However, 
in the Finno-Ugric republics language policy was not an issue of concern for 
the whole republican state apparatus, but only of a particular part of it. Only 
executive authorities in the social and cultural sphere were involved, while 
other authorities, particularly those in the sphere of resources and law enforce-
ment agencies, but also regional departments of federal authorities, could not 
be subjected to regional policy of official bilingualism (see Zamyatin 2014b: 
123-125). 

It is not easy to provide evidence on the ethnicity of civil servants in Finno-
Ugric republics, because these data are usually undisclosed and rarely public. 
For example, it was reported that in Mordovia 35-40% of ministers and civil 
servants in the government structures were of the titular ethnic origin (Dolgaeva 
2001), that more or less correlated with the share of the titular group in the total 
population. At the same time, biographical data of the top government officials 
are accessible in open sources: since the Soviet times information on ethnicity 
is considered essential and provided in biographies of public officials such as 
Kto	iest	kto	v	Marii	El 2000. For example, in Udmurtia among top government 
officials (ministers and acting ministers) ethnic Udmurts were predominant in 4 
ministries: nationalities policy, education, culture, mass media. Given frequent 
turnover at the top positions during the last decades, these data are not syste-
matically presented here. The fact of consulting ethnicity in appointing officials 
by itself demonstrates deliberate efforts to ensure participation of ethnic elites 
in decision-making, at least in the issues regarding ethnicity. 

Of course, government officials do not represent ethnic groups in the sense 
parliamentarians or members of public consultative bodies might do, because 
they traditionally were viewed as acting independently of group interests and/
or in the interest of the state. Yet, from the perspective of the elite theory, 
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government officials are part of the ruling elite and, thus, dependent on its 
interests. Ethnic elites can be described as belonging to broader political eli-
tes and can advocate for their visions but do not directly influence political 
decision-making. Sometimes members of ethnic elites are co-opted in power 
and become government officials themselves. It is not an easily accessible 
topic for the study, how much inclinations for revivalist project officials retain 
and what are the motivations behind their actions. As public figures, officials 
would express ‘concerns’ about assimilation and language shift but also ‘com-
mitment to internationality accord’ in order to maintain stability and would 
not acknowledge sharing nationalist ideas (see discussion on the problem of 
making distinction between officials, members of ethnic elites and activists in 
Klestov 2000: 118-125; also Zamyatin 2014a: 106-107). Paraphrasing Michel 
Foucault, people might know why they do what they do, but they do not know 
the effects of their deeds. Whatever the motivations, it is still possible to study 
the policy effects in its objectivized outcomes.

3. Institutional Framework and Support for Language Revival

3.1. Executive authorities in charge of language revival
Given the legacy of finding institutional solutions to ethnic problems, it is 
not unusual that special executive bodies were created for the revivalist task. 
With an exception of the early Soviet period, when there was the People’s 
Commissariat of Nationality Affairs, there was no executive authority in the 
field throughout the Soviet times. It was assumed that nationally defined units 
themselves resolve ‘nationalities question’. Only after aggravation of inter-
ethnic tensions into open conflicts in the late 1980s the State Committee of the 
Russian Federation for Nationalities Affairs was created in 1989. In January 
1994 it was transformed into the Ministry of Nationalities Affairs and Regional 
Policy and was liquidated in 2001. National movements in republics demanded 
establishing public bodies with the mission of pursuing revival policies and 
republican authorities followed the suit (see also Ianush 2013).

(1) The State Committee of the Komi Republic for Nationalities Affairs was 
established in 1993 (KR Supreme Council Presidium Decree, 1 April 1993; 
KR Council of Ministers Presidium Decree, 11 August 1993). It gained the 
status of the Ministry of Nationalities Affairs in 1994 (KR Head Decree, 13 
February 1995), which was first transformed into the Ministry of Culture and 
for Nationalities Affairs in 2002 and into the Ministry of Nationalities Policy 
in 2008 (KR Government Decree, 18 December 2007).

In the Republic of Mari El for a long time there was no special body es-
tablished which would be responsible for the implementation of nationalities 
policy, perhaps, because ethnic elite controlled the government. In 1996, the 
Mari El Ministry of Culture was given this function (RME President Decree, 
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18 October 1996). In 1999 the department of internationality relations in the 
Ministry of Culture was liquidated and its function was given to a newly 
established sector for nationalities affairs in the apparatus of the republican 
government. In 2001 the department of internationality relations was re-es-
tablished in the Ministry of Culture (RME Government Decree, 26 February 
2001; RME Government Decree, 27 January 2004). Another peculiarity of 
this republic was that a special consultative body in the field of the language 
policy, the Council on the State Languages at the Government of the Republic 
of Mari El, was established in 1998 aiming at the development and dissemi-
nation of the state languages (RME Government Decree, 11 June 1998; RME 
Government Decree, 23 March 2001). Later, by merging with the terminology 
commission, it was transformed into the Commission on the State Languages 
(RME Government Decrees, 30 September 2003, 28 April 2004, 16 July 2008, 
14 January 2011). Also in the Komi Republic the Commission was established 
for the implementation of the language law (KR Head Decree, 5 May 2000).

The Committee for Nationalities Affairs at the Government of the Udmurt 
Republic was established in 1994 (UR Council of Ministers Decree, 3 October 
1994), which in 1999 gained the status of the Ministry of Nationalities Pol-
icy (UR Government Decree, 16 August 1999; UR Government Decree, 21 
September 2001). The Committee for Nationalities Policy at the Government 
started its work in 1994 (RM Council of Ministers Decree, 1 April 1994). It 
became the State Committee in 1998 (RM Government Decree, 6 May 1998) 
and was upgraded to the Ministry in 2010 (RM Government Decree, 21 May 
2010). In Karelia the Committee of Nationalities Policy was created already 
in 1991 (Karelian ASSR Council of Ministers Decree, 4 December 1991). It 
was transformed into the State Committee in 1997 and gained the status of the 
Ministry in 2006 (RK Government Chairman Decree, 1 September 1997, RK 
Head Decree, 24 May 2008).

It could be noticed that the importance of the sphere grew with the raise in 
the legal status of the according agency in the hierarchy of executive bodies: for 
committee at the government to the state committee and to the ministry. At the 
same time, a higher status should not conceal the specific niche this body occu-
pied among the executive authorities. Unlike ministries of culture or education 
with hundreds of employees and many subordinate organizations, its personal 
in every republic included typically only a dozen civil servants with some 
occasional subordinate units such as national-cultural centers or a “peoples’ 
friendship palace”. Only sometimes a substructure was created in ministries of 
nationalities policy specifically to pursue language revival (as in Komi, see the 
according paragraph below). Nevertheless, language promotion remained one 
in a row of goals ranging from arranging cultural events to, more and more in 
the recent years, activities for the prevention of inter-ethnic conflicts. 
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What is more important, the one-man management principle implied that 
the minister could make ‘language revival’ a de	 facto priority in agency’s 
activities. This will be enhanced by the circumstance that, as the agency was 
created from a blank list, s/he would typically come with his/her own team, 
where representation of titular ethnicity would typically be unproportionally 
high, although always somewhat balanced by the strife to represent the main 
‘peoples of republic’ (see, e.g., the data on ethnicity of employees in ministries 
and departments (1 January 1996), Fenomen	Udmurtii 2002: 480-481). Yet, even 
if their leadership and personnel shared the revivalist ideas, the ministries and 
government agencies were not totally free to pursue their agenda. Executive 
authorities were restrained by consultative bodies such as expert councils, 
which represented national NGOs of ‘the peoples residing in the republic’ and 
claimed to represent the interests of other ethnic groups also to be consulted.

(2) Since the Soviet times there used to be the State Committee of the Komi 
ASSR on Publishing Houses, Printing and Book Trade. It was transformed 
into the Ministry for Publishing and Information in 1992. Soon after that the 
Agency of the Komi Republic for Publishing and Information was established 
that still exists as the Agency of Publishing and Mass Communications. A 
similar state committee used to be also in the Mari ASSR. In 1992 it was trans-
formed to the Ministry of Publishing and Information, which was liquidated in 
1993. Its functions were given to the Committee with the same name, which 
gained in 1997 again the status the State Committee of the Republic of Mari 
El of Publishing and Information. Finally it was liquidated in 2003 and the 
functions given to the Ministry of Culture in 2004, which acquired its current 
name (RME Government Decree, 6 May 1992; RME President, 21 July 1993; 
RME President Decree, 12 September 1997; see Vorontsov 2004). There used 
to be the department for publishing at the Council of Ministers of the Udmurt 
ASSR. In the new times it was transformed to the Ministry of Publishing and 
Information of the Udmurt Republic. However, this Ministry was liquidated 
and the functions given to the Ministry of Culture in 2009 (UR Government 
Decree, 28 August 2009). There was the State Committee of the Mordovian 
ASSR on the Affairs of Publishing Houses, Polygraphy and Book Trade. In 
1992 it was transformed to the Ministry of Publication and Information of the 
Republic of Mordovia. There was the State Committee of the Karelian ASSR 
for the Affairs of Publishing Houses, Polygraphy and Book Trade that in the 
new times was transformed into the Committee with the same name and in 
1997 merged into a bigger Ministry. 

(3) In Komi the department of national schools was created in the Ministry of 
Public Education already in 1988. In 1995 it was transformed to the department 
of national education systems and rural schools. In Mari El was too created the 
department of national problems of education in the Ministry of Education, 
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which was responsible for developing national schools, support for teaching 
native languages and other ethno-cultural subjects. However, the department 
was liquidated already in 2001 (RME Government Decree, 29 March 2001). 
The department of national education was created in the Ministry of Public 
Education of Udmurtia in 1990, which was later transformed into the sector of 
national education in the Ministry of Education and Science. The Ministry of 
Public Education was transformed to the Ministry of Education of Mordovia 
in 1992. There were plans to create, as in the other republics, a department 
of national education in the Ministry of Public Education of the Republic of 
Karelia, but the attempts failed and, instead, a deputy minister was in charge 
of the issues in 1990-1994 (Klementiev 2008: 65).

(4) In all republics there has been Ministries of Culture.
In the republics, where the titular ethnic elites are not in control of the state 

apparatus, like those titled after the Finno-Ugric peoples, only some executive 
authorities were typically headed by members of ethnic elites. Nevertheless, the 
control of institutions in social, cultural, educational sphere allowed starting 
implementation language revival projects. The extent of support provided for 
titular languages varied greatly across the republics and depended on ability 
of ethnic elites collaborate and participate in government and decision-mak-
ing processes. Measures directed at language revival were passed in form of 
executive programs that is a typical mechanism in the Russian legislative and 
financing procedure for all public policies. 

3.2. Place of executive programs in the Russian legislation
As a logical extension to the mentioned above problem, that language laws 
were declaratory and left too much at the discretion of government officials, 
was the fact that their implementation was not provided with direct funding. 
For the purpose of funding, first the USSR language law (24 April 1990) and 
later Russia’s language law (25 October 1991, Article 4 and 7) proposed the 
republics to pass ‘programs of maintenance and development of the languages’ 
of their peoples. The Russian law defined the main possible directions of the 
programs that could be assistance in printing literature in all languages of the 
peoples of the Russian Federation, financing of scientific research, creation of 
conditions for language use in mass media, training of specialists in the field, 
development of the system of national education. 

Regional authorities did not accept revivalist rhetoric and usually copied 
both their title and format for their programs from the federal legislation. The 
programs are typically titled and aimed at ‘maintenance and development’ of 
languages, which is a sign of the attitude to languages as ones to ‘be “moder-
nized” and “developed”, so as to enable them to cope with the tasks’ on the 
efficiency assumption (Blommaert 1996: 211). At the federal level since the 
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early 1990s their format was defined as that of ‘state programs’ but towards 
the 2000s this changed to ‘federal programs’. At the regional level there was 
also a partial move away from ‘state programs’ to language law implementa-
tion programs. 

At the turn of the millennium, a shift was made in Russia’s nationalities 
policy. In the sphere of language policy, despite pertained duality of the policy 
goal the emphasis shifted from the revival of titular languages in the republics 
towards the promotion of Russian (Zamyatin 2014b: 138). Among the steps 
towards the language policy change, the amendment to Russia’s language law 
(Federal Law, 24 July 1998) added as a new primary direction of executive 
programs enhancing of the functioning of Russian as the state language of 
Russia, the state languages of the republics and other languages of the peoples 
of Russia. Since 1996 a federal program “Russian Language” was regularly 
approved and the latest in a series is the Federal Program “Russian Language” 
for 2011-2015 (20 June 2011). 

A new shift in nationalities policy was initiated in the early 2010s and it 
should be associated, first of all, with the approval of the federal Strategy of 
the Nationalities Policy (19 December 2012). Since the late 2000s the federal 
authorities in a move towards more bureaucratization established hierarchy 
of programs, where ‘federal target(ed) programs’ and subprograms were sub-
ordinated to ‘state programs’ and regional authorities complied. Accordingly, 
the Strategy’s implementation mechanism includes its Action Plan (21 July 
2013) and the Federal Program “Strengthening of the Unity of the Russian 
Nation” (20 August 2013), which became part of the state program ‘Regional 
Policy and Federative Relations’ (26 March 2013). The new policy endeavors 
towards unification of regional policies that have to be pursued ‘on common 
methodological grounds’ and include a package of similarly titled programs and 
action plans also in regions and action plans down to the level of municipalities. 

3.3. Support for language revival in regional executive programs
Comparison reveals that the structure both of proposed directions in Russia’s 
language law and actual programs, particularly, of those in the first round, does 
not conform to the chapters of the regional language laws, because, despite their 
lower legal status, the programs were prepared by executive authorities, who 
often acted quite autonomously. Basically, the mentioning of the possibility 
to pass programs in Russia’s language law was sufficient to make legitimate 
their approval by the republican governments. In other words, the adoption of 
the regional language laws was not a prerequisite for passing the programs. On 
the contrary, the laws could formally contain norms demanding compulsory 
use of languages in public domains that would not be self-executing. The im-
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plementation of most norms could be reached only through systemic measures 
in executive programs. 

The structure of programs typically did not cover all the domains of language 
use in the public sphere and were rather task-oriented. Instead, the measures of 
status planning would be concentrated in one section of a program, while the 
other section would be focused on practical measures. Furthermore, programs of 
the first cycle also did not themselves have a direct funding and were supposed 
to be financed through the budget line assigned for the executive authorities. 
Hence, the first programs were passed only after the respective agencies were 
created since 1993 (see the previous paragraph), even if the first language laws 
were already passed, e.g., in Chuvashia in 1990 and in Tatarstan in 1992 (see 
Zamyatin 2013a: 134).

In some republics with weak ethnic elites, e.g. Udmurtia or Karelia, language 
laws were passed only in the early 2000s after the formation of largely author-
itarian regimes (see discussion on the nature of regional regimes in Galliamov 
2006: 51-58), when regional elites were consolidated around ‘first figures’. 
At the same time, minority political under-representation in the republican 
parliament has not become a threshold for approval of executive programs in 
the 1990s also in these republics. Even if the confrontation in parliaments, e.g. 
between ‘democrats’ and the nomenklatura, could not yet have been solved, 
the precondition for successful functioning of government was the compromise 
at least on the level of the ruling elites. Among other segments of regional 
elites, also ethnic elites originated mostly in the nomenklatura	and some of 
their demands were included in elite agreement. The need to make conces-
sions to ethnic elites for their readiness to compromise drove the consent the 
ruling elite to launch executive programs also in Finno-Ugric republics. The 
agreement at the governmental level was sufficient, and if in some republics 
the ruling elite could face strong opposition in parliament, that might have 
resulted in the program’s failure, its approval often was made a prerogative of 
the government or went with a signature of the ‘first figure’. Only later, in the 
2000s, the federal norm was established that the programs are to be approved 
in the legislative procedure and even by law. Yet, the practice of passing the 
legislation depending on the political situation in some republics continued also 
later: e.g., in Mari El the change in the late 2000s was in the opposite direction 
towards approval of programs by decree.

Among the first republics to approve the programs were again those, which 
adopted early the language laws. It is useful to first have a look at the outlying 
cases, where ethnic elites were in the majority, notably in Tatarstan and Chu-
vashia, to understand what was possible to do. In Chuvashia the Supreme Soviet 
approved the state program for the implementation of the language law already 
in 1993 and set forth the goal of ‘the expansion of the public functions of the 
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Chuvash language’. Its first section was on the functioning of state languages, 
but as the other sections, it was mostly on support for the Chuvash language. 
After a two-years break, the second republican program was approved in 2002 
that was assigned with about 9.3 million rubles annually (ChR Cabinet of Min-
isters Decree, 6 December 2002). This program did not have a separate section 
or any measures on functioning of the state languages in the public sphere, but 
is rather concerned with measures in the field of education. It is not an occasion 
then that the Ministry of Education is responsible for implementation of this 
program. Besides, ministries of culture, nationalities’ affairs, information pol-
icies as well as municipalities take part in financing measures of the program. 
The third program has received annual funding ranging between 0.7 and 3.5 
million rubles (ChR Cabinet of Ministers Decree, 13 September 2012).

In Tatarstan the Supreme Soviet approved the first state program for the 
maintenance, study and development of the languages in 1994 (RT Supreme 
Soviet Decree, 20 July 1994). It was stated in the intervening implementation 
report that there was success achieved in slowing down the process of the nar-
rowing of the spheres of functioning of Tatar language and expansion of Tatar 
language usage in the public sphere. However, as was noted in the intermediate 
report, practices of legal bilingualism in the legislative process and circulation 
of documentation in Tatar were not enrooted yet (see Zaripov & Faller 2003: 
166). The second program (RT Law, 11 October 2004) intended, inter alia, to 
finalize the process of the formation of the legal status of state languages. There 
were plans to introduce language preferences, bonuses for language usage in 
work environment, to pass regulations on documentation circulation in the state 
languages, on their use in official visual and graphic information, on design 
of official personal identity documents in the state languages and collections 
model documents. For the first time, the program included measures of pres-
tige planning, while public opinion polls became a criterion for measuring 
effectiveness (see Khamidullina 2010: 102). The program was assigned with 
about 12 million rubles annually. The current third program received funding 
ranging between 122 and 184 million rubles depending on the year (RT Cabinet 
of Ministers Decree, 25 October 2013). 

It is worth noting that in both republics programs worked uninterruptedly, 
with a short break around the turn of the millennium. It is also remarkable that 
in Tatarstan every program was approved immediately after the adoption of a 
new language law of 1992, 2004 and 2013, which reveals the support both at 
the legislative and executive level. Yet, despite continuous efforts an relative 
success in terms of implementation, also in Tatarstan language revival is said 
to have failed to reverse language shift (see Gorenburg 2005, Graney 2009: 95-
96). Among the reasons are listed the failure to create incentives for language 
knowledge or bureaucratic inertia, a lack of commitment and outright opposi-
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tion to the policy on the side of officials (see Cashaback 2008, also Zamyatin 
2014a: 104-106). A sociolinguistic research could show the impact of policies 
on language practices also in the Finno-Ugric republics. Yet, without doubt, 
language revival was a failure also there and the impact was very limited. 

In focus of this study, instead, will be only language planning. First of all, 
the very fact of the existence or absence of the programs says a lot about the 
policy in a republic. The approach in the next part is to compare executive 
programs on the basis of quantitative and qualitative indicators. The extent 
of support is measured by comparing the amount of funding assigned for the 
programs. The content of support is evaluated by a qualitative analysis of main 
directions of language planning contained in the programs. 

4. Executive Programs in the Finno-Ugric Republics

4.1. Komi Republic

4.1.1. The first, second and third programs of 1994, 1996, 1999 
Despite the early adoption of the language law in 1992, the implementation 
of most provisions was conditioned by the approval of the executive program 
(KR Supreme Council Decree, 28 May 1992). The first program approved in 
1992 was on the national schools. The program “Maintenance and develop-
ment of the Komi language (1994-1996)” was passed in 1994 (KR Supreme 
Council Presidium Decree, 18 January 1994) as part of a joint state program 
“On maintenance and development of the state languages of the Komi Repu-
blic”; another part contained measures on maintenance and development of 
the Russian language. This exclusive focus of a separate program on the titular 
language was unique. The program itself aimed at the creation of conditions 
for language learning. An important role was given to a newly created the 
termini-orthography commission, a body that performed the function of the 
language board responsible for corpus planning. Due to economic crisis, the 
program received only minimal funding from what was planned (22% in 1995, 
7% in 1996).

In continuation was passed the second state program “Maintenance and 
development of the Komi language (1997-99)” (KR Head Decree, 2 September 
1996). This program aimed at the creation of conditions for the expanding of 
functions of Komi as the state language. The second program was financed on 
a more regular basis, apart the crisis year 1998, when it received only 18% of 
planned funds. Annually the program received about 0.3 million rubles (in post-
1998 prices). Among the implemented measures were establishing of Sunday 
schools and evening courses of the Komi language, the purchase of software 
fonts in Komi for urban and local administrations, training of teachers of the 
Komi languages and literature initiated in the Komi Pedagogical Institute, re-
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search and book-printing. Directions of research and publishing activities were 
also outlined in the program. The next stage was the program “Maintenance 
and development of the state languages of the Komi Republic (2000-05)” (KR 
Head Decree, 17 December 1999). This program assured continuity of the im-
plementation and aimed already at the creation of actual official bilingualism. 
Annually the program received about 0.4 million rubles. 

All in all, despite financial difficulties, the implementation of the programs 
succeeded in many aspects. The information and translation center was created 
at the Ministry for Nationalities Affairs in 1994. In 2003 this function was 
given to the department of the state languages of the reformed Ministry of 
Culture and Nationalities Affairs, which is a unique entity (KR Government 
Decree, 29 April 2003). The Komi translations of all laws and legal acts started 
to be published in the official periodical “Gazette of the Normative Acts of 
the Authorities of the Komi Republic” (KR Government Decree, 5 February 
2008). A number of acts of executive authorities for the implementation of the 
provisions of the language law was approved, which defined the rules of making 
translations, making design for signboards of geographical names, street names, 
names of legal entities, texts of document in two languages. There were three 
representatives of the Ministry appointed responsible for the implementation of 
the language programs in municipalities, which is also a unique development. 
It issued the dictionary of termini in the public sphere. Language courses for 
civil servants are being regularly organized. The gradual switch of educational 
institution to teaching Komi as a state language was taking place. The number 
of newspapers (5) and journals (3) in the Komi language remained stable, but 
their editions dropped. There are three municipal newspapers in Komi, more 
seven have leaves in Komi. The amount of TV and radio broadcasting remained 
the same for years: about 25% of own TV broadcasting and 35-40% of own 
radio broadcasting by GTRK “Komi Gor”. The amount of book-printing in 
Komi remained stable: however, mostly textbooks and teaching materials for 
schools are being published (Tsypanov 2003; Mosin 2003). 

4.1.2. The fourth program of 2005 
The 2002 amendment to the language law added the provision that the long-term 
target program for the maintenance and development of the state languages has 
to be approved by the State Council in order to ensure equal opportunities for 
the functioning of the state languages (article 13). The republican target program 
“Maintenance and development of the state languages of the Komi Republic 
(2005-2009)” was approved by law (KR Law, 14 May 2005). The Ministry of 
Culture and Nationalities Affairs was made responsible for coordination of 
its implementation. This program also aimed at creation of conditions for the 
maintenance and development of Komi as a state language. The task was to 

212 Konstantin Zamyatin



introduce the new internet technologies in the sphere of the functioning of the 
state languages. Training of qualified specialists with the knowledge of the state 
languages was set as a next task for achieving the actual official bilingualism. 
It was planned to use mass media in propagation of the Komi language. 

The priority was given to the measures aimed at strengthening of the status 
of Komi as a state language. The content of the program with seven sections 
of its action plan was affected by the official status of the Komi language. (1) 
The section on the state languages prescribes such measures as creation of 
the typical forms of documents for management of public affairs and official 
language circulation and arrangement of the Komi language courses for civil 
servants. The plan was to increase the number of civil servants with some 
language knowledge by 20%. (2) The section on the languages as the basis of 
artistic and spiritual culture provides support of different cultural events and 
conferences. (3) The third section aims at the increasing book-printing in the 
state languages. It assigns about third of the program’s funds to publication of 
dictionaries and books with importance for the official language functioning. It 
is expected that the amount of teaching would increase by half and the overall 
number of books by a third. (4) The next section on mass media also strives 
at the development of the state languages through introduction of innovative 
projects. It includes support for TV and radio projects aimed at learning of 
Komi, production of video materials and other projects. It plans the increase 
of broadcasting in Komi by a third. (5) This section contains measures for the 
propagation of the Komi language among the youth and children. The plan 
was to increase the number of young people participating in international and 
inter-regional events by 60%. Finally, (6) the last section aims at using internet 
technologies in functioning of the state languages. This section contained the 
creation of the official internet-page for the development of the state languages 
of the republic.

This program was assigned annually about 5 million rubles. The typical 
instruction for management of public affairs and official language circulation 
in the executive authorities and state institutions was approved in 2006 with 
no language demands (KR Government Decree, 18 August 2006). Even in 
the Ministry of Nationalities Policy there were no language preferences for 
professions introduced (KR Ministry Order, 13 October 2008). An exceptional 
feature of the implementation of the language policy in the Komi Republic is 
the approval and implementation of the language programs also at the municipal 
level in majority of municipalities (see, e.g., Municipal Town District “Ukhta” 
Council Decision, 26 June 2006). The centers of national culture in the district 
implement the municipal programs.

Much more was done for the promotion of the official status of the Komi 
language than in the other republics, which are being compared. At the same 
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time, everywhere the implementation faces the same problems and was evalu-
ated as insufficient. It was noted that neither had the Komi language become 
a working language of authorities nor a language of the legislative procedure 
and management of public affairs. It has remained a symbolic language for 
names of geographical objects and authorities. The language policy remained 
adaptive and not actively regulative (KR Ministry Report 2010; Kozulina 2003).

4.1.3. The fifth program of 2009 
The long-term 2010-2012 program for the state languages was approved after 
the 2009 amendment to the language law (KR Government Decree, 14 Sep-
tember 2009). The funding for the program was cut in time in comparison to 
the previous program, inter alia, because, program’s supporters did not have 
time to interfere with the process, as was the case with the amendments to 
the language law towards deterioration of the position of the Komi language. 

While the Ministry of Nationalities Policy was still responsible for the 
coordination of its implementation, it received less than half of the program’s 
budget. The program aims at ensuring the ‘optimal (balanced) functioning of 
the state languages’ and contains only two directions of activities: scientific 
support for the functioning of the state languages and the expansion of the state 
languages. It was planned to print at least two thousand copies of materials on 
the functioning of the state languages. The program prioritized publication of 
books and textbooks for children and young people and assigned more than 
half of its funds for this purpose out of 4 million rubles annually. The funding 
for the program was increased in 2010 and it was planned to print at least 1.5 
thousand copies of books for children in the Komi language and 30 thousand 
copies of textbooks and teaching materials. The program was clearly much 
weaker than the previous one. 

4.1.4. Part of the subprogram of 2011 and of the regional program of 
2013
The tradition of having a separate program on the law implementation was 
broken by 2013. As a result, there was no single agency responsible for langua-
ge planning. Somewhat strangely, the task of maintaining and developing the 
state languages had to be pursued through a subprogram of the state program 
on culture (KR Government Decree, 30 December 2011). Its 2013-2015 action 
plan assigned annually 3.8 million rubles to the Ministry of Nationalities Policy 
for the expansion of the official language use and the creation of methodologi-
cal basis for this purpose (KR Ministry of Culture Order, 5 December 2012). 
Besides this, the action plan assigned to the Agency for Publishing and Mass 
Communications with 1.6 million rubles for financing publication of books in 
state languages in addition to the agency’s own program on book-publishing. 
Furthermore, financing of some aspects of language planning was continued 
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as part of the regional program for the strengthening of the Russian nation and 
ethno-cultural development, where funds of about 3.6 million rubles are directed 
annually to the part that included development of ethno-cultural education (KR 
Government Decree, 19 December 2013). The practice of support for languages 
in municipal programs was also continued (KR Ministry Reports 2010, 2011).

4.2. Republic of Mari El

4.2.1. Subprogram on the language and education policy in the pro-
gram of 2004
In Mari El in since 1997 there was a separate line in the republican budget 
with the funds of less than one million rubles (in post-1998 prices) annually 
assigned for the policy in the field of inter-ethnic relations, which were in 
responsibility of Ministry of Culture, Publishing and Nationalities Affairs 
(Sharov 2003). In the 1990s funds were situated directly for the accomplish-
ment of Ministry’s actions in the field (Sharov 2004). The implementation had 
to be done, inter alia, through funding the programs, which, however, were 
not approved. Indeed, a draft program of the implementation of the language 
law was developed, which planned assign 4 million rubles for six years (Draft 
State Program 2000-05; Yanalov 2000). 

 In the early 2000s after the amendment to the language law in 2001, no 
further regulations were passed, which would have created the mechanisms for 
the implementation of the language law provisions, except a ecree prescribed 
the order of installation of information signs on the objects of cultural heritage 
(RME Government Decree, 21 February 2003). In 2003 the funds for nationa-
lities policy doubled and counted now 3.8 million rubles annually. Arguably, it 
happened due to the conflict between a new President and leaders of the Mari 
national movement. President was accused of attempts to confine the support 
for the titular culture and language and was forced to demonstrate the opposite 
(Sharov 2003). Due to the lack of language programs, there were language 
sections in programs in the field of nationalities policy. In line with the change 
in federal policy, since the early 2000s the legislator in Mari El was careful 
not to use the term ‘national’ but ‘ethno-cultural’ in the programs’ titles. The 
republican program of the development of ethno-cultural and internationality 
relations was approved in 2004 (RME Laws, 9 September 2004, amended 28 
April 2007). Notably, the program was directed for the implementation of the 
law on culture and not of the language law, even if the latter should have also 
been implemented through the approval of a program. However, the according 
provisions of the language law (articles 6 and 7) are not formulated as the 
obligations of executive authorities, but it is only assumed that the programs 
“are developed and approved”. 
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Because there is no separate program on languages, implementation of some 
language issues were included as a subprogram in the program on culture. One 
of the culture program’s aims is to maintain cultural and linguistic diversity. 
The goals of the subprogram on the language and education policy were to 
enhance practical functioning of the Mari language in social life, to satisfy 
the demands provided by language rights on access to information and public 
services in the native language, to support modernization of the education 
system until 2010 in the part on perfection of study and development of the 
state and native languages. This subprogram was implemented in cooperation 
with the Ministry of Education. That is why its heavy point is in the sphere 
of language-in-education. The Commission on the State Languages was also 
among the partners, but it is only a consultative and not an executive body. 
The Commission enhanced the implementation of the subprogram by finding 
solutions the language problems. For example, in 2008 the discussion issues 
in the agenda of the Commission of official language use in public transport, 
installation road signs, use of new IT technologies (Sharov 2008b).

The program had separate financing from the republican budget. Peculia-
rity of the program is that it is project competition based. This means that 
much depends on civil initiative of non-government organizations and efforts 
of cultural activists. 3.85 million rubles were assigned for five years for the 
section of language and education policy in the republican program 2004 for 
financing projects directed at (1) development of national-regional component 
in education, (2) subscription of national periodicals for cultural and educa-
tion institutions and, finally, about half of this money for financing projects 
directed at (3) the state languages, including solution of sociolinguistic and 
technology problems of their functioning and dissemination of multilingualism, 
that is, mostly corpus planning. The program actions’ financing was based on 
the project scheme. In the sphere of the language and education policy such 
projects were implemented as arranging an education forum of Mari language 
teachers from the republic and diaspora, the literature and poetry competitions, 
the Day of Mari literary language (Sharov 2008a). It was recognized that the 
implementation of the program faced gross difficulties. The number of national 
schools and teachers of native languages continued to drop, while teachers’ 
average age was growing (Sharov 2006). 

4.2.2. Part in the program of 2008
The next republican program of the ethno-cultural development in the Republic 
of Mari El (2009-2013) was approved (RME Government Decree, 24 March 
2008). The program did not have subprograms. But one of the program’s goals 
is again to maintain cultural and linguistic diversity, but also to assist in creation 
of conditions for citizens to study and develop culture and learn native and state 
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languages. The effectiveness of the program in the part on the language and 
education policy will be evaluated number of grants and implemented projects. 
Earlier the President decree on grants approved the regulation of awarding these 
kinds of grants (RME President Decree, 14 December 2008). As in Tatarstan, 
the Mari El authorities passed a regulation on the official language use in pu-
blicly significant information and advertisements, that is, went further than the 
other Finno-Ugric republics (RME Government Decree, 8 December 2010).

Despite inflation, it was assigned even less funds than the previous program. 
Only 3.37 million rubles were assigned for five years in the republican pro-
gram of 2008, or about 0.67 million annually, for financing of projects in the 
section on the Mari language for (1) carrying out new language technologies, 
(2) multilingual education, (3) stipends to teachers using these technologies in 
multilingual education and, finally, (4) extension of the spheres of language use. 
The system of project financing remains the same as in the previous program 
and should encourage civil initiatives. In comparison to the other republics, 
the funds assigned for the language in Mari El are minimal. It is argued that 
Mari El is a poor region, which could be a reason for the minimal funding 
(Yanalov 2001). At the same time, the amount of funding reveals the attitude 
of authorities towards the topic.

4.2.3. Some measures in the subprogram of 2012
Some measures on language policy were included in part of the subprogram on 
the ethno-cultural development of a larger state program ‘State Nationalities 
Policy’ (RME Government Decree, 8 October 2012). The budget of the sub-
program is between four and five million rubles annually. Only two of nineteen 
measures in the subprogram, or presumably a tenth of all funds, were directed 
at the development of multilingualism and the Mari language. An action plan 
for the implementation of Russia’s Nationalities Policy Strategy was passed 
(RME Government Order, 21 November 2013).

4.3. Udmurt Republic

4.3.1. The first program of 1994 
The state program for the maintenance and development of the Udmurt lan-
guage and other languages was approved by the republican government (UR 
Council of Ministers Decree, 14 June 1994). The task of coordination of its 
implementation was given to the newly created Committee for Nationalities 
Affairs. The content of the program was affected by the language status, 
and priority was given to the expansion of social functions of Udmurt: first 
and second sections of action fields were devoted to (1) the use of the state 
languages in the public sphere and (2) the position of the state languages in 
education. The third section was a piece on corpus planning and contained a 
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number of measures on (3) the scientific research of the Udmurt language. 
Next two sections, on (4) mass media and (5) book-printing, were too devoted 
mostly to promotion of the Udmurt language. The next section (6) was on the 
languages of Udmurt diaspora and the languages of diaspora in Udmurtia, that 
is, Tatar, Mari, Chuvash and Besserman (actually, in other official documents 
Besserman was regarded not as a separate language, but as an Udmurt dialect). 
Even if the program had a separate section (7) on Russian as the language of 
internationality communication, it was mostly devoted to the promotion of the 
titular language.

There was no overall evaluation of the implementation of the program, but 
some result can be found in reports of the activities of the Committee for Natio-
nalities Affairs (UR Committee Reports 1995-99). In the public sphere, the first 
and second measures were not implemented: the list of professions requiring 
knowledge of the titular language and ensuring proportional representation 
of major ethnic groups among officials in government offices and the list of 
language requirements were not approved. Third measure of providing oral and 
visual information in state languages in public places, post offices and public 
transport was implemented partially. For example, official announcements in 
Udmurt at bus stations were introduced in 1997. What concerns fourth and fifth 
measures, Udmurt has not become working language in government offices, 
official documents in state languages were proliferated to some extent. The 
sixth measure, establishment of official translation service at the republican 
government, was not implemented. Therefore, the main steps ensuring the 
official status of Udmurt were not taken. Somewhat more successful was 
implementation of actions in the field of the state languages in education (see 
Zamyatin 2012a, b). What concerns the other fields, a noticeable institutional 
development was the establishment of the termini-orthography commission 
with the mission of corpus planning. Other actions were rather of everyday 
routine character. 

A lack of funding was presented as the main problem during the first years 
of the implementation. It is hard to draw a picture of how much money was 
actually spent on actions of the program, because the program did not have 
its own line in the republican budget. Some funds came from the Committee 
for Nationalities Affairs, and actions in this part were fruitful. Many measures 
had to be financed from the budgets of ministries and government agencies 
not dominated by ethnic Udmurts. A lack of funding was being explained by 
the economic crises 1998. Still, the authorities could choose were to cut the 
budgets. Government officials were quite reluctant in support for the measures 
of language promotion. Most government officials were against the promotion 
of substantial bilingualism behind the mere façade of stamps and names. As a 
result, actions were financed in the last turn, if ever. It explains also, why the 
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setting of language preferences was unsuccessful. It was acknowledged by pro-
moters that implementation of the program in the public sphere largely failed. 
Most notably, it was acknowledged that the contraction of social functions of 
Udmurt was not reversed. 

In 1997 the implementation of the program was dropped from the agenda of 
the republican government (UR Government Decree, 10 November 1997). If in 
1995-1997 the implementation of the program was the second prior activity of 
the Committee, so in 1998-1999 it was only the fifth point in the Committee’s 
agenda. Implementation of the state program was not mentioned among acti-
vities of the newly established Ministry of Nationalities Policy in 2000.

4.3.2. The second program of 2004 
Twice during the next years there were attempts to reintroduce this state pro-
gram in its original format: as a subprogram to the 1998 draft state program 
and to the 2000 draft complex program of national development and interna-
tionality cooperation, that had to include among other subprograms also ones 
on national culture, national education, mass media, science, diaspora etc., in 
other words, the directions of the 1994 state program. However, the attempts 
failed and there was a pause, as in other republics. At that time all efforts were 
directed at the adoption of the language law, which was done in 2001. The 
language law stated that its implementation programs had to be approved in 
the legislative procedure.

A five-year implementation program faced the same problem as the law 
itself: years went before it was approved in 2004 (UR State Council Decree, 
30 November 2004; see Semionov 2004). The main goal of the program was 
the strengthening of the official status of the state languages of the republic and 
the ensuring of their social functioning in this capacity. Prestige planning was 
not listed among the goals of the program but was in focus of implementers 
(Vorontsov 2007). The creation of the necessary conditions for maintenance 
and development of languages and further development of Udmurt as a state 
language were taken as a criterion for measuring effectiveness of implemen-
tation. Main directions of the action plan reflected the ones of the previous 
program: (1) state languages in the public sphere, (2) state and other languages in 
education and culture, (2) languages in infrastructure, (4) the Udmurt language 
of diaspora. No language preferences and bonuses were stipulated, although 
some government officials made remarks on such possibility.

An improvement in comparison to the previous program was the inclusion 
of a separate budget line for the program; the republican budget financed the 
action plan to the program annually with about 5 million rubles (the whole 
budget of the program is 25 million rubles). Another improvement was the 
reliance solely upon Ministry’s resources and not upon possible input of other 
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authorities that proved to be illusive in the case with the previous program. At 
the same time, in its activities Ministry of Nationalities Policy relied on sup-
port and cooperation with the Ministries of Education, Culture, Publishing and 
Information as well as the State Broadcasting Company “Udmurtia”, National 
Library and some academic institutions. 

According to the first main direction, a decree regulated the order for instal-
ling the names of geographical objects (UR Government Decree, 7 November 
2005). Installment of geographical names is mentioned as the only obligation 
of federal and regional state authorities in Russia’s language law (art. 24), and 
the signs in the state languages were set up in Udmurtia anyway, at least on 
the federal highways. The other two out of three planned governmental acts 
were not passed, including a decree which was supposed to regulate the order 
of official publication of laws and other republican and municipal legal acts 
in both state languages and a decree to approve a national-regional component 
of the state standard of primary, secondary and professional education. The 
last will be never approved because of the abolition of the national-regional 
component by the education reform (see Zamyatin 2012a, b). A novelty of this 
period, however, was the adoption of an act on language policy implementation 
in the capital city (Izhevsk City Administration Decree, 3 May 2006).

This program was quite modest in stating claims in the public sphere, it 
advocated only for creation of an official translation service (this time not at 
the government level, but at the Ministry of Nationalities Policy) as well as 
translations of official documents, blanks and stamps. The program did not in-
troduce principally new measures in education that now included also scientific 
research and book publishing. And most funds were directed at implementation 
of actions in these fields: about half of all the program’s funds went for book-
publishing in the state languages in education and cultural sphere. It is striking 
that only 4 books for children were published with this money in the Udmurt 
language in 2008. The editions were small, 500 to 1000 exemplars, rarely 2000, 
the largest 4000, which nevertheless is reported to cover the demand. As in the 
previous program, other measures in education and culture included support 
for the language board and other scientific activities, but also TV programs, 
subtitles and some other measures. The program did not touch upon the issue 
of national schools, because there was a separate document developed in the 
Ministry of Public Education. The tenth part of all funds was allocated in in-
frastructure for the implementation of the decree on the order of place names. 
Support for languages of Udmurt diaspora continued to be rather symbolical.

In practical terms, implementation efforts resulted in installation of bilingual 
signs of authorities and legal entities, bilingual signs of geographical objects. 
Announcements in Udmurt were initiated at some stops of public transport. 
There were excursions in Udmurt organized in the National Museum of the 
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republic introduced. Multimedia products were issued, such as Udmurt scripts, 
‘Udmurt language course’, an e-encyclopedia of Udmurt literature. Nineteen 
books were published in both state languages during the first three years of the 
implementation, first postcards in two languages issued. Free Udmurt langua-
ge courses were arranged in premises of the Ministry of Nationalities Policy 
and other institutions in Izhevsk and Glazov. Annually the competition of TV 
programs in Udmurt was arranged. The program “Udmurt language course” 
re-introduced on TV. Russian subtitles to Udmurt programs were introduced 
to raise interest of the Russian-speaking population (KR Ministry Information 
2005-2007; Vorontsov 2007, 2009: 656-667; see Torokhova 2012: 154). Overall, 
some actions were taken in direction of creating the necessary conditions for 
maintenance and development of the Udmurt and other languages, but hardly 
anything was done for strengthening of the official status of Udmurt. 

4.3.3. The third program of 2009 
Despite the legal demand of programs’ approval in the legislative procedure, 
the next five-year program was endorsed by the government (UR Government 
Decree, 19 October 2009). The reason for this was the general mechanism of the 
financing of target programs, according to which the respective amendments to 
the language law were passed (UR Government Decree, 4 May 2010; a similar 
amendment, that the government approves the language programs, was done, 
for example, to the language law of the Komi Republic). In comparison to the 
previous program, the emphasis of the program changed: it did not prioritize 
the strengthening of the state languages and aimed, instead, at the creation of 
the necessary conditions for the ensuring the guarantees for the constitutional 
rights of the peoples of Udmurtia to maintain, study and promote their native 
language (according to Article 68, Russian Constitution, 12 December 1993). 
The collective dimension of the rights prevailed in justification for the need of 
the program. The ensuring of individual language rights, including the right of 
access to information in one’s native language, was mentioned among the goals 
of the program but did not serve as a criterion for assessment of its effectiveness. 

In a longer perspective the program sought only for the lowering of in-
tensity of ethnic and linguistic assimilation processes. The partners of the 
program remain the same as in the previous one. The structure of the program 
contains only three sections: (1) ensuring of the functional development of the 
Udmurt language as one of the state languages, (2) informational resources 
and ensuring of ethno-linguistic demands of population, (3) ensuring of ethno-
linguistic demands of population in the sphere of culture and education. There 
was neither separate section on status planning, nor actual steps planned for 
the strengthening of the official status of the state languages, as it was the case 
in the previous programs. The program continued to provide analysis of the 

 Participation in Decision-Making and Support for Language Revival 221



ethno-linguistic situation, to ensure the installation of signs with geographical 
names, translation of names of authorities and legal entities to Udmurt, and to 
support activities of the language board. 

In its second section, the program aimed at the development of new do-
mains of language use, particularly, at standardization of the Udmurt language. 
New computer technologies had to be used for the promotion of the Udmurt 
language in the internet. Among the measures supported here were the crea-
tion e-dictionaries, e-library, and other internet content. A government decree 
on the unified standard script of the Udmurt alphabet. A conjoined field was 
production and distribution of audio-visual materials. A relatively significant 
expenditure was invested in the creation of TV programs for children. As in the 
previous program, half of the program funds are directed at book-publishing, 
but this time books for children were in focus. For this purpose some federal 
money and other extra funds had to be raised. A new and certainly positive 
development was the inclusion of actions on prestige planning in the third 
section. Among the educational measures only support for Sunday schools and 
language courses was stipulated (Vorontsov 2013: 159-160). It was planned to 
assess effectiveness of the program by numbers and editions of books, audio-
video items, theater plays and internet-sites in the Udmurt language as well 
as their distribution. It is hard to find out this was, if necessary conditions for 
the ensuring of the maintenance, study and promotion of the native languages 
were created. The program was assigned with about 16 million rubles annually. 
If to take into consideration inflation, it was not a big increase in comparison 
with the previous program. 

4.3.4. Part of the program 2013
Recently an action plan for the implementation of Russia’s Nationalities Policy 
Strategy was passed (UR Head Order, 14 March 2014), which has a section 
on languages but does not have its own funding. Instead, a new three-year 
state program “On the Ethno-Social Development” (UR Government Decree, 
19 August 2013) was approved for the next period, which had a subprogram 
on languages. Accordingly, almost half among indicators of its effectiveness 
were connected to languages, including ‘a decrease in intensity of (linguistic 
and ethnic) assimilation processes’. Financing of the subprogram in 2013-2014 
was arranged through the 2009 program and amounted to, accordingly, 10 and 
7 million rubles from the republican budget and some extra-budgetary funds, 
which ensured continuity with the previous program. In 2015, the funding of 7 
million rubles for the subprogram will come directly from the republican budget. 

Actually the implementer received only 6 million out of assigned 16 million 
rubles in 2012 and used only 3.7 million out of 4.5 million rubles assigned 
in the republican budget for the program in 2013 (UR Ministry Information 
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2012, 2013). The underfunding again demonstrates how in times of economic 
difficulties these programs are among the first to be cut. In general, actions 
of the program are not directed at status planning, but at corpus planning and 
prestige planning of the Udmurt language. 

4.4. Republic of Mordovia
Mordovia remained behind the other republics in the field of implementation 
of the language policy. The only program approved in 1996 in the field of 
nationalities policy was the Program of National Development and Interna-
tionality Cooperation (RM Government Decree, 15 April 1996). Approval of 
such programs was planned in the other republics too, but it was done only 
in Mordovia. This program had a section on the foundations of the language 
policy and the development of national education, which aimed at the creation 
of conditions for broadening the spheres of active use of the Mordvin and Ta-
tar languages, development of national education. However, the measures for 
ensuring official bilingualism and creation of a separate body which would be 
responsible for the implementation of the language policy were not included 
in the final text of the program. Despite its aim, the language section intended 
only to broaden the volume of broadcasting in the Mordvin languages, training 
of teachers, preparing and publishing of teaching materials. The program did 
not have a deadline and rather served as the framework of the routine work of 
the State Committee on the Nationalities Policy. 

Despite the adoption of the language law in 1998, there was no special 
implementation program approved, although such programs were developed 
for many years. As a consequence, many provisions of the language law were 
not implemented (Mosin 2009). Only road signs were being installed, which 
was an authorities’ obligation according to the federal law, anyway. Despite the 
according legal provisions, the Mordvin languages were practically not used 
in other public spheres of language use. There was no management of public 
affairs in these languages. These languages did not serve as the medium to 
make requests to authorities. Signboards in these language were not designed 
(Poliakov 2005). Partly the reason for the poor implementation might have been 
the fact that the termini-orthography commission was created quite late. The 
number of mass media was limited: one official newspaper, one magazine and 
one children’s magazine in either language. In addition, there is an independent 
newspaper “Erzyan Mastor”. The amount of TV and radio broadcasting was 
from 15 minutes per day. In GTRK “Mordovia” 30% of TV broadcasting and 
20% of radio broadcasting (3.5 hours per week) were in the Mordvin languag-
es. The list of books published annually contained under ten titles (Poliakov 
2003). At the same time, the main efforts were directed at the unification of the 
Mokshan and Erzyan languages and corpus planning of one Mordvin literary 
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language (see RM Government Decree, 1 November 2010; Shilov 2002). Until 
recently, the minor efforts did not have any remarkable effect.

For the first time over a long period of time a wave of new documents in the 
sphere of nationalities policy was approved in 2013 (see RM Ministry Report 
2013). First an action plan for the implementation of Russia’s Nationalities 
Policy Strategy was passed (RM Government Decree, 28 October 2013). Then 
the state program “Harmonization of Internationality and Inter-confessional 
Relations” was approved that contains some measures on language policy (RM 
Government Decree, 18 November 2013). The total budget of the program is 40 
million rubles annually, but the amount of funding for the language promotion 
is not explicit. 

4.5. Republic of Karelia

4.5.1. Program of 1995
The titular Karelian language was not designated a state language of the repu-
blic, but the implementation of the language policy in Karelia was even more 
intensive than in the other republics. The first very first program was passed 
already in 1991 but was devoted exclusively to the national schools. The early 
creation of the State Committee on Nationalities Affairs allowed starting fi-
nancing the revival efforts already in 1992 through the Foundation of National 
Revival (RK Council of Ministers Decree, 5 May 1992; see Klementiev 2004). 
Among the first measures was the launch of a new newspaper in Karelian and 
Veps, the increase in the amount of TV and radio broadcasting, introduction 
of language teaching in some schools. 

The first program for the revival and development of languages was deve-
loped by the Committee for Nationalities Affairs, endorsed first on the Second 
Congress of Karelians, a body of ethnic representation, and then approved by 
the Head of the Karelian Government (RK Government Chairman Decree, 30 
January 1995). The program aimed at the creation of the conditions for the 
satisfaction of ethno-cultural demands of Karelians, Veps and Finns and the 
functioning of their native languages and cultures. Unlike the first programs in 
the other republics, this program received its own line in the republican budget. 
The program was approved first for the years 1995 and 1996 and then prolonged. 
Out of assigned 1.4 million rubles for 1995 and 5.5 million rubles for 1996 
only 30-40% was actually delivered (in post-1998 prices). In 1997 and 1998, 
the program lost its separate financing from the budget and was assigned with 
0.5 million rubles, but de	facto received much less (RK Legislative Assembly 
Decree, 26 March 1998). In the conditions of the 1998 financial default and 
after the elections the authorities cut the funding of the program in 1999 in 
six times and stopped it altogether in 2000 (Strogalshchikova & Klementiev 
2000). Among the institutional measures taken was the establishment of the 
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termini-orthography commission for the Karelian and Veps languages in 1998 
(Kleerova 2004: 9).

4.5.2. Regional target program of 2005 and the departmental pro-
gram of 2005
As in most other republics, there was a pause in the implementation after 2000. 
Again, as in the early 1990s, activities were mainly concentrated on the deve-
lopment in national education through the according programs of 2000-2002 
and 2002-2005. There were attempts to approve another program on languages, 
but they failed. Finally, the continuous efforts advocating the language law 
resulted in its adoption in 2004. The law on the state support of the languages 
contained the provision on the need of the programs (article 3). Accordingly, the 
five-year regional target program “State Support of Karelian, Veps and Finnish” 
was approved next year (RK Legislative Assembly Decree, 16 June 2005) but 
received funding only starting from 2006 (Klementiev 2004). The program 
aimed at ensuring the rights of Karelians, Veps and Finns for the maintenance, 
development and study of their native languages. It is interesting that not one, 
as in the other republics, but three authorities became the main implementers of 
the program: the State Committee on Nationalities Policy Affairs, the Ministry 
of Education and Youth Affairs, the Ministry of Culture and Public Relations. 
One half of the program’s budget was at disposal of the State Committee; the 
Ministries shared equally the other half. The budget of the program was 22.8 
million rubles, which is about 4.5 million rubles annually. The number is com-
parable with annual 5 million of the according programs of Komi (2005) and 
Udmurtia (2004), but the target group is much smaller in Karelia.

The program had two main directions. One direction of the program contai-
ned the measures in the fields of education, culture, science, information and 
administrative activities. (1) The first section in this direction was on national 
education and intended to increase the number of public services in the field. 
The task was to improve the language knowledge of students and to broaden the 
number of schools with an ethno-cultural component. It was planned to measure 
the level of satisfaction of the demands of citizens by the number of requests 
to executive authorities. (2) There was the tendency of decrease in number of 
national mass media. The second section defined the measures of support for 
mass media and strived to preserve the number of existing mass media in the 
national languages. (3) The third section was devoted to book-printing and 
publications and planned publishing of six new projects or materials yearly. 
The further sections were on (4) scientific research, including sociolinguistic 
monitoring once every three years, (5) culture, and (6) onomastics. Another 
direction of the program was on the development of international and inter-
regional contacts as well as support for activities of cultural organizations.

 Participation in Decision-Making and Support for Language Revival 225



In 2006 a newly created Ministry on the Issues of Nationalities Policy and 
Relations with Religious Organizations became responsible for the imple-
mentation of the program. The Ministry’s reporting was quite optimistic and 
stated that the main form of the implementation was accomplishment of the 
projects on the measures of the program such as “Road signs and signboards 
in the national languages”, “National literature”, “Language planning”, “The 
Day of Native Language”, arrangement of other cultural events, conferences 
and other projects (RK Ministry Information 2009; see Boinich & Bogdanova 
2008; Klementiev 2006). Besides the 2005 program, the Ministry was the 
implementer also of the regional target program “Harmonization of National 
and Confessional Relations» (RK Government Decree, 25 January 2007) and 
the five-year departmental program “National Development and Internationa-
lity Cooperation” (RK State Committee Decree, 18 December 2005), which 
contained some measures in the field of language promotion.

Altogether, the Karelian, Veps and Finnish cultural organizations evaluated 
the implementation as insufficient. They appealed to the Head of the Republic 
in January 2006, listing non-targeted use of resources, inclusion of measures, 
not directed at the implementation of the goals of the program, impossibility 
to implement some measures due to a lack of funding among the problems of 
implementation (Klementiev 2006, 2007). 

4.5.3. Action Plan of 2009
The next step was the approval of an action plan and a list of complex measu-
res on development of the Karelian language (RK Ministries’ Joint Order, 28 
May 2009). The action plan aimed at ensuring the legal, social and economic 
protection for the Karelian language. The plan did not intend to create one 
Karelian language and, instead, recognized its varieties and dialects. The Plan 
intended at the maintenance of at least three republican newspapers in Karelian 
and leaflets in Karelian in three municipal newspapers, annual publication of at 
least nine books, keeping of the current number of schools with the language 
teaching (37 schools) and students learning the language (2000).

The list of the measures of the action plan contained sections on status plan-
ning, language ecology, language acquisition planning, and corpus planning 
of Karelian. (1) The measures on status-planning included the drafting of (a) 
amendments to the language law, which had to provide additional guarantees 
of the state support of mass media and book-printing, (b) draft law on the 
status of national municipalities, (c) draft government decree on installation 
and maintenance of road signs and other public signs, (d) draft legal acts on 
corpus planning of Karelian and ensuring of the functioning of Karelian in the 
education system. (2) The second section contained measures on language eco-
logy and scientific research. (3) The measures of language acquisition planning 
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included training of specialists, introduction of innovative methods, arranging 
seminars and conferences. (4) Corpus planning included creation of a center 
for language standardization and preparation of dictionaries and encyclopedias. 
(5) The last two sections contained the measures of ‘language building’ such as 
support of activities of the republican termini-orthography commission, support 
of TV and radio broadcasting. From a comparative perspective, the action plan 
is very well developed. Its weakness is that it did not have a separate funding 
and relied upon the funds of the 2005 and 2007 programs as well as resources 
of the state, municipal authorities and organizations.

4.5.4. Part of the Subprogram of 2013
The recent developments included approval of the regional program “Mainte-
nance of the Unity of Peoples and Ethnic Communities of Karelia” (RK Gov-
ernment Decree, 12 December 2011) and its transformation into a subprogram 
of a larger state program (RK Government Decree, 19 December 2013), both 
of which have some measures for the development of languages (RK Ministry 
Report 2013). Also in Karelia an action plan for the implementation of Russia’s 
Nationalities Policy Strategy was passed, which has a section on the support 
of Russian as the state language of the republic but also some measures for the 
promotion of other languages (RK Government Order, 14 January 2014). How-
ever, most supporting funds were directed through the departmental program 
(RK Ministry Order, 28 December 2012). The program assigned 16 million 
rubles in 2013 and 20 million rubles in 2014 for the creation of conditions for 
the maintenance and development of Karelian, Veps and Finnish languages, 
most of which is directed at financing publications in these languages.

5. Evaluation of the Content and Extent of Support

5.1. Problem of evaluation
The problem in evaluation of the extent and content of support is that the eva-
luator cannot escape value judgments regarding the policy because its goals 
are ideologically charged. First of all, policy effectiveness can be assessed 
according to whether the policy reaches its goal. While the revivalist goal im-
plied full-fledged official bilingualism/multilingualism, this was not achieved 
in practice. As it was pointed out, the measures provided in executive programs 
were insufficient to achieve the policy goal even in Tatarstan. This inadequacy 
could raise doubts whether language revival was the policy goal despite the 
according ideological statements. One approach here would be to deduce alter-
native explanations for the policy effects, following Elana Shohamy (2006) in 
her distinction of the official and de	facto policy, where the latter goes beyond 
ideology of the previous and takes into account also language planning. Yet, 
in looking for ‘hidden agendas’ there is a danger of exaggeration regarding 
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integrity of the implementer, while in reality there was no single actor behind 
the policy-making.

Rather the revival should be view not as an absolute goal of language policy 
but as one balanced by other goals, including those in language policy and 
the conjoined spheres, such as nationalities policy. Political actors advocated 
for different group interests and achieved inclusion of various principles that 
sometimes were in contradiction, for example, those of preferential support 
for titular languages and non-discrimination on the basis of language, equal-
ity of languages and their de	facto hierarchy (see Zamyatin 2014b: 114-121). 
Subsequently, uneven distribution of political forces resulted in the situation 
of more or less official bilingualism in republics that needs a more complex 
evaluation. From a normative perspective, Fernand de Varennes notes that the 
use of official languages can be distributed according to the principle of pro-
portionality, which applies a sliding-scale and could be dependent, inter alia, on 
the number of speakers (see de Varennes 2012: 45-47). An important variable 
here is the share of an ethnic group in the total population. Alternatively, then, 
policy effectiveness can be assessed depending on whether the measures are 
proportionate according to some objective and subjective criteria. 

Language planning is a complex phenomenon that includes different types 
of activities, all of which deserve separate evaluation both along qualitative 
(content) and quantitative (extent) objective indicators. For example, in ac-
quisition planning the clearest indicator of success would be an increase in 
language competence of students (see Klementiev 2004). The evaluation of 
acquisition planning was not part of this article but of a separate study on 
language-in-education policies in Finno-Ugric republics and regions that 
explored the access to native language learning (see Zamyatin 2012a, b). It is 
more difficult to quantitatively evaluate the other types of language planning 
that are in focus here. Throughout the period under consideration, authorities 
would typically report in a positive manner, presenting the absolute numbers 
of festivals arranged, teachers trained and books published without referring 
whether their amount satisfies the demand. 

Only recently the federal legislator introduced a standard for evaluating 
effectiveness of executive programs by subjective indicators, including the 
level of the satisfaction of citizens’ ethno-linguistic demands. The satisfaction 
of demands is difficult to evaluate, because empowerment with rights was not 
the approach in legal regulations (see Zamyatin 2014b: 110-111). Even if quan-
titative methods alone cannot show the whole complexity involved (Edwards 
2009), theoretically this new way of evaluation should in itself have brought 
the measures closer to the demands and, thus, should have contributed to policy 
efficiency. In practice, discouragement of ethnic identities, that was rooted in 
late Soviet policy and has been reinstalled as part of the Russian nation-building 
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agenda since the 2000s, predetermines utilitarian language attitudes and low 
popular demand. Currently there is no broad social support for stronger lan-
guage demands even among members of titular groups themselves. As a result, 
the extent of support according to the new indicators has actually decreased in 
comparison with support provided hitherto. 

Ideally popular demand should be an important input for policy, but in ‘top-
down’ policy these were rather language attitudes of elites that mattered. The 
measures reflected the efforts at language promotion of titular ethnic elites that 
claimed to represent popular demands. The analysis provides evidence that the 
extent of delivered support corresponded with the bargaining power of elites. 
In the conditions, when it was at the discretion of government officials to de-
cide over the measures of state support, its extent depended on the ability of 
ethnic elites to participate in decision-making, while the major obstacle was 
the position of the majority elites. At least part of the political process around 
the policy formation is public and transparent, because laws are voted openly 
in parliament. A peculiarity of implementation as a distinct phase is that in 
Russia decisions at the level of government are taken behind the closed doors. 
The opaque character of this phase as well as federal structure and involvement 
of many actors in the policy-making creates additional obstacles for accom-
modation of diverging interests of elites through the political bargaining over 
implementation (see Solomon 2008: 119–120). 

Language attitudes of government officials that resulted in the bureaucratic 
resistance to implementation are not an easy subject for research (for a more 
detailed account see Zamyatin 2014a: 104-107). Government officials and other 
actors may have their own interests relating to power and policy that are ‘more 
likely to derive from informal institutions such as clientelistic networks’ (see 
Solomon 2008: 130–131). If having no interest, officials are able to impede or 
distort the policy implementation through different techniques, such as selec-
tive, virtual or manipulative compliance. In this practice of ‘doublethink’ and 
‘doubledeed’ the officials do not reject the policy goals openly but sabotage 
its implementation in effect (Ledeneva 2013). As in the case with language 
laws, the compromise of elites regarding implementation has not included the 
practical steps. Even the consent of the ruling elites for passing the programs 
did not guarantee their actual implementation, because non-implementation 
was implicit by the pretext of a lack of funds in the conditions of the continu-
ing economic crisis (Zamyatin 2013c: 146-147). Not going into the study of 
motivations, it is nevertheless possible to grasp the outcomes of settlement 
among the elites at the objectivized level of implementation, because the ex-
tent of approved measures is itself illustrative of the language attitudes (see 
paragraph 1.3 above).
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A full-scale evaluation of regional language policies would be possible 
only by the executive agencies themselves. A complication for this task is that 
measures that promoted language use were usually not codified as a separate 
direction of activities but went under nationalities policy. Furthermore, accord-
ing to distribution of powers many measures are in competence of authorities 
other than the agency responsible for the implementation of nationalities pol-
icy. Ministries of culture, education and mass media have their own programs 
that sometimes also contain measures of language promotion. The data has 
demonstrated that sometimes the programs in conjoined fields overlap, e.g., 
in providing language teaching, which is then resolved in a way that ministry 
of education typically supervises public educational institutions, while agency 
for nationalities policy arranges irregular forms such as evening courses and 
Sunday schools. In some republics, there is no separate agency responsible for 
nationalities policy and then the responsibility for this field is shared among 
other agencies. In other republics, e.g. currently in Mari El, a superagency cov-
ers most of the fields. The absence of executive programs specifically devoted 
to language promotion since the last year and division of the field between 
several agencies makes a full-scale official evaluation virtually impossible.

5.2. Content and timing
Given all these complications, the choice of a narrow perspective in the cur-
rent study was inevitable. Recognizing the problem of evaluation, this study 
produced only a limited relative account based on measuring the extent and 
content of support provided in the programs (see the data on executive programs 
systematically presented in Table 1). As the amount of available funds was 
limited, it is interesting, what priorities were chosen in regard to status plan-
ning, corpus planning and prestige planning and how these priorities changed 
over time. The changes were introduced through approval of new programs.

If one generalizes the data on the time of the approval of executive programs, 
at least five stages could be distinguished. The stages broadly correspond to the 
shifts in Russia’s nationalities policy that were followed by the adjustment of 
regional policies. Yet, continuity in the programs in Tatarstan and Chuvashia 
witnesses that the shifts in federal policy was not a decisive variable for the 
ups and downs in the extent of support for titular languages in the republics. 
Even if priorities changed, the federal authorities imposed only some limits 
but usually did not directly interfere with the regional language policies. It was 
more important how inside the republics regional authorities translated changes 
at the federal level into their policies through the adoption and amendments 
to regional language laws. This transition depended on the position of titular 
ethnic elites among the regional elites and their ability to ensure continuity 
of the policies.
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In the early 1990s the regional authorities positively responded to the de-
mands of national movements for the state support, first of all, for the titular 
languages in their capacity of the state languages. The programs had to provi-
de affirmative action in order to achieve the (equal) functioning of the titular 
languages as the state languages on pair with Russian. The programs of the 
first cycle typically consisted of the lists of measures without separate funding. 
The expansion of the official status of the titular languages to the domains of 
the public sphere became a priority of the first programs in many republics. 
Among the other measures, corpus planning was important. For this purpose 
all republics created language boards. The language programs contained also 
measures of acquisition planning, especially if there was no education pro-
gram in a republic. Negligible funding in the conditions of the economic crisis 
undermined effectiveness of the first cycle of the programs. Since 1993, the 
decrease in activities of national movements and weakening of the position 
of ethnic elites led to even lower effectiveness conditioned by reluctance of 
officials to implement programs beyond symbolic steps. The authorities did not 
perceive an urgent need to react on nationalist sentiments and public demands 
anymore. In most republics funding was practically stopped after the 1998 
Russian financial default.

After that there was a long pause in implementation due to the shift in na-
tionalities policy and overall changes in the country around the year 2000. As a 
part of the process of the state authorities’ consolidation into ‘power vertical’, 
the promotion of Russian gradually became a focal point of the federal language 
policy. The federal authorities did not demand regional authorities to break with 
the previous policies of the promotion of titular languages right away. At the 
same time, the rhetoric of ‘national revival’ and ‘language revival’ and other 
ideas associated with self-governance in regions were discouraged. As part 
of ‘bringing regional legislations into concordance with federal legislation’, 
republican language laws were amended in a way that reinforced the turn to an 
instrumental approach in language planning that was based on the efficiency 
assumption (see Zamyatin 2013c: 144-146). Only the authorities in the Komi 
Republic managed to preserve continuity by passing the 2000 program that 
can be counted as the program of the second cycle. The other republics passed 
programs of a new – third cycle only between 2004 and 2005. The expansion 
of titular languages to the public domains ceased to be a priority. Instead, the 
main feature of these programs became the routinization of activities in the 
achieved domains. As a result, the new programs were not anymore merely 
the lists of measures but more sophisticated documents that linked measures 
to their funding and implementers. 

The ideology changed in the fourth cycle of the programs passed in 2008 
and 2009. Status planning was not the priority anymore even in Udmurtia and 
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Komi. Neither did the programs strive for the equal status or equal functioning 
of state languages, as was the case in some republics previously. For example, 
momentous use of the term ‘nominal equality’ signified the changed status quo 
in the 2008 Mari El program. The programs supported the languages not because 
of their status of state languages but titular languages in the sociolinguistic 
situation of minority languages. The change in the programs’ content reflected 
the diminished role of state languages. The funding of programs was continued 
on the same scale with the adjustment to inflation. A novelty was that since the 
second half of the 2000s federal authorities introduced meeting the demands 
of citizens as one of the main criteria for measuring effectiveness of policy 
implementation (see previous paragraph). The fact that the programs were still 
passed showed that ethnic elites retained their niche among the regional elites. 

All the Russian republics have adjusted their nationalities policies in line 
with the recent policy shift of the early 2010s. All Finno-Ugric republics 
passed in 2013 and 2014 the action plans or programs for the implementation 
of Russia’s Nationalities Policy Strategy and applied for federal subsidies to 
fund them. If Komi received for the goal of ethno-cultural diversity mainte-
nance from the federal center in 2014 about 8 million, Udmurtia 6 million and 
Mordovia 3.3 million rubles, then Karelia only slightly more than 0.3 million 
and Mari El somewhat less than 0.3 million rubles (RF Government Order, 
22 March 2014). The action plans or respective programs address also some 
language issues and by the absence of specific language programs could be 
counted with some reserve as the fifth cycle of programs. Again, the shift in 
federal policy does not preclude that the republics continued to pursue their 
policies. In some republics language policy retained their significance, while 
in others marked yet another break in continuity. The Volga Turkic republics 
retained separate programs on language policy. Asymmetry among the republics 
remains and manifests itself in the fact that some other republics, notably the 
Finno-Ugric republics, do not anymore have separate executive programs that 
would be targeted specifically at the promotion of their titular languages (cur-
rently, with the exception of Udmurtia). Sure enough, the absence of specific 
language programs will negatively affect the position of titular languages. 

All in all, with some adjustment to local realities, the content of support is 
similar across the republics due to dissemination of similar ideas about lan-
guage revival that were borrowed, inter alia, from Fishman’s theory or other 
such theories. The range of implementation measures is quite diversified and 
covers most areas of language planning. With the development of scientific 
research, measures became more and more sophisticated over time and included 
developments also in new domains, for example, in internet technologies. The 
adequate delivery in respect of the content can be explained by the circumstance 
that a group of devoted officials and experts was free in choosing measures 
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so far as these did not interfere with federal priorities. The latter limitation 
stands for the decrease in significance of status planning in the later programs. 

5.3. Extent and participation 
The extent of support varies across the republics but is not sufficient for the task 
of language maintenance and development either to objective or subjective cri-
teria. The findings demonstrated that the measures in the Finno-Ugric republics 
were proportionate neither in absolute terms of the number of speakers nor in 
relation to the relative share of titular groups in the total population. Quantitative 
indicators demonstrate drastically small numbers of published books, hours of 
TV and radio broadcasting and do not amount to the satisfaction of demands.  

Because of the problem regarding the choice of subjective and objective 
criteria for the evaluation, this analysis of the extent was restricted to the 
amount of funding as the lowest denominator. The readiness of authorities to 
direct funds beyond expressing commitment is perhaps the best indirect way 
of evaluating the de	facto policy and predicting its effectiveness. Of course, in 
absolute terms, the amount of funding was far from adequate for the revivalist 
goals. For example, 16 million rubles annually were assigned for the third 
program of Udmurtia, or about 0.40 million euro in prices of 2010, which is 
less than one and half euro per speaker of the Udmurt language in the republic 
(331 thousand speakers reported in the republic). Furthermore, the extent of 
support in its monetary equivalent had to be renegotiated every year in the 
budgetary process. Change in the amount of funding sometimes resulted in 
respective correction of a program’s technical part but not of their content. 
More often the funds assigned to programs were not formally cut but the sums 
received de	facto by implementer were lower in times in comparison to those 
assigned in the program budget. At the same time, within the funds available, 
it was up to implementers to ensure continuity or make necessary changes over 
the content of support.

In the observed period there was a striking contrast in the patterns of funding 
between the programs in the Volga Turkic and Finno-Ugric republics. In the 
Volga Turkic republics of Chuvashia and Tatarstan the programs were approved 
without breaks for a long-term period of a decade, which ensured independence 
of the political change and predictability of funding. In the Finno-Ugric repu-
blics the programs were approved for a middle-term of four or five years and 
sometimes lengthy breaks departed one program from another. The difference 
in the extent of support between two clusters in Volga Turkic and Finno-Ugric 
republics depended on whether local ethnic elite controlled the republican 
authorities or was in position of a minor stakeholder (see Zamyatin 2013c).

Yet, a certain extent of support also in the Finno-Ugric republics was enabled 
by a relatively fruitful participation of ethnic elites in decision-making by 
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executive authorities compared with their political under-representation. The 
control of respective agency in the field of nationalities policy was among the 
key variables for providing support for language revival projects. Of course, 
the ability of ethnic elites to cooperate with other segments of elites also in 
parliament, as in the Komi Republic, allowed not only a relatively high level 
of institutionalization of titular language in language law but also stable fun-
ding at the stage of implementation. But the cases of Udmurtia and Karelia 
provided the evidence that political support was not the most important factor 
for implementation. The language laws in these republics were passed late (in 
2001 in Udmurtia and in 2004 in Karelia) and in a reduced version because of 
the absence of the status of state language (in Karelia). The political under-
representation and unfavorable timing predetermined a low level of institutio-
nalization of titular languages there (see Zamyatin 2013c, 2014c). However, 
about the same amount of five million rubles was assigned annually in the 
programs of the third cycle for in Komi, Udmurtia and Karelia, whereby the 
target group in Karelia is much smaller than in the other two republics. 

Continuity in elites’ access to decision-making ensured also certain patterns 
in funding, while discontinuity typically resulted in abrupt fall in the amount 
of funds. Loss of control of decision-making in executive authorities in the 
early 2000s in Mari El resulted in the minimal financial support for language 
through its ethno-cultural programs despite the relatively strong institutionali-
zation of state languages in language law. Similarly, failure of ethnic elites to 
participate in decision-making since the late 1990s and until recently resulted 
in Mordovia in the absence of any respective programs. In both republics the 
political situation was unfavorable to titular ethnic elite (see respective sections 
in Zamyatin 2013a, b). 

6. Conclusion
This comparative study has demonstrated that participation of ethnic elites in 
decision-making was instrumental in providing resources for language revival. 
After the gradual shift of power to the executive branch both at the federal and 
regional level, executive authorities acted quite independently. In the situation, 
when the issue of the expansion in practical functioning of titular languages 
in the public domains was at the discretion of government officials, the level 
of ethnic elites’ participation in decision-making became the key variable in 
determining both the content and extent of support provided in executive pro-
grams, in the same way as their political representation was the key for insti-
tutionalization of titular languages in laws. Members of ethnic elites typically 
headed executive authorities that were in charge of nationalities policy and 
language policy. The control over the respective executive agencies and their 
subordinate units such as language boards predetermined certain autonomy 
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in choosing the content of support for titular languages in the range of issues 
under their jurisdiction. 

Other linguistic and extralinguistic variables had some relevance for plan-
ning the content, e.g., the lack of a written form of Karelian prior to 1989 pre-
determined that the approval of the written standard and accompanying corpus 
planning were a more urgent and first-ranking task than other measures. But 
all these were secondary to the control of institutions by officials devoted to 
the revivalist agenda. Their autonomy in choosing the content also had some 
institutional limitations. An important determinant for the content was the link 
between state support and the official status of titular languages. As in the case 
of the institutionalization of titular languages in language laws, it was not so 
much the issue of rights of language speakers but of status planning that justified 
the implementation of executive programs. The designation of titular languages 
with the official status opened the possibility for the expansion of their use in 
the public sphere. Immediate practical effects of official designation without 
further systemic status planning were small. For successful expansion, the 
participation of the whole state apparatus would be needed that was, however, 
unattainable in the republics with a titular minority. 

At the same time, this link of status and support was not an inescapable limi-
tation, while the extent of institutionalization did not necessarily limit the extent 
of implementation. As the case of Karelia demonstrated, the lack of the status 
of state language and a low level of institutionalization has not precluded the 
support for the titular language that sometimes was relatively more significant 
than in some other republics. The content of support was, thus, not restricted 
to status planning but included also other types of language planning that often 
were implemented more successfully. The implementation of other measures 
became possible from the divergence in the structure of language laws and 
executive programs. While the laws were mostly devoted to status planning, 
the programs had a much wider scope of application. However, a more gene-
ral condition for support through laws and programs was the existence of the 
republics themselves. Even if other types of federative units, both territorially 
defined regions and territorially and ethnically defined autonomous districts also 
could and did pass their language legislation support for other languages than 
Russian was negligible there (for the example on minority language education 
in deferent types of federative units see Zamyatin 2012b).

Based on the amount of funds assigned as an indicator for the policy eva-
luation, the study of executive programs has shown that, even if the content of 
support was adequate to the revivalist goal, the extent of support was insufficient 
according to any criterion in terms of policy efficiency. Ethnic elites in the 
republics with the titular minority lacked the control over financial institutions 
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and resources and were restricted in their ability to lobby in favour of their 
goals in government and insist on obtaining more funds. 

In the light of the problem with evaluation, it should be emphasized here that 
this study produced only a limited account of implementation, because important 
aspects of language planning remained outside of its scope. Most importantly, 
acquisition planning was not part of the analysis here. An important layer in 
implementation, which typically escapes attention, is local self-government. 
Sometimes negligible funds are assigned for language policy at the republican 
level, but some funds are also spent at the level of municipalities. The local 
measures are closer to the population and for that reason more effective (see 
Mukharyamov & Timokhina 2011, Ismagilova 2010). For example, in Mari El 
without significant republican support some measures are taken at the level of 
municipalities simply by virtue of the fact that titular group is in the majority 
there. Yet, in the Finno-Ugric republics, only in Komi there was a systematic 
language policy at the level of local self-government that was shaped through 
the adoption of municipal executive programs.

Furthermore, the lack of a specific language program complicates the policy 
evaluation but does not automatically imply a worst performance, although 
such scenario is likely because of the lack of unified supervision under one 
agency. Yet, when in a republic with a sizeable titular group, like in Mari El, 
by relatively strong language legislation, its centralized implementation is 
deliberately downgraded, decentralization actually turns out favorable for the 
task of language promotion because authorities in the fields of culture, mass 
media, education and road traffic implement legal regulations according to 
their competence. If there is a specific language program in competence of the 
nationalities policy agency, other authorities tend to ignore language policy 
implementation as not belonging to their competence. 

This situation of adequate content and inadequate extent can be understood 
in the context of the symbolist policy. Regarding the content, the implementa-
tion could be reported positively by box-ticking the activities for the sake of 
appearance. For example, publication of a single book would be enough for 
official reporting to tick the respective box that books are published in minority 
languages. Regarding the extent, one reason for the low scale of implementation 
behind the checkbox might be that more efforts did not promise to bring as 
much symbolic benefits in correlation with costs. Often symbolist considerati-
ons were predominant over those of practical use. For example, such measures 
as translations of laws and other official documents (implemented in Komi), 
corpus planning and other activities of language boards, are important for the 
‘development’ of language, but they are directed at symbolism of recognition 
and not at the promotion of language use. After analyzing the official repor-
ting documents with their superficial style and juxtaposing them with other 
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sources, one comes to the conclusion that many elements of the official status 
institutionalized in law were only partially or not implemented.

The analysis of the possible policy impact on the sociolinguistic situation was 
not in the scope of this study. Nevertheless, the study results shed some light 
on policy implications. The analysis of the executive programs and reporting 
documents demonstrated that titular languages were in focus of the republics’ 
policies. The limited effect of a ‘top-down’ policy was predetermined by a 
structural restrain when the official status only ‘promotes’ the functioning 
of a language in some domains of the public sphere. Sufficient evidence was 
found that more than two decades of efforts spent on policy implementation 
have not reversed the tendency of contracting in the use of titular language 
in the public sphere. Effective enforcement mechanisms to enroot language 
practices of official bilingualism were not created. Accordingly, the official 
status does not influence language use and language practices directly but only 
indirectly through symbolism of recognition and access to education in and of 
the language, thus raising language’s prestige. The evaluation of policy imple-
mentation witnesses, inter alia, that the amount of measures is not sufficient 
to overwhelm the sociolinguistic tendencies of language shift. Furthermore, 
recently it was from time to time explicitly stated that the actual goal is not 
the reversal of language shift but only a decrease in intensity of assimilation 
processes. It remains to be the task for another study to provide sociolinguistic 
evidence in measuring the policy impact on language practices.

According to the official data (e.g., the data of population censuses), the 
processes of language shift and ethnic assimilation of the titular groups continue 
to dominate in the dynamics of the sociolinguistic situations in the Finno-Ugric 
republics. The extent of measures reveals intention to restrain to the symbolic 
recognition of diversity but not to the promotion of local ethnic identities. 
Economic reasons are typically used as pretext for a residual funding of the 
language policy. However, not so much the efficiency assumption as the inte-
gration assumption was the matter of concern. The reluctance of implementers 
to expand the use of titular language is explicable, inter alia, by the conditions 
of an ongoing political campaign for the Russian nation-building. As Walker 
Connor (1972) pointed out, nation-building includes nation-destroying. On the 
market of ideas the nation-building projects in the republics are in competition 
with the Russian nation-building. Language revival was part of the nation-
building projects in the republics. In the conditions of democratization during 
the first years after perestroika competing nation-building projects co-existed, 
but after the turn to authoritarianism in the early 2000s, the central authorities 
might succeed in imposing their nation-building agenda over the competing 
projects. In this case the official status of languages in the republics as requisites 
of republics’ projects would also be under challenge.
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Decree of the City Administration of Izhevsk “On the Measures for the Imple-
mentation of the Law of the Udmurt Republic “On the State Languages of 
the Udmurt Republic and Other Languages of the Peoples of the Udmurt 
Republic” of 3 May 2006

Decree of the Government of the Udmurt Republic “On the Ministry of Culture, 
Publishing and Information of the Udmurt Republic” of 28 August 2009.

Republican Target Program for the Implementation of the Law of the Udmurt 
Republic “On the State Languages of the Udmurt Republic and Other Lan-
guages of the Peoples of the Udmurt Republic for 2010-2014”, approved by 
the Decree of the Government of the Udmurt Republic of 19 October 2009.

Decree of the Government of the Udmurt Republic “On the Draft Law “On the 
Amendments to the Law of the Udmurt Republic “On the State Languages 
of the Udmurt Republic and Other Languages of the Peoples of the Udmurt 
Republic” of 4 May 2010. 

Subprogram „Maintenance and Development of the Languages of the Peoples 
of the Udmurt Republic“ of the State Program of the Udmurt Republic 
„Ethno-Social Development and Harmonization of Inter-Ethnic Relations 
in 2013-2015“, approved by the Decree of the Government of the Udmurt 
Republic of 19 August 2013.

Action Plan for the Implementation in 2014-2015 of the Strategy of the State 
Nationalities Policy of the Russian Federation for the Period Up To 2025 
in the Udmurt Republic, approved by the Order of the Head of the Udmurt 
Republic of 14 March 2014.

Decree of the Council of Ministers - Government of the Republic of Mordovia 
“On Establishing of the Committee for Nationalities Policy at the Council 
of Ministers - Government of the Republic of Mordovia” of 1 April 1994. 

Program of National Development and Internationality Cooperation of the 
Peoples of the Republic of Mordovia, approved by the Decree of the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of Mordovia of 15 April 1996.
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Decree of the Government of the Republic of Mordovia “On the Approval of 
the Statute of the State Committee of the Republic of Mordovia for Nation-
alities Policy” of 6 May 1998.

Decree of the Government of the Republic of Mordovia Republic “On the Ap-
proval of the Statute of the Ministry for Nationalities Policy of the Republic 
of Mordovia” of 21 May 2010.

Decree of the Government of the Republic of Mordovia “On the Approval 
of the Norms of the Contemporary Mordvin (Erzya and Moksha) Literary 
Language in Its Use as the State Language of the Republic of Mordovia, of 
the Rules of Orthography and Punctuation” of 1 November 2010.

Action Plan for the Implementation in 2013-2015 in the Republic of Mordovia 
of the Strategy of the State Nationalities Policy of the Russian Federation 
for the Period Up To 2025, approved by the Decree of the Government of 
the Republic of Mordovia of 28 October 2013.

State Program “Harmonization of Internationality and Inter-confessional Re-
lations in the Republic of Mordovia” (2014-2020), approved by the Decree 
of the Government of the Republic of Mordovia of 18 November 2013.

Decree of the Council of Ministers of the Republic of Karelia of 4 December 
1991. 

Decree of the Council of Ministers of the Republic of Karelia “On the Foun-
dation of National Revival of Small-Numbered Peoples of the Republic of 
Karelia” of 5 May 1992.

Program “Revival and Development of the Languages and Cultures of Kareli-
ans, Veps and Finns in the Republic of Karelia (1995-1996)”, approved by 
the Decree of the Chairman of the Government of the Republic of Karelia 
of 30 January 1995.

Decree of the Chairman of the Government of the Republic of Karelia of 1 
September 1997.

Decree of the Legislative Assembly of the Republic of Karelia of 26 March 
1998.

Regional Target Program “State Support of the Karelian, Veps and Finnish 
languages in the Republic of Karelia (2006-2010)”, approved by the Decree 
of the Legislative Assembly of the Republic of Karelia of 16 June 2005.

Departmental Target Program “National Development and Internationality 
Cooperation of the Peoples and National Minorities of the Republic of 
Karelia in 2006-2010”, approved by the Decree of the State Committee of 
Nationalities Policy Affairs of 18 December 2005.

Regional Target Program “Harmonization of National and Confessional Rela-
tions in the Republic of Karelia in 2007-2011 («Karelia is the Territory of 
Accord»)”, approved by the Decree of the Government of the Republic of 
Karelia of 25 January 2007.
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Decree of the Head of the Republic of Karelia “On the Ministry for the Issues 
of Nationalities Policy and Relations with Religious Organizations of the 
Republic of Karelia” of 24 May 2008.

Action Plan and the List of Complex Measures “Development of the Karelian 
language in the Republic of Karelia in 2009-2020”, approved by the Joint 
Order of the Ministry of Nationalities Policy Affairs, Ministry of Education, 
Ministry of Culture and Public Relations of the Republic of Karelia of 28 
May 2009.

Regional Long-term Target Program “Maintenance of the Unity of Peoples and 
Ethnic Communities of Karelia in 2012-2016 («Karelia is Our Home»)”, 
approved by the Decree of the Government of the Republic of Karelia of 
12 December 2011 (not in force since 19 December 2013).

Departmental Target Program “Results and Main Directions of Activities of 
the Ministry of the Republic of Karelia for Nationalities Policy Affairs, 
Relations with Public, Religious Organizations and Mass Media for 2013 
and up to 2015”, approved by the Order of the Ministry of the Republic of 
Karelia for Nationalities Policy Affairs, Relations with Public, Religious 
Organizations and Mass Media of 28 December 2012.

Subprogram “Maintenance of the Unity of the Peoples and Ethnic Communities 
of Karelia in 2014-2020 («Karelia is Our Home»)” of the State Program of 
the Republic of Karelia “Development of Institutions of Civil Society and 
Development of Local Self-Government, Protection of Human Rights”, 
approved by the Decree of the Government of the Republic of Karelia of 
19 December 2013.

Complex Action Plan of Measures for the Implementation of the Strategy of 
the State Nationalities Policy of the Russian Federation for the Period Up 
To 2025 in the Republic of Karelia for 2014-2015, approved by the Order 
of the Government of the Republic of Karelia of 14 January 2014.
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Appendix
Table 1. Executive programs in the Finno-Ugric and Volga Turkic republics

5. 
2014-2020

4. 
2010-2013

3. 
2005-2010

2. 
2000-2005

1. 
1993-2000

R
epublic

A
nnually 0.7-3.5 m

illion 
rubles

R
epublican target program

 
for the im

plem
entation of 

language law
 (2013-2020)

A
djusted to inflation

-‘‘-

A
nnually about 9.3 m

illion 
rubles

R
epublican target program

 
for the im

plem
entation of 

language law
 (2003-2007, 

prolonged for 2008-2012)

-‘‘-

State program
 for the im

ple-
m

entation of language law
 

(1993-2000)

C
huvashia

A
nnually 122-184 m

illion 
rubles

State program
 of the m

ainte-
nance, study and developm

ent 
of the state languages and other 

languages (2014-2020)

A
djusted to inflation

-‘‘-

A
nnually about 12 m

illion 
rubles

State program
 of the m

ainte-
nance, study and developm

ent 
of the state languages and other 

languages (2004-2013)

-‘‘-

State program
 of the m

ainte-
nance, study and developm

ent 
of the languages (1994)

Tatarstan

A
nnually about 5.4 m

illion 
rubles

Part on the state languages 
of the subprogram

 of the 
state program

 on culture 
and its action plan (2013-

2015)

A
nnually about 4 m

illion 
rubles

R
epublican target program

 
“M

aintenance and develop-
m

ent” (2010-2012)

A
nnually about 5 m

illion 
rubles

R
epublican target program

 
“M

aintenance and develop-
m

ent of the state langua-
ges” (2005-2009)

State program
  “M

ainte-
nance and developm

ent” 
(2000-2005)

State program
  “M

ainte-
nance and developm

ent” 
(1994-1996);  (1997-1999)

K
om

i

A
nnually about 0.45 m

illion 
rubles

Part of the subprogram
 on the 

ethno-cultural developm
ent for 

2014-2020 of the state program

A
nnually less than 0.67 m

illion 
rubles

Part of the republican program
 

of the ethno-cultural develop-
m

ent (2009-2013)

A
nnually less than 0.8 m

illion 
rubles

Subprogram
 of the republican 

program
 of the developm

ent of 
ethno-cultural and inter-ethnic 

relations (2004-2008)

no

Financing of m
easures directly 

from
 the line of the republican 

budget 1993

M
ari E

l
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5. 
2014-2020

4. 
2010-2013

3. 
2005-2010

2. 
2000-2005

1. 
1993-2000

R
epublic

N
ot explicit (40 m

ln annually 
in total)

Part of the state program
 “H

ar-
m

onization of Internationality 
and Inter-confessional R

elat.” 
(2014-2020)

- no - no no

Section in “Program
 of N

atio-
nal D

evelopm
ent and Inter-

Ethnic C
ooperation” (1997)

M
ordovia

7, 7 and 10 m
illion rubles

Subprogram
 on languages 

of the state program
 „Eth-

no-Social D
evelopm

ent in 
2013-2015”

A
nnually about 16 m

illion 
rubles

R
epublican target program

 
for the im

plem
entation of 

language law
 2010-2014

A
nnually about 5 m

illion 
rubles

R
epublican target program

 
for the im

plem
entation of 

language law
 (2004-2008)

no

State program
 of the m

ain-
tenance and developm

ent of 
the U

dm
urt language  (1994-

2000(1997))

U
dm

urtia

16 and 20 m
illion rubles

Part of  the departm
ental pro-

gram
 “R

esults and M
ain D

irec-
tions in 2013 and up to 2015”

N
o separate funding

A
ction plan “D

evelopm
ent of 

the K
arelian language (2009-

2020)”

A
nnually about 4.5 m

illion 
rubles

R
epublican target program

 
“State Support of K

arelian, 
Veps and Finnish (2006-2010)”

no

Program
 “R

evival and D
eve-

lopm
ent” (1995-1996(2000)

K
arelia
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