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Finno-Ugric Republics and Their State Languages:  
Balancing Powers in Constitutional Order in the Early 1990s

Most of Russia’s national republics established titular and Russian as co-official state 
languages in their constitutions of the early 1990s. There is no consensus on the reasons 
and consequences of this act, whether it should be seen as a mere symbolic gesture, a 
measure to ensure a language revival, an instrument in political debate or an ethnic 
institution. From an institutional and comparative perspective, this study explores the 
constitutional systems of the Finno-Ugric republics and demonstrates that across the 
republics, the official status of the state languages was among the few references to 
ethnicity built into their constitutions. However, only in the case of language require-
ments for the top officials, its inclusion could be interpreted as an attempt at instrumen-
tally using ethnicity for political ends. Otherwise, constitutional recognition of the state 
languages should be rather understood as an element of institutionalized ethnicity that 
remains a potential resource for political mobilization. This latter circumstance might 
clarify why federal authorities could see an obstacle for their Russian nation-building 
agenda in the official status of languages.

1. Introduction

The period of social transformations of the late 1980s and early 1990s in Eastern 
Europe was characterized by countries’ transition from the communist administra-
tive−command systems towards the representative democracy and market economy. 
One important driving force of change in the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
(USSR) was the rise of popular movements out of national resentment and dissatis-
faction with the state-of-the-art in the sphere of inter-ethnic relations. Ethnic mobi-
lization led to the formation of national movements in its Union and Autonomous 
Republics that accumulated popular appeal concerning the problem of a language 
shift to the Russian language and ethnic assimilation of non-Russians and sought 
a higher political status for their titular peoples and titular republics (each republic 
was titled after “its own” ethnic group that was referred to as titular people and its 
language as a titular language). Activities of national movements contributed to dis-
solution of the USSR and resulted in the emergence of new independent states on the 
basis of the Union Republics (SSRs). The centrifugal processes extended to the fur-
ther layers of the Soviet matrëška-like federal system and took the form of regional 
separatism in the Autonomous Republics (ASSRs) of the Russian Soviet Federative 
Socialist Republic (RSFSR). 

The leadership of national movements both in SSRs and ASSRs envisaged 
a national revival as a solution for national problems. On the peak of the popular 
involvement in public affairs in the late 1980s, one after another the SSRs started to 
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adopt the declarations of state sovereignty, proclaiming supremacy of their laws over 
the Union ones, and finished with the declarations of independence. An important 
step in the dissolution of the USSR was the adoption of the RSFSR’s Declaration of 
State Sovereignty by the First Russian Deputies Congress (12 June 1990). The ASSRs 
joined the process that was later named the parade of sovereignties and adopted their 
sovereignty declarations somewhat later – since August 1990, after Russian President 
Boris Yeltsin inspired them to do so in hope to gain their support in the face of Union 
authorities. Researchers have explained the sovereignization in most ASSRs not as an 
actual attempt of breaking away but as a way to ensure more regional powers vis-à-vis 
the central authorities. In December 1990 the term autonomous before republics was 
also dropped from the RSFSR constitution, recognizing their new political status. 
The Russian authorities agreed with the federalization as a mechanism of balancing 
the political regime and recognized wide proxies of republican authorities, i.e., in 
linguistic and cultural issues (see Zamyatin 2013a: 126–129).

Status planning as a device of language policy implies designation of a cer-
tain language or languages with an official status and ensures exclusive use of that 
language(s) in the public sphere. In the Soviet Union, due to the proclaimed equality 
of languages, a formal status planning of languages was practically absent. Under 
the pressure of national movements and after the adoption of language laws by some 
Union Republics, the “advisability” of the designation of state languages was recog-
nized by the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) at its 19th party confer-
ence in September 1989 and was shaped into the Union law (USSR Language Law 
of 24 April 1990). By spring 1990, most SSRs already designated state languages in 
their language laws. Moreover, since August 1990, some ASSRs also designated the 
state languages in their sovereignty declarations. Status planning was ideologically 
proclaimed both in the SSRs and ASSRs as a measure for achieving the language 
revival. In the striving to preserve the integrity of the country, the RSFSR authorities 
initially abstained from addressing the language issue and designated Russian as the 
state language much later (RSFSR Language Law of 25 October 1991). 

The legitimation of the former ASSRs that were re-established as the constituent 
republics of Russia was carried out in the Federation Treaty (31 March 1992) that was 
appended to the RSFSR constitution (12 April 1978), which was still in force and even 
became the basic law of the country after the disintegration of the USSR in December 
1991. The new Russian constitution (12 December 1993) reproduced the recent desig-
nation of Russian as a state language and the Soviet legacy of ethnic federalism as the 
principle design of center–periphery relations, when some regions were titled after 
their autochthonous national groups. Among the ethnically defined regions, only the 
constituent republics were recognized as a form of national statehood. The constitu-
tion recognized the right of the republics to have their constitutions and establish their 
state languages (see Zamyatin 2013a: 129–133). What determined such a visible role 
given in the new political system to state languages?

While many scholars agree on the importance of regional separatism as a force 
that contributed to the collapse of the USSR, there is no consensus to what extent 
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the latter was a consequence of activities of mass popular movements and to what 
extent elites’ activities were crucial for it. Some scholars emphasize the central role 
of the fragmentation and division of the elites for dissolution of the USSR (Lane & 
Ross 1999: 6). Among both Russian and international scholars studying elites, an 
instrumentalist perspective is widespread and it explains the activities of regional 
elites by their use of ethnicity as a resource for political mobilization of the masses in 
their endeavor for acquiring political power or other benefits for themselves (see, e.g., 
Kovalëv 2011). Typically, instrumentalists do not accept revivalist appeals expressed 
by the national activists as a sincere motivation for establishing the state languages 
which they label as based on primordialist views of pre-existing nations. Instead, the 
instrumentalists argued the elites use national revival and language revival as a cover 
to ensure the privileged position for titular peoples and, thus, for themselves. 

Among Russian scholars, Michail Guboglo (1993, 1998) was the first to apply 
the instrumentalist theory in explaining the dissemination of the state language phe-
nomenon in the Soviet Union and Russia (see also Aklaev 1994). Perhaps, unsurpris-
ingly, scholars find more evidence for the instrumentalist explanation from develop-
ments in SSRs with the sole titular state languages and less evidence from Russia’s 
ASSRs with the co-official titular and Russian languages, because the instrumental 
use should be contradictory to and preclude bilingualism. Among the ASSRs, the 
evidence would be typically sought in the republics with a high level of regional sepa-
ratism such as Tatarstan and Bashkortostan. The instrumentalist approach was also 
occasionally applied in studies on the republics with low public support for national-
ism (see, e.g., Čarina 2012 for the Finno-Ugric republics), where the designation of 
the state languages was also explained as pursuing instrumentalist ends. It seems that 
this approach underestimates the recurrent character of ethnicity in politics, when 
the salience of national identities varies over time, as they may go to the background 
of politics and may again come to the forefront (Roeder 2012: 172–173). As a con-
sequence, this approach tends to downgrade the intensity of involvement of popu-
lar masses and their influence on elites, while overemphasizing the role of the latter 
(Zamyatin 2013a: 123–124). Furthermore, it does not elaborate what benefits the elites 
could have from the act of the officialization of languages in the latter category of 
republics.

Alternatively, an institutionalist approach for studying political mobilization of 
ethnicity was also applied in the Russian context. Remaining within the constructiv-
ist paradigm of understanding ethnicity, this approach emphasizes the importance of 
state institutions that structure interactions of the state with ethnic groups living on 
its territory or, using the Dmitry Gorenburg’s (2003: 3–5) term, ethnic institutions. 
Scholars such as Rogers Brubaker (1996) argued that institutionalization of ethnic-
ity by Soviet authorities opened the way for its later political mobilization and, thus, 
played a crucial role in the dissolution of the Soviet Union. A merit of the institution-
alist approach is that it allows the understanding of the establishment of ethnic institu-
tions also in the republics with low regional separatism. From the institutionalist per-
spective, the official language could be seen as yet another institution that structures 
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the social space by conjoining the state and ethnicity. How was the institutional solu-
tion for establishing the state languages reached in the latter republics?

The purpose of this article is to explore the dynamics of constitutional building 
in the republics titled after the Finno-Ugric peoples in the early 1990s in order to 
understand the place and importance of state languages for their political systems. 
The approach of this study is to test the alternative theories that explain the designa-
tion of the official languages with the help of comparative analysis. The article is not 
restricted to the comparison of the constitutions of the Republics of Karelia (RK), 
Komi (KR), Mari El (RME), Mordovia (RM) and Udmurtia (UR) themselves, but it 
addresses a wide range of policy-defining documents, legal acts and expert evalua-
tions. Following these materials, the study traces what demands the national move-
ments presented in the process of drafting the constitutions and which among them 
entered the final texts adopted by regional parliaments between 1993 and 1995. These 
demands for establishing the institutions with implication for ethnicity included: the 
name (title) of the republic, the act of sovereignization and the proposed source of sov-
ereignty, republican citizenship, principle of political representation in parliament and 
some language-specified demands. Eduardo Ruíz Vieytez (2004), using the method 
of comparative legal analysis, distinguishes groups of constitutional language provi-
sions, such as linguistic declaration, non-discrimination clauses, knowledge require-
ments, recognition of linguistic rights and other groups of provisions. The constitu-
tions of the Finno-Ugric republics contain some linguistic declarations, few linguistic 
rights and non-discrimination clauses, all formulated after the analogical provisions 
of the Russian constitution. The only contradictory language issues in the repub-
lics were: 1) the designation of state languages and 2) the introduction of language 
requirements for the first officials. The article is organized around these two language 
demands that are in focus, accordingly, in its second and third sections. The findings 
of the study are summarized and discussed in the fourth section.

2. State languages in the republics’ constitutions

2.1. State languages from sovereignty declarations to constitutions

If in the late 1980s the popular movements defined the dynamics in the process of 
transition to democracy and democratic consolidation, then from 1990 on, the elites 
became a major actor of social changes (Gel′man 2002, Gel′man & Tarusina 2003). 
This is the reason why this study primarily follows, while concentrating on the 
dynamics of a constitutional building, the activities of the elites that are understood 
as power elites according to a classic definition by Charles Wright Mills (1956). In 
the Soviet political system up to 1990, the elites consisted de facto of political (CPSU 
functionaries) and administrative (Soviet nomenklatura) layers, and representative-
ness in the CPSU was the key factor in political decision-making in favor of a group. 
The quasi-parliaments – Supreme Councils of the SSRs and ASSRs – were rather 
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symbolic bodies, while the real power in regions was in hands of the CPSU regional 
committees or Obkoms (more precisely – Oblastnoj Komitet Kommunističeskoj Partii 
Sovetskogo Sojuza). The process of a gradual power shift from Obkoms to the ASSR 
Supreme Councils started in spring 1990, when the Supreme Councils for the first 
time were freely elected in many ASSRs, and ended in August 1991, when after the 
coup d’état attempt, the CPSU was prohibited and the power dualism of Obkoms and 
Supreme Councils ended. Despite this shift, the newcomers still constituted only a 
minor fraction of the post-Soviet regional elites, while in most regions, the members 
of the former nomenklatura elites retained power positions. According to the model of 
nomenklatura conversion, they first converted their Soviet privileged political status 
into privileged economic positions during perestroika times, and then again to politi-
cal power in the early 1990s (Gel′man & Tarusina 2003: 196–197).

In the conditions of the disintegration of the USSR and unclear future perspec-
tives on the continued existence of a centralized state, regional elites in the repub-
lics sought to maximize their political power and were careful to ensure their new 
political status by legitimizing the new emerging polities. The declarations of state 
sovereignty were the documents that contained the demand for sovereignty. By inclu-
sion of the statements concerning ethnicity in this document, the elites claimed to 
satisfy the popular demand for national and language revival. As the declaration had 
importance primarily in the context of center-periphery relations, regional elites had 
a joint interest in agreeing on the state languages and other references to ethnicity 
of the titular group as the attributes of the national statehood needed to justify the 
emerging polities in the face of the central authorities (see Zamyatin 2013a: 151–153). 
The designation of the state languages in the declarations was a symbolic act of the 
politics of recognition that was taken by “a cascade effect” between the republics. 
Most ASSRs established in the declarations titular and Russian as their state lan-
guages. Sovereignty declarations were, first of all, the policy documents, and their 
legal nature was disputed. Although their adoption did not have immediate legal con-
sequences, their legal significance was that their ideas had to be taken as the basis for 
drafting the constitutions. Now, the declaratory statements had to be followed by the 
constitutional designation in order to receive juridical meaning (see Zamyatin 2013a: 
128). 

In the process of polity formation, the regional elites were competing over the 
redistribution of powers within the polity, and intra-elite conflicts emerged. In these 
circumstances, ethnicity was part of the grounds that divided the regional elites. 
The democratic consolidation of political regimes was envisaged as the main way to 
overcome these conflicts of interests at the regional level. From a constitutional per-
spective, a democratic regime is considered consolidated when there are mechanisms 
allowing conflict resolution, i.e. through institutional solutions (Linz & Stepan 1996: 
5–6). In the republics, the constitutions had to become the basic laws that established 
the fundamental principles of the state governance. These foundational documents 
had to give legitimation for the existing political regime which resembled a balance 
of powers in society. Adjusting John Rawls’s concept of the political constitution as a 
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social contract (1971, Section 2) to non-liberal post-Soviet realities, the constitutions 
in the republics were not just a liberal contract of individuals but also a communitar-
ian contract of ethno-linguistic communities. The political system needed legitima-
tion in an ethnic dimension as well. The elites bargained in order to ensure a better 
position for themselves, but also for the group they claimed to represent. In addition 
to defining multinational people as the bearer of republican sovereignty, the bicam-
eral parliament elected both on the individual and collective principle was proposed 
to solve the problem of representation. In most of the republican constitutions, the 
establishment of both titular and Russian as their state languages became a part of the 
package of social institutions established as a result of a compromise. 

The “thickness” of this package was predetermined by a number of variables, 
time being the most important among them. Russia was the only SSR which did not 
establish the state language(s) in its sovereignty declaration in order to not further 
provoke the centrifugal processes in the country. However, when after the coup d’état 
attempt in August 1991, the coming dissolution of the USSR became evident, Russia 
designated Russian as its state language in the Declaration on the Languages of the 
Peoples of Russia and the Language Law (25 October 1991). Furthermore, language 
law recognized the right of Russia’s ASSRs to designate their state languages, even if 
Chuvashia, Tuva and Kalmykia have already taken this step. Somewhat later, Russia’s 
Citizenship Law, that sanctioned the introduction of the citizenship of republics as 
well (28 November 1991), was adopted. In December 1991, the USSR ceased to exist 
and the Russian Federation (named so since 25 December 1991) became de jure an 
independent state. By that time, the Russian authorities had already sanctioned the 
language planning in its former ASSRs despite the weakened position of the constitu-
ent republics within the new polity. At that moment, the non-Russians found them-
selves to be in a state where the share of ethnic Russians in the population was about 
80%. This was a significant change in comparison to the ethnic composition of the 
Soviet Union, where the share of Russians was slightly more than a half, that also had 
its impact on the emerging political system (Alpatov 2005: 210–211). Now the pendu-
lum moved backwards and the central authorities started to be rather concerned with 
the raise of resentment in other regions on the special status of the republics.

The early adoption of the constitution in a republic of Russia on the wave of cen-
trifugal processes made it easier to advocate for the insertion of the provisions on eth-
nicity and languages and to formulate them as collective rights or preferences in favor 
of the titular people. For example, the constitution in the Republic of Tatarstan (RT) 
was adopted even before the Russian constitution. Despite the earlier attempts of the 
Tatar movement to persuade the ruling elite to establish Tatarstan as the state of the 
ethnic Tatar nation, it was established by the republican constitution in the wording of 
the sovereignty declaration as a civic state based on the will of the Republics’ multi-
national people (article 1, Constitution RT, 30 November 1992) (Gorenburg 2003: 
207–209). The Constitution designated the “equal-in-rights Tatar and Russian state 
languages”, which had to “function on an equal footing” (article 8). Furthermore, 
in addition to non-discrimination provisions, it fixed requirements of knowledge of 
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both state languages for the President (article 91), guaranteed education in the state 
languages (article 56) and established that legal acts are to be published in both lan-
guages (article 80). The other republics followed the torn route but many of them were 
far less successful on it, i.e., because their constitutions were usually adopted between 
1993 and 1995, that is, after the Russian constitution. Now, the main argument against 
proposed references to ethnicity was their supposed contradiction with the Russian 
constitution.

A constitutional crisis and the state coup in October 1993 led to Yeltsin’s vic-
tory over the Supreme Council and imposition of presidential rule by a decree (see 
Decrees of the Russian President, 9 and 11 October 1993). The Russian constitution 
was passed within two months after the constitutional crisis and created a strong 
presidency. The constitution did not include the Federation Treaty as an integral part 
of its text, as it was hoped in republics. After the dissolution of the Supreme Council, 
regional support was not crucial for sustaining Yeltsin’s hold on power anymore. 
In effect, the adoption of the constitution resulted in annulment of previous politi-
cal agreements between Yeltsin and regional elites regarding the sharing of powers. 
Instead, regional representation, including ethnic representation, had to be ensured at 
the federal level through the Federation Council, the second chamber of the Russian 
parliament. According to the constitution (article 68, 72), the republics enjoyed sig-
nificantly less power than what was allotted in the Federation Treaty. The republics 
now differed from the other federative units only by their right to have their own con-
stitutions and state languages. In this context, it becomes evident why the issue of the 
constitutional recognition of the state languages is so important. The constitution not 
only established asymmetrical federalism between the different types of federal units 
(republics, regions and other types), but also allowed asymmetry between the federal 
units of the same type, for example, between republics. As a result, the status of titular 
groups, including the official status of the titular languages as state languages, differs 
depending on the level of institutionalization of its elements in the republican legisla-
tions. What variables influenced the institutionalization of ethnicity and languages in 
the republics?

The answer to this question should consist of two parts: some variables are 
linked to ethnic mobilization in the late 1980s, while other variables are conditioned 
by the intra-elite bargaining in the early 1990s. Among the key factors for the stage of 
mass politics of the late 1980s, in addition to such variables as the size of the national 
group, the degree of its assimilation and its religious sameness or otherness from 
the majority group, was the ethnic composition of a region. Although some scholars 
deny the strong correlation between the degree of separatism and the proportion of 
titular nationalities (Söderlund 2006: 72–75), it is argued in what follows that the 
framing of the constitutional systems of the republics in regard to ethnic institutions 
indirectly depended on the sociological fact of whether the autochthonous groups are 
in the majority or minority. The national movements in republics with a relative titu-
lar majority, such as in Tatarstan, could afford themselves to propose ideas of civic 
nationalism and look for a broader societal consensus. On the contrary, the specifics 
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of the national movements operating in a minority situation included the tendency 
of their ideology to be, by default, that of ethnic nationalism, which precluded their 
support by the Russian majority. Even if political mobilization of ethnicity among the 
titular groups also took place in the Finno-Ugric republics, the national movements 
there never reached the stage of mass movement (which Miroslav Hroch marked as 
Phase C in his study of the development of national movements 1985: 66–67) and, 
thus, had only a limited impact on the political processes (Zamyatin 2013a: 134–139).

Nonewithstanding the ethnic composition, a more important variable for the 
formation of institutions in the constitutional process was the circumstance that the 
latter remained predominantly a matter of the elite settlement. In line with the devel-
opments in Moscow, most of the Russian republics adopted a presidential or a semi-
presidential form of government soon after October 1993. The problem of the separa-
tion of powers and confrontation between legislative and executive branches was also 
typical for the forming political system in Russian regions (see, e.g., Buskunov 2010). 
Among Finno-Ugric republics, first Presidential elections took place in Mari-El and 
Mordovia in 1991, in Karelia and Komi in 1994, and in Udmurtia in 2000 (Söderlund 
2006: 44). In Mordovia, exceptionally, parliamentary regime was introduced for the 
short period between 1993 and 1995. Karelia and Udmurtia had also set up parlia-
mentary regimes first. They also had created presidencies by 2000 in line with a new 
power recentralization agenda (embodied, i.e., in the Federal Law, 6 October 1999). 
Therefore, the chairs of the Supreme Councils continued for some time since 1990 
to be the leaders in some republics, while in others, these were already presidents. In 
either case, the role of the first figure was central in the political landscapes and, thus, 
in processes around drafting the constitutions. Finally, all these republics ended up 
as strong presidential republics, where presidents are central actors in the republican 
politics (the process called presidentization; see, e.g., Petrov 2001: 112). 

Regional political regimes were often studied in the context of democratization 
(see, e.g., Alexander 1999, Kowalev 2000, Alexander & Grävingholt 2002). The estab-
lishment of some collective rights in the constitutions, such as language rights, does 
not in itself infringe on democracy, although, as some theorists of democracy argue, 
they should never prevail over individual rights (Linz & Stepan 1996: 388–389). By 
establishing the power vertical since 2000, President Putin and federal authorities 
regained the control over the regions that marked the retreat from the democratiza-
tion agenda. Since 2005, the heads of the republics and the governors of the regions 
lastly lost their weight as independent players after the change of the procedure that 
now established their actual appointment from the Kremlin. Researchers point out 
that in many republics, the elite settlement resulted not in democracy but in the crea-
tion of regional authoritarian regimes, and often consider ethnicity to be a factor that 
contributed to such an outcome (see Regiony Rossii 2000, 2003). 

Exploring the reasons for these developments and drawing on the study of the 
Republic of Bashkortostan, Rušan Galljamov highlights the processes of ethniza-
tion of republican elites and etatization of titular ethnicity in the republics. In his 
view, the establishment of the state languages and the language requirements as well 
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as the over-representation of titular elites (sometimes called, with a degree of value 
judgment, ethnocratic elites, see Novičenko 2009) both in representative and execu-
tive bodies led to their absolute domination and the creation of ethnocratic regimes. 
Giving evidence for etatization of ethnicity, Galljamov describes the regional political 
regimes as ones that ignored the principle of the separation of powers between state 
authorities and a local self-government. In Bashkortostan, titular elites dominated 
republican authorities that established control over municipalities by directly appoint-
ing their heads who typically became individuals of titular nationality. In effect, the 
second chamber of the regional parliaments was itself de facto appointed, because it 
consisted of the heads of municipalities (1998: 165–169). 

Yet, Galljamov’s instrumentalist conclusions are not relevant for many other 
republics where a titular group and, accordingly, its elite, is in the minority, because 
the abolishment of the Soviet national quota practices led not to ethnization but to the 
political under-representation of the titular peoples there. With more or less success, 
ethnic elites participated in the ruling elites, but this never reached the stage at which 
one could speak about ethnization. How was it still possible for regional elites to 
agree on the establishment of state languages in the constitutions of the Finno-Ugric 
republics? 

2.2. Karelia

Among Russia’s republics, Karelia is one which has the lowest share of a titular group 
in its population – according to the 1989 census, the share of ethnic Karelians was 
only 10%. Despite this low demographic resource, the Karelian national movement 
had a significant historical resource the others did not have at their disposal: Karelia 
was among the first territorial autonomies inside the RSFSR, and for a short period 
was even a Union Republic, which gave the ground to claim for a higher status in 
the new era. In perestroika times, and especially in spring 1990, the idea concerning 
Karelia regaining its status as a Union Republic got popularity. When the Declaration 
of the State Sovereignty of the Karelian ASSR was adopted on 9 August 1990, it rec-
ognized supremacy of Union and federal laws. Yet, it did not contain any provision 
with reference to ethnicity or languages. This was another peculiarity, because most 
other Autonomous Republics in their sovereignty declarations, which were passed 
within some weeks or months after the Karelian declaration, had references to their 
titular peoples as a source for the republican statehood and designated their state lan-
guages. For one thing, Karelian was underdeveloped in respect to public vocabulary 
because of the absence of its written form until 1988. In addition, another obstacle 
for the official designation of Karelian was the inability of the national movement to 
ensure a privileged status for the titular group. There was a public debate on whom 
to count as “the indigenous peoples of Karelia”, and the outcome was that not only 
the Karelians and Veps peoples but also the Russians qualified (Butvilo 1998). As a 
result, the Republic was not instituted as a form of national statehood of the Karelians.
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The national movement officially demanded the state status for Karelian at the 
First Republican Congress of the Representatives of Karelians, which was a body 
of ethnic representation, held from 28 to 30 June 1991 in Olonets (Aunus). Nobody 
at the Congress questioned the perspective of Russian becoming the state language, 
and the debate was exclusively about which of the other languages should become 
the state language, Finnish or Karelian: and if Karelian, which dialect. Some writers 
from Viena Karelia advocated in favor of Finnish, but as the Finns were not consid-
ered “the indigenous people”, their language did not qualify to be an attribute of the 
statehood. Finnish as a language for all Karelians was also envisaged by Anatolij 
Grigor′ev, head of the Karelian movement. The language question triggered a split in 
the national movement and Grigor′ev was hence leading its radical part (Klemen′ev & 
Kožanov 2012: 175). At the same time, proposals to let Russian remain the only state 
language found little support at the Congress (Õispuu 2000: 150–155). The outcome 
of the debate was that the Congress demanded the introduction of Karelian instead 
of Finnish as the second state language: it passed a declaration that demanded to 
designate Karelian and Russian as the state languages of the republic. According to 
this document, conditions had to be created for the functioning of Karelian in pub-
lic institutions and its teaching at educational institutions (Karel′skoe nacional′noe 
dviženie 2005).

A moderate stance of authorities in comparison to the demands of national 
movements was typical for the other republics as well (Nacional′nye dviženija Marij 
El 1996: 7). The State Committee on Nationalities Policy Affairs insisted that both 
Karelian and Finnish were officially proposed as the state languages (Birin 1999). 
Yet, the authorities reacted to the demand of the national movement expressed at the 
First Congress. On 23 November 1991, the Republic’s Supreme Council approved 
the Republic of Karelia as the new name of the Republic, raising its status. The same 
session approved, with minimal majority, the level of local self-government as the 
only channel for exercising national self-determination of the Karelians (Law RK, 22 
November 1991). Other ethnic demands went unsatisfied. There was no new repub-
lican constitution adopted in the early 1990s. Instead, the Constitution of the Soviet 
times (Karelian ASSR Constitution, 30 May 1978) was amended (Article 1, Law RK, 
24 December 1993) right after the Russian constitution entered into force. 

The amended Constitution made neither Karelian nor other languages official 
(Laričev 2009). Instead, it recognized the right of the Republic to designate its state 
languages by the republican law. This also means that the amended version of the 
Constitution no longer contained the elements of the official status for the Finnish 
language, which it had since 1978. According to the revised Constitution, the Head 
of Government became the elected chief executive: the post was taken by Viktor 
Stepanov, an ethnic Karelian. The parliament received two chambers: the Chamber of 
Representatives, elected directly by the population, and the Chamber of the Republic, 
its members elected from the administrative districts. One of the reasons for such 
a construction was also the need to ensure ethnic representation of the Karelians 
and Veps who predominantly live in rural areas (Kinner 2000: 32). The bicameral 
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parliament in Karelia is an exception among the Finno-Ugric republics. However, 
the second chamber did not become a body of ethnic representation as the national 
organizations demanded. The idea of its structure probably originated in the analogy 
with the Soviet Supreme Council, which included the Chamber of the Union and the 
Chamber of Nationalities. Later, the national movements in the other Finno-Ugric 
republics also attempted at establishing bicameral parliaments where the second 
chamber had to represent the interests of their titular nationalities, but they too did 
not succeed in this. 

The ethnic representation of Karelians, Veps and Finns remained low. In the 
Supreme Council, until 1985, their share was 30 to 40%, in 1990, it was 13%, in the 
Legislative Assembly in 1994, it was 13% and in 1998 it was 6% (Hämäläinen & 
Kožanov 1992, Strogal′ščikova 2000: 165). Thus, a critically low percentage of the 
titular group and its subsequent political under-representation have to be listed among 
the reasons for the failure to achieve the status of Karelian as the Republic’s state 
language in the sovereignty declaration. Nevertheless, experts present some indirect 
evidence on the fact that the republican establishment saw its interest “in presence of 
separatist ideas”, because it could be used in bargaining with the federal authorities 
(Hämäläinen & Kožanov 1992). 

The Second Congress the Representatives of Karelians in Prjaža (Prääsä) took 
place in autumn 1994, and the Third Congress in Kondopoga (Karhumäki) in April 
1998. The final documents of both congresses continued to demand the recognition 
of Karelian as a state language. The issue of the official status for Karelian was, 
therefore, raised by the adoption of a new Constitution. The amendments in favor 
of Karelian as a state language were unexpectedly proposed in the name of the new 
Head of Government Sergej Katanandov, who was before that moment reluctant to 
the idea of granting any status to Karelian. At the third reading in the parliament in 
December 2000, the amendment passed and it seemed that it would pass in the final 
text too. But after heated debates, the deputies decided that the Karelians do not con-
stitute a nation and there are not enough reasons to designate Karelian as the state 
language. Neither passed the proposal of the radical national organization Karjalaine 
Kongressu (‘Karelian congress’) that was created in 1993 out of the Karelian move-
ment to ensure ethnic representation by quota of seats in parliament (Karely 2005: 
199–215; Butvilo 2001; Karel′skoe nacional′noe dviženie 2012; Klement′ev, Kožanov 
2012).

Therefore, the new Constitution of Karelia designated Russian as the sole state 
language of the Republic (Article 10 (later 11), Constitution RK, 21 February 2001). 
Simultaneously, according to the proposal of the regional department of the Liberal 
Democratic Party of Russia, the Legislative Assembly had defined the right of the 
Republic to designate the state languages more narrowly than before by adding the 
qualification that “the other state languages” can be designated only by republican 
referendum. Accordingly, the next demand of the national movement, which was 
again supported by Katanandov, was the exclusion of that qualification from the 
constitution. Instead, the national movement demanded the possibility to designate 
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the state languages for parliament (Karely 2005: 223–227). However, a new obstacle 
emerged. The amendment to Russia’s language law (11 December 2002) set Cyrillic 
as the only script for the state languages in Russia. After this amendment, status of a 
state language can be given in an ordinary procedure only to a language with its writ-
ten form based on Cyrillic script. Official status can be given to those languages with 
their written form based on another script only in an exceptional procedure defined by 
federal law. This condition complicates designating a language based on Latin script 
with an official status (see, e.g., Khairov 2002). Nowadays, as a prerequisite for the 
Karelian language to become a state language in ordinary procedure, its current Latin 
script must be changed to Cyrillic (Karely 2005: 216–223). 

Even though scholars sometimes write about official-language rights (see, e.g., 
Patten 2006), there is no human right to an official language; neither is the state 
obliged “to use a particular script in any of its official activities” for a minority lan-
guage, Fernand De Varennes argues (1996: 106–107). He further argues that “[a] 
minority’s language may include a script (Arabic, Cyrillic, etc.) which differs from 
that sanctioned by the state. Whilst a state would not be obligated under the UN 
Declaration [of the Rights of Persons Belonging to National or Ethnic, Religious and 
Linguistic Minorities, 1992] to use a particular script in any of its official activities, 
Article 2 does prevent a state from banning the use of a minority script (as an aspect 
of language) in the private sphere. Whether involving script use in private corre-
spondence, the printing of a book by private entities, or on outdoor signs by a private 
entrepreneur, all these activities represent situations where persons have the right, in 
private or in public, to use their own minority language” (de Varennes 1997, Section 
4.2.1). 

The Russian authorities argue that designating a language with official status is 
an issue of internal government policy, and, following this logic, it is impossible to 
file a lawsuit in international court. It is not politically realistic for proponents of the 
official status for the Karelian language to lobby for exclusion from the federal rule 
because the federal authorities are cautious not to make a precedent which could be 
used in Tatarstan. Neither does the initiative of Tatar activists to designate the Tatar 
language as another state language of the Russian Federation fit Russia’s current con-
stitutional settings.

2.3. Komi

In Komi, the titular group was in the minority and comprised less than a fourth in the 
republican population (23.3% in the 1989 census). In this situation, even if all ethnic 
Komi voters would elect as many ethnic Komi representatives as possible, it would 
still not be enough to pass laws in favor of a national revival through legislative pro-
cedure, which demanded at least 50% of the votes (Il′in 1994). In reality, there were 
37% ethnic Komi elected in the Supreme Council in 1985 and 31.6% in 1990 (Popov 
& Nesterova 2000: 148, Table 8). 
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The observers point out that the creation of the first national organization Komi 
Kotyr (‘Komi union’) was initiated and supported in the Obkom. It was politically 
neutral and managed to cooperate with the authorities. Its activities were directed 
at the creation of the body of ethno-national representation of the Komi people. The 
First Congress of the Komi people was organized by the organizational and financial 
support of the authorities in January 1991. It was the first such forum of titular people 
in Russia and it united different political and social groups on the basis of the nation-
alist ideology (Il′in 1993–2, Section 2.1). The question of political representation was 
one of its central topics. In order to solve this problem, the Congress, in one of its 
resolutions, demanded the creation of a two-chamber parliament where one chamber 
would represent the Komi people, whereas both chambers would have a right of veto 
(Resolutions, 12 January 1991). Among the other demands, one resolution demanded 
the establishment of a state committee on nationalities affairs and the adoption of a 
law on the official status of the Komi and Russian languages (Cypanov 1994: 133; 
Pervyj s′′ezd 1991; Kotov & Rogačev 1991; Markov 2011). 

The executive body of the Congress, the Committee for the Revival of the Komi 
People (hereinafter – Revival Committee), chose the strategy of cooperation with the 
authorities and participated quite successfully in negotiations with the authorities. 
Valerij Markov was elected as its chair as a figure of compromise with modest views. 
He was a scholar, who became a member of the CPSU in 1985 and entered politics 
in the late 1980s on the democratic platform, but lost the 1990 Russian election and, 
as a consequence, joined the national movement (Il′in 1993–2, Section 2.1). Markov 
and other members of the Revival Committee used the rhetoric of international law 
and the right to national self-determination. Many of them themselves were a part of 
the Soviet nomenklatura elite and they skillfully oriented in the political situation of 
that time. There were different civil and political actions arranged to push through 
the demands. One of the important ones took place after the Republic signed the 
Federation Treaty (31 March 1992). The Revival Committee criticized the republican 
authorities for this action and made an appeal on 13 April 1992 with the proposal to 
take initiative on state-building in the Republic. The Republican “round-table” was 
called together with a wide representation of social and ethnic groups. Following 
this action, the Revival Committee reassured its stance, intensified cooperation with 
the authorities and managed to persuade the top officials to adopt some crucial laws 
(Popov & Nesterova 2000: 70–71). 

As a result of this cooperation, the Supreme Council recognized a privileged 
status of the Komi people by passing a law on the legal status of its Congress (26 
May 1992). The law treated the Congress as a political representative body of the 
Komi people and even granted it the right of legislative initiative (Popov & Nesterova 
2000: 46–47). The language law (28 May 1992) reaffirmed Komi and Russian as 
the state languages of the republic; Komi was proclaimed to be the concern of the 
state and had to enjoy its protection, whereas Russian was proclaimed to be the main 
medium of “internationality communication” in the Komi Republic. In April 1993, 
the State Committee for Nationalities Affairs was created with the task to implement 
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the language law and program for its implementation. The State Committee pre-
pared the list of posts of public servants with language requirements (Il′in 1993–8, 
Sections 2.2, 3.1; 1993–12). The Third Congress in December 1993 reconfirmed the 
idea to establish a chamber of the Komi people, but this demand did not pass in the 
Supreme Council. Foreseeing this, an alternative idea was also expressed at the Third 
Congress when the second chamber should be composed of the representatives of the 
Republic’s administrative districts irrespective of the number of their inhabitants. 
The consideration was that this way, the Komi movement could gain extra seats from 
rural districts, which usually had smaller populations than town districts, and where 
the ethnic Komis were in majority. Furthermore, it was suggested that the candidates 
fulfill a residence qualification of ten years. Now, the Revival Committee included 
this alternative idea in its draft constitution. 

The cooperation of the national movement with the authorities also extended to 
the process of drafting the Constitution. The Revival Committee chair Valerij Markov 
participated in the work of the parliament’s constitutional commission (Popov & 
Nesterova 2000: 174). Nevertheless, the revised proposal on the two-chamber parlia-
ment was rejected in this commission. Simultaneously, the constitutional commission 
rejected both the proposal of the culture commission that “the Komi language be used 
by the authorities along with Russian” and the proposal of the commission on science, 
headed by a person from the industrial Russian miner populated town of Vörkuta, to 
list Russian before Komi as the state languages. This symbolic issue demonstrated the 
intention of the Russian-speaking deputies to prevent the expansion of the official use 
of Komi and to restrict it only to the areas with a dense Komi population (Il′in 1994). 

Some radical members of the Revival Committee criticized the strategy of its 
leadership directed at cooperation with authorities. In their view, the authorities 
started to interfere more and more in the activities of the Revival Committee (see, 
e.g., Štrichi 1994: 224–226). Non-Komi public officials started to be elected as del-
egates to the Komi Congresses. The Second and further Congresses were arranged by 
the Ministry of Nationalities Affairs. The ideological disagreements led to an inevita-
ble split in the national movement. A radical segment of the movement departed from 
the Revival Committee in 1993 and established the national political party Dorjam 
As′nymös (‘we defend ourselves’), headed by Nadežda Mitjušëva, a cultural activist 
(Il′in 1993–2, 1993–3). This party continued to propose ideas which have already 
been at that time considered radical in mainstream society, such as the idea of trans-
ferring of Komi language to Latin script (Tsypanov 2001: 118).

The new republican constitution was adopted a year after the Russian constitu-
tion, which created the constitutional framework to escape the key issues. The Komi 
Constitution (Constitution KR, 17 February 1994) established a single chamber par-
liament in the presidential republic. However, as a compromise, the Election Law 
(12 March 1994) fixed the election system where one half of the deputies had to be 
elected directly by citizens, whereas the other half represented the administrative 
areas. The election districts were also cut to ensure higher ethnic Komi representa-
tion (Kiselëv 2001). The law ensured almost a third of the seats of the deputies for 
ethnic Komis in the State Council, a new parliament, elected in 1995. Nevertheless, 
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it did not solve the problem of the threshold in ethno-national representation needed 
for vetoes on decisions and to pass laws (Il′in 1994; Popov & Nesterova 2000: 148, 
Table 8). The Constitution designated Komi and Russian as the state languages of the 
Republic (article 67). The Komi people were symbolically recognized as a source of 
statehood of the Republic; the state policy had to be directed toward the maintenance 
and development of the Komi language, culture and the traditional lifestyle accord-
ing to international principles and norms concerning indigenous peoples (article 3). 
The Congress of the Komi People retained the right of legislative initiative (article 
76). Komi had acquired the status of the state language in the Republics on par with 
Russian, the latter being the state language of the Russian Federation and hence in 
all its units. Unlike the Constitution of Tatarstan, where major linguistic issues were 
resolved, the Komi Constitution only stipulated the designation of the state languages 
and non-discrimination language provisions (Tsypanov 2001: 116). 

With the political turn of 2000, the Komi Republican Office of the Public 
Prosecutor protested against the abovementioned provisions of the republican con-
stitution. The Supreme Court of the Komi Republic did not find any contradictions 
of the Constitution with federal legislation (Decision, 21 February 2001). However, 
the Supreme Court of the Russian Federation found the constitutional provisions on 
the Komi people as the source of sovereignty to be in contradiction with the princi-
ple of equality. The Court also ruled against the provision on republican citizenship 
(Determination, 13 April 2001). In accordance with the court decision, the amend-
ments to the republican constitution were passed (Law KR, 12 October 2001). The 
provision on the Komi people as an indigenous people was excluded. The law on the 
status of the Komi people was abrogated (Law KR, 12 May 2003). The amendments 
to the language law were passed in the direction of its deterioration as well (Law KR, 
16 July 2002).

2.4. Udmurtia

The percentage of the titular group in Udmurtia was 30.9% in 1989. The First All-
Union Udmurt Congress (the fourth congress since 1918), held in December 1991, 
adopted the declaration on the realization of the sovereign rights of the Udmurt people 
(Udmurtskoe nacional′noe dviženie 2003: 13–14). The term official language was not 
used in the Resolution of the Congress, but there was the language requirement for the 
post of the president. The Resolution contained the demands for Udmurt to become 
the language of instruction in primary school and, later, in secondary school, for 
Udmurt to be taught in higher, high professional educational institutions (Resolution, 
23 November 1991). The all-Udmurt association Udmurt Keneš (‘Udmurt council’) 
was created as the body, which operates between congresses and, among other things, 
aims at increasing the status of the Udmurt language. Headed by Michail Šiškin, the 
former second secretary of the Obkom (1978–82), the Udmurt Keneš dared to pre-
sent rather modest demands (Kasimov 1992–7, Section 3.2.2). In 1993, Šiškin was 
accused of financial machinations by his colleagues and had to leave this post. A 
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more radical leader of the Udmurt Keneš, Roza Jašina, was elected, but lost her post 
in some months due to the speech on the genocide of the Udmurt people at the session 
of the Unrepresented Nations and Peoples Organization (UNPO) (Egorov 1995–3; 
Egorov & Matsuzato 2000: 281–282). 

Since that time, for several years, the leaders of the Udmurt Keneš were loyal to 
the ruling elite. Ivan Griškin, a lecturer of the medical academy, was elected the next 
leader of the Udmurt Keneš at the Second All-Udmurt Congress in November 1994 
(Egorov 1994–8, Section 5; it was decided to count it as the Fifth Congress by includ-
ing in the numeration three congresses held in 1917 and 1918). It was this congress 
(Resolution, 4 November 1994) that demanded the rapid adoption of the constitution 
and the inclusion in its text of the provision on the official status of a state language 
of the Republic for the Udmurt language along with Russian. The congress adopted 
another declaration on the realization of the sovereign rights of the Udmurt people, 
where it stated that many demands of the First Congress, including the adoption of 
the law on the congress’s status and the language law, were still not implemented. The 
Congress demanded the creation of a two-chamber parliament with the right of veto 
and the designation of Udmurt as the state language (Egorov 1994–11, Section 4). 

After the adoption of the Russian constitution, regional authorities started 
to reconfigure the power structure at the regional level. There were steps taken in 
Udmurtia aiming at the creation of a presidential post (Law UR, 13 November 1993) 
and a republican parliament (Law UR, 21 December 1993), which had to have upper 
and lower chambers (Egorov & Matsuzato 2000: 306). However, these plans were not 
accomplished before the adoption of the republican constitution. The constitutional 
commission of the Supreme Council drafted the new constitution in consultations 
with federal authorities. The text of that draft copied a great deal of text from the 
Russian constitution. Consequently, there were no heated debates on the nationalities 
issues as in Komi, and the demands of language requirement for officials and civil 
servants, the national chamber or national quota in parliament, official bilingualism 
of public management, proposed earlier by the Udmurt Keneš in the alternative draft, 
were excluded in the early stages. 

The statement on sovereignty of the Udmurt people was also excluded during 
the work on the draft constitution. Only the issue of presidency remained unresolved 
until the session of the Supreme Council where the constitution was adopted (Egorov 
1995–1). In the final text of the Constitution, both “the Udmurt nation and the mul-
tinational people of Udmurtia” were stated as the bearers of sovereignty (Article 1, 
Constitution UR, 7 December 1994). The fact that “the Republic exercises the state 
power sovereignly on its territory” and the institute of republican citizenship were 
noted in the text, but they were excluded by the amendments to the constitutions in 
2000. The constitution did not create the presidential post. The one-chamber parlia-
ment was named the State Council. The Constitution established Russian and Udmurt 
as the state languages of the Republics (Article 9 (later 10)). There was no mention of 
Russian as the “language of internationality communication”.
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2.5. Mari El

The proportion of the main ethnic groups was more balanced in Mari El than in the 
other Finno-Ugric republics: Maris constituted 43.3%. The first president supported 
the activities of the Mari national movement. After his election as president, Vladislav 
Zotin proposed to change the name of the Republic. But it was only in July 1992 when 
the Republic dropped its attributes as soviet and socialist and received its current 
name Mari El. In October 1992, the Third Congress of the Mari People (actually, the 
first congress since 1918) was organized with the help of authorities and personally 
Nikolaj Rybakov, former chair of the Supreme Council and the state secretary of the 
Republic. In its resolutions, the Congress demanded the Supreme Council to adopt 
the constitution and the language law, where “the Mari language (Hill and Meadow 
Mari)” would be recognized as a state language of the Republic along with Russian; 
the document, thus, proposed a single Mari language, although there were proponents 
who wanted to include both main varieties: Hill and Meadow Mari. The language 
law had to also define language requirements. The Congress passed the appeals on 
the need of the official status for Mari in the places of dense living areas of the Mari 
population in the Republic of Bashkortostan and the Kirov region to the heads of 
these regions (K[asimov] 1992–10). Among the recommendations was the appeal for 
the adoption of the education law, which would introduce Mari as a compulsory sub-
ject in all educational institutions and prepare a gradual transition for national schools 
to have a native language used in instruction. The creation of a two-chamber parlia-
ment was required. Members of a chamber elected from the administrative units were 
required to know the state languages (Resolutions, 31 October 1992). 

In the manner of Interfront (‘internationalist movement’) in the Union Republics, 
departments of the Russian national organization Rus′ were created in Russia’s repub-
lics to oppose the activities of the national fronts and national movements of the titu-
lar peoples (see Taagepera 1999). In 1991, the regional organization Rus′ was created 
in Mari El. The Rus′ and some deputies of the Supreme Council criticized the docu-
ments of the Third Congress for its position as a political organization and blamed 
the participation of government officials in the Congress. The conservative Supreme 
Council also continuously criticized the activities of its former chair and the current 
President Vladislav Zotin and his government, whose members were predominantly 
of ethnic Mari origin. The president’s decisions on the nationalities issues and the 
draft language law were among the main targets of criticism. Furthermore, the parlia-
ment wanted to restrict the powers of the president. In this situation, fearing to lose his 
positions, Zotin decided to postpone the adoption of the constitution (Belokurova & 
Denisova 2003: 30, 49–50).

After the October 1993 power shift in Moscow, Mari El was among the few 
regions that choose to reform their authorities with no delay. In line with the Decree of 
the Russian President (9 October 1993) and President Zotin’s proposal, the republican 
Supreme Council elected in 1991 agreed to terminate its proxies before its legitimate 
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time was over in 1994 and to have midterm elections in order to be replaced by a 
new parliament – the State Assembly. The latter body was elected in December 1993, 
simultaneously with the referendum on the Russian constitution. However, in the con-
ditions of the weakening of the regional legislative authorities throughout the coun-
try after the events of October 1993, President Zotin did not have enough time to 
strengthen his own powers in the Constitution, as did the leaders of the other regions. 
The reason for this was precisely the lack of a period with no functioning parliament 
(Belokurova & Denisova 2003: 51–53).

The constitutional commission, headed by President Zotin, drafted the constitu-
tion. The constitution had to be adopted by the Constitutional Assembly, composed 
of the deputies of all authoritive levels: republican deputies to the two chambers of 
the federal parliament, deputies of the State Assembly and deputies of urban and rural 
councils. Deputies from rural areas, where the Mari population was traditionally pre-
dominant, in this way gained more influence than they had in the State Assembly. 
Out of 30 deputies elected to the State Assembly in December 1993, 13 were of eth-
nic Mari origin; out of 267 deputies elected to the urban and rural district assem-
blies, 137 were of ethnic Mari origin (Belokurova & Denisova 2003: 57). The Rus′ 
was against the procedure, according to which the Constitution had to be adopted by 
the Constitutional Assembly, and insisted on a direct popular vote (Smirnov 1995–3, 
Section 1.5). Among the amendments to the draft, the State Assembly proposed the 
recognition of a single Mari language and Russian as the state languages. Among 
the proposals to the draft constitution, there was an open letter of scholars, writ-
ers, cultural activists with the demand to designate Hill Mari with the status of the 
state language, but the latter was rejected by the State Assembly (Smirnov 1995–5, 
Sections 1.1.1–1.1.2). Therefore, one of the complicated issues was the presence of 
two varieties of the Mari language. Both varieties had literary forms. The Meadow 
Mari representatives were predominant in the Mari Ušem (‘Mari union’), whereas the 
Hill Maris were well represented amongst the top officials, including the president 
(K[asimov] 1992a–6, Sections 2.2, 2.3). This problem caused some delay in the lan-
guages’ official recognition. It was a question of whether only (Meadow) Mari and 
Russian or if Hill Mari too should be declared as the state languages of the Republic 
(Vasikova 1994, Kazancev 2000). President Zotin insisted on the designation of both 
varieties of Mari as the state languages (Matsuzato 2003: 17; Belokurova & Denisova 
2003: 58–59).

The Constitution of the Republic of Mari El was adopted by the Constitutional 
Assembly in 1995. The Constitution did not have any statement on sovereignty, and 
instead it established the Republic as “the democratic, law-bound state within the 
Russian Federation” (Article 1, Constitution RME, 24 June 1995). 50 deputies of its 
parliament had to be elected individually and 17 deputies represented the administra-
tive-territorial units (Smirnov 1995–7). The Constitution designated Mari (Hill and 
Meadow Mari) and Russian as the state languages of the Republic (Article 15), and 
included the requirement of the president’s knowledge of both state languages. The 
Constitution left the question of language varieties open and adopted a compromise 
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designating the Mari (Hill, Meadow) language in singular, but adding the names of 
both varieties in parentheses. With the policy turn in 2000 (RF Constitutional Court 
Resolution, 7 June 2000), the Declaration of State Sovereignty was under protest and 
was discontinued (RME State Assembly Decree, 10 November 2000). In December 
2000, the Constitutional Assembly excluded the provisions on the democratic state 
and republican citizenship from the Constitution (Belokurova & Denisova 2003: 
86–87). 

2.6. Mordovia

The percentage of Erzya and Moksha in the Republic of Mordovia’s population 
was reported to be 32.5% in the 1989 census. The First All-Russia Congress of the 
Mordvin (Erzyan and Mokshan) People was arranged somewhat later than what had 
occurred in the other republics, in March 1992, and also demanded, among other 
things, the constitutional recognition of the status of the state languages for Moksha 
and Erzya Mordvin. A further demand was the restoration of the Mordvin languages 
as a medium of instruction, first, through their expansion in primary school and, later, 
in basic secondary school. The Congress advocated the necessity of all students learn-
ing the state languages and repeated the demand of parietal Russian-national bilin-
gualism (Resolution, 15 March 1992). Newly presented in comparison with the 1990 
program of the society of national revival Mastorava was the demand of language 
requirements for officials. As the first head of the Mastorava and university professor 
Dmitrij Nad′kin untimely passed away, Michail Mosin and Grigorij Pinjasov were 
elected as co-chairs of the Congress (Kasimov 1992b–6; Latypov 1994–2, Section 4). 
The Congress elected the Council for the Revival of the Mordvin People (hereinafter 
– Revival Council) as its executive body. 

In its activities, the Revival Council presented more modest demands than the 
Mastorava or the Congress itself, and started to advocate for the unification of Erzya 
and Moksha into the Mordvin people. The disagreement regarding the need of uni-
fication created the grounds for the split in the national movement in 1992 out of the 
contradictions, which existed prior to this move. The split in the Revival Council 
itself was triggered by a strong conflict between some ethnic Mokshan leaders who 
were better represented in Soviet nomenklatura and preserved their position in the 
new government (Utešev & Ščerbakova 2004: 146–148). Michail Mosin criticized 
his colleague Grigorij Pinjasov for supporting Nikolaj Birjukov, chair of the Supreme 
Council (see Section 3.6 below), and Pinjasov had to leave his post of co-chair 
(Latypov 1994–2, Section 4).

The Mokshan leaders were in favor of a united Mordvin people, while most 
Erzyan activists claimed to represent a separate people. Moreover, some Mokshan 
leaders advocated the policy directed at the creation of a unified Mordvin language 
out of the two existing languages (Butylov 2000). The presented justification can be 
summed up in their emphasis on the need to consolidate a single nation and, thus, to 
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escape the trap of co-existing language varieties, as in Mari El and, particularly, in 
Karelia. Proponents of a unified Mordvin language argue that such a measure would 
enhance both-sided Russian-national bilingualism, whereas in the existing situa-
tion triple translations are viewed as an insurmountable obstacle, which, in practice, 
leads to use of the titular languages as symbols but not as vehicles of communication. 
Language unification is an ambiguous undertaking and its reasonableness is not dis-
cussed here. Despite the sociolinguistic difficulties associated with this project, politi-
cal considerations came to the forefront since the early 2000s and were expressed in 
the endeavor to copy a new federal policy of the building of a unified Russian nation. 

It is no wonder that the intention for unification was opposed by the more radi-
cal Erzyan activists who saw it as an attempt of Moksha leaders at strengthening 
their position in opposition to the Erzya stand. These activists created the organiza-
tion Erzjan′ mastor (‘Erzyan land’) in December 1992 (Utešev & Ščerbakova 2004: 
148). Following the logic of confrontation, Erzjan′ mastor even proposed to split the 
Republic and advocated for the creation of an Erzyan autonomy (see Resolution, 20 
June 2009). According to their vision, Erzya should be the state language of this 
autonomy. Moreover, it should be the only official language in the administrative dis-
tricts with the Erzya majority population (Obščestvennye dviženija v Mordovii 1993: 
253; Iurchenkov 2001: 91–92). All in all, because of the contradictions between the 
Erzya and the Moksha, the national movement was weaker than in the other republics. 
In this context, neither ethnic nor language issues had any remarkable role in state-
building in Mordovia (Mares′ev 1995: 181–182). This situation led to a significant 
delay in language planning. 

A further reason for the weakness of national organizations was its alienation 
from the democratic movement because of the issue of sovereignty. The confrontation 
between President Vasilij Gusljannikov, who was in office from 1991 to 1993, and 
Nikolaj Birjukov, chair of the Supreme Council, ended with the victory of the later and 
the temporary abolition of the institute of presidency. The Supreme Council initiated 
the drafting of the new constitution. The central issue of debate around the constitu-
tion was the re-establishment of the presidency and the order of his or her elections. 
As in Mari El, Birjukov wanted the constitution to be adopted by the Constitutional 
Convent and hoped to ensure, in this way, his own position by support of deputies 
from rural areas. However, in January 1995, he unexpectedly did not become the 
chair of the newly established State Assembly (Latypov 1995–3). 

The Second Congress of the Mordvin (Mokshan and Erzyan) People in March 
1995 demanded the designation of the Mordvin languages as the state languages and 
the adoption of a law on the state languages (Resolution, 24 March 1995). Nikolaj 
Merkuškin, the new parliament chair, supported the inclusion of the idea of the 
Constitutional Convent in the draft constitution with the majority of rural voters for 
the appointment of the Head of the Republic. The constitution itself had to be adopted 
by the Constitutional Convent (Latypov 1995–7, Section 3.1, 1995–9). According 
to the Constitution (Constitution RM, 21 September 1995), Russian and Mordvin 
(Mokshan and Erzyan) became the state languages (article 13). In other words, the 
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document established a single Mordvin language. The Congress of the Mordvin 
(Mokshan and Erzyan) People received the right of legal initiative. As the republic 
did not pass the sovereignty declaration, there was no provision on sovereignty in the 
constitution. Consequently, unlike the other republics, the revision of the constitution 
in 2001 touched upon only some minor issues (Utešev & Ščerbakova 2004: 155). It 
states that the source of power in Mordovia is “the multinational people of the Russian 
Federation” (Article 2).

3. Language requirements in the republics’ constitutions

3.1. Language requirements for the post of the President of the Republic

If there is an official language in a country, it typically has to be compulsorily used 
by parliament, administration, judiciary and other authorities. The head of the coun-
try as the top official has to know the language. Obligatory knowledge of the official 
language by (a candidate to the post of) the head of a state or territory is an important 
element of language status. This requirement can have dual justification within the 
language status: as a part of its function the working language of the state authorities 
and as a language preference. Both in Soviet and post-Soviet times, the role of first 
figures used to be crucial for the functioning of the political system. Since the Soviet 
times, there was an unwritten practice that the main representative public figure in the 
SSRs and ASSRs, chair of the Supreme Council, would be a person of titular nation-
ality who would presumably know the titular language. At the same time, an ethnic 
Russian would typically have been the Head of the Obkom. 

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, the central political issues were 1) if the head 
of state or a territory has to be a representative of titular nationality and 2) if he or she 
has to know the titular language. The former Union Republics usually did not require 
their heads to be of titular ethnic origin, but often introduced the obligatory knowl-
edge of their state languages by the first figures and the deputies of their parliaments 
(see, e.g., Ajrapetjan 2012). In the former Autonomous Republics, ethnic preferences 
were not in the agenda because they were established in the form of multinational 
statehood, not ethnic statehood. Yet, language preferences and the requirement to 
know both state languages were justified in the new political systems exactly by the 
multinational character of statehood. The inclusion of language requirements did not 
mean an automatic advantage for the candidates of titular nationality, because an eth-
nic Russian with the knowledge of the titular language were also sometimes elected 
as, for example, in Buryatia (see Arutjunjan et al. 1998). In all former Autonomous 
Republics, with the exception of Karelia, the titular languages have the official status 
of state languages, but language preference for the post of head of republic had been 
introduced in only eight republics. The language requirements for the Republican 
President had been included in the constitutions of Tatarstan, Bashkortostan, 
Chuvashia, and a few other republics. 
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Since the late 1990s, in an attempt to break up with this Soviet practice, the 
core of Russia’s nationalities policy held the exclusion of ethnic categories from legal 
and political space. In 1998, Russia’s Constitutional Court had a ruling concerning 
the compliance of the provisions on language requirement in the Constitution of 
Bashkortostan, the law on the President of Bashkortostan and the President’s elec-
tions (at that time, there was no language law in Bashkortostan). The Court declared 
them to be in contradiction with the Russian constitution. The ruling was of a 
restricted procedural character, as the language requirements themselves were not 
challenged by the Court but the impossibility of their implementation was empha-
sized because of a lack of a legislative mechanism. However, the position of the 
Constitutional Court in this issue was reaffirmed in the new political situation, when 
in 2001, the Court issued a decision concerning the similar case of the language leg-
islation of Adygea (Determination, 13 November 2001). 

In effect, the legal norms that establish language requirements for chief offi-
cials have not been in use since the late 1990s. According to the policy to foster 
anti-discrimination clauses in legislation (Osipov & Sapožnikov 2004: 189–190), 
there was a clear tendency to abolish ethnic and linguistic preferences, although in 
some republics there is still an unwritten practice that persons of titular ethnic origin 
were and are first figures. At the same time, in several republics, requirements of 
the knowledge of both state languages continue to be enforced for some professions 
such as teachers, secretaries and other civil servants who in some cases receive a 
bonus (see, e.g., Arutjunjan et al. 1998). This fact supports the notion of the impor-
tance of language requirements as a practical arrangement and not just as a political 
instrument. 

3.2. Karelia

Viktor Stepanov, an ethnic Karelian with a knowledge of Karelian (Karely 2005: 
186), the head of the department of the Obkom, became the chair of the Presidium 
of the Supreme Council in 1989. He managed, himself being a former member of 
the nomenklatura, to ensure a gradual transition to a more democratic regime and, 
thus, encountered virtually no counter-elite activities to his early political moves 
(Tsygankov 2002: 266). After this first success, he was the first figure in the Republic 
for many years: he was the chair of the Supreme Council from 1990 to 1994, and 
simultaneously the President of the Republic from 1991 to 1993. Despite his support 
of the Russian parliament in October 1993, he was elected chair of the government 
in 1994 (the post of the Head of the Republic) without the necessity to use such addi-
tional instruments as language requirements (Law RK, 18 January 1994). 

Since 1991, the conflict emerged between the Supreme Council and the 
local authorities of Petrozavodsk, the capital of the Republic, ruled by its mayor 
Sergej Katanandov, an ethnic Russian and ex-manager of a local construction firm 
(Hämäläinen & Kožanov 1992). In the election campaign of 1998, Stepanov did not 
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initiate the introduction of language requirements, although his activities in advocat-
ing the draft language laws were interpreted by his opponents as evidence for his 
intention to use linguistic preferences as an ethno-political resource (Karely 2005: 
154–155, 173–174). The Third Congress of Karelians supported his candidacy for 
the Head of the Government. Surprisingly, Stepanov was unable to compete with 
his rival Katanandov. Katanandov won the 1998 elections and became the Head of 
the Government. According to expert evaluations, the fact that elites and political 
parties (and not popular movements and national organizations) were at the center 
of political life by that time is among the reasons for this outcome (Butvilo 2001).

As it was previously noted, in two years after his election, Katanandov sup-
ported the designation of Karelian as a state language, arguably doing so for the 
reasons of its symbolic significance for the Republic’s statehood (Karely 2005: 209). 
The new Constitution (Constitution RK, 21 February 2001) brought the legislation 
into concordance with the Federal Law (6 October 1999) and changed the structure of 
the state authorities by excluding the bicameral parliament and introducing the post of 
the Head of the Republic. According to the new election law (Law RK, 19 July 2001), 
Katanandov was re-elected as the first Head of the Republic in 2002 and managed to 
maintain his post until 2010, even if since 2005 regional chief executives in Russia 
were no longer elected in regions, but appointed by regional legislatures according to 
suggestion of the Russian president (see Section 2.1 above).

3.3. Komi 

Jurij Spiridonov, an ethnic Russian (as stipulated in his passport), was the second 
secretary of the Obkom since 1985 and its first secretary from 1989 to 1990. In 
March 1990, he was elected the chair of the Supreme Council, the first figure in the 
Komi Republic at that time. This was when the power shifted from the Obkom to the 
Supreme Council. Spiridonov was able to preserve this post until the elections of the 
head of the Republic in 1994.

The Supreme Council of the Komi Republic initiated the republican referendum 
on the issue of the presidency in 1993. The Third Congress of the Komi People, held 
in December 1993, was against the presidency and against the draft president law, 
because, among other things, the president would receive too wide proxies and it 
would unlikely be a Komi representative. Instead, as an alternative, the Congress 
required the Chair of the Supreme Council, the then first figure, to have knowledge of 
both state languages. In the case the decision of the arranged referendum would still 
be in favor of the post of president, the Congress demanded to include an amendment 
that the president would have to know both state languages (Il′in 1993–12, Section 
2). The referendum was not accomplished due to abstentions of citizens, but a major-
ity of those who came voted against the presidential office (Il′in 1994). This result 
was interpreted as delegation of power for the decision concerning presidency to the 
Supreme Council (Il′in 1994–4).
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Later, in the draft constitution, the Revival Committee again proposed the 
requirement of knowledge of both state languages as a condition for candidacy for 
the first figure’s office. However, Jurij Spiridonov, supported by the Russian major-
ity of deputies, could effectively prevent the inclusion of language requirements in 
the constitution because it could have excluded his candidacy. As a compromise, he 
suggested that the knowledge of both state languages should be a requirement only 
for civil servants such as interpreters, editors and secretaries. As a result, the require-
ment for the knowledge of the state languages by the Head of the Komi Republic was 
not included in the Komi Constitution in 1994. The only provision on the issue that 
entered the final text was that the Head of the Republic will take an oath in the state 
languages (Article 82).

Spiridonov won the elections of the Head of the Republic in May 1994 with 
50.9% of the votes (Alexander & Grävingholt 2002: 84, 87–88). His rival, Vjačeslav 
Chudjaev, an ethnic Komi and the head of the Government, took 33.1% of the votes, 
while the Revival Committee chair Valerij Markov only had 3.7% of the votes 
(Kovalëv 1995; Il′in 1994, 1994–4). It is notable that Spiridonov was elected mostly 
by ethnic Russian voters, while the ethnic Komi population voted mostly for Chudjaev 
(Tsypanov 2001: 117–118). In January 1995, Chudjaev and Markov were elected as the 
deputies of the State Council, a body newly established by the Constitution. Valerij 
Markov became its vice-chair. Vladimir Torlopov, a Russophone who has an ethnic 
Komi father, was elected in 2000 and remained the Head of the Republic until 2010.

3.4. Mari El

After the election of the Russian President in June 1991 and the coup d’état attempt 
in August 1991, the presidency was established in many republics. Vladislav Zotin, 
the chair of the Supreme Council, initiated the establishment of the presidency in the 
Mari Republic. On the day of voting on the issue, representatives of the Mari Ušem 
gathered in front of the parliament building with demands for the president to know 
both state languages. The Supreme Council agreed with the proposal of the Mari 
Ušem on the knowledge of both state languages and adopted the decree on the presi-
dential elections on 14 December 1991 (Decree, 16 October 1991; Smirnov 1995–3, 
Section 1.8.5). All three candidates for the presidency were of ethnic Mari origin, 
whereas all the vice-presidental candidates were ethnic Russians. Besides Zotin, the 
other candidates were Aleksandr Kazimov, the leader of the republican department 
of the public movement Democratic Russia, and Evgenij Petrov, the head of govern-
ment (Belokurova & Denisova 2003: 47). Vladislav Zotin, an ethnic Hill Mari and the 
chair of the Supreme Council, was elected president (Kto jest′ kto 2002: 208). Grigorij 
Posibeev, former first secretary of the Obkom tried to fill the vacant seat of the chair 
of the parliament but lost to Jurij Minakov, an ethnic Russian.

The Third Congress of the Mari People in 1992 appealed to the Supreme Council 
to comprehend the necessity of the knowledge of the Mari language by the republican 
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officials and proposed to settle the order of approval of language requirements for 
officials (Resolution ‘On language’, 31 October 1992). There was no direct demand on 
the knowledge of the state languages by the president, because the language require-
ment had already been established. The Constitution of the Republic of Mari El of 
1995 established the requirement for the President of Mari El to have knowledge of 
the state languages (article 76). 

In summer 1996, when the next presidential campaign started, the Republic 
was deep in economic crisis. This presidential campaign was marked by the conflict 
around the president’s language requirements. The law on the presidential elections 
was adopted in late summer and contained the requirement on the knowledge of both 
languages (Law RME, 20 August 1996; Smirnov 1996–7, Section 1.3.1, 1996–9). 
Leonid Markelov, deputy of Russia’s State Duma from the Liberal Democratic Party 
of Russia and a potential candidate for presidency built his campaign on the criti-
cism of economic developments and pretended to “protect the national interests of 
the Russians”, arguing against the language requirement that it was discriminatory 
and promising a revision of the language law (Smirnov 1996–3, Section 1.6.1). He 
initiated an appeal of the State Duma to Russia’s Constitutional Court concerning the 
inconformity of the Constitution of the Republic of Mari El to the federal legislation 
(Decree SD FA RF, 18 October 1996; Smirnov 1996–9, Section 1.2.5). The public 
prosecutor of Mari El, Nikolaj Piksaev, first sent his protest against the language 
requirement to the Republic’s Central Election Commission (CEC) and, when this 
was rejected, turned to the Republic’s Supreme Court. In this situation, President 
Zotin needed the support of the national movement. He attended the Fourth Congress 
of the Mari People held in October 1996 and made his speech in both Russian and Hill 
Mari. The Congress expressed its support for Zotin as a candidate and emphasized 
the obligatory character of the knowledge of the state languages by the president 
(Resolution, 19 October 1996; Belokurova & Denisova 2003: 66). 

The CEC created a working group to check candidates’ knowledge of the state 
languages. Vjačeslav Kislicyn was invited to the CEC on 29 October 1996 as the 
first candidate to prove his knowledge of the state languages. He greeted the CEC in 
Mari, argued that he has enough knowledge of the Mari language and culture to be 
president and refused to take an exam. Later, he explained why he refused to take the 
exam: he did not want to humiliate the Mari people with his broken Mari language 
(Belokurova & Denisova 2003: 67). The CEC overturned the language requirement 
on 1 November 1996 as unconstitutional, and registered on the same day Kislicyn and 
in two weeks Markelov as candidates (Smirnov 1996–12, Section 1.1.1). After this the 
public prosecutor recalled his application from the Supreme Court (Smirnov 1996–10, 
Section 1.3.1). Russia’s Constitutional Court dismissed the case later (Determination, 
11 March 1998).

In November 1996, President Zotin unsuccessfully contested the CEC deci-
sion on the registration of Kislicyn and Markelov as the candidates for breaking the 
provisions according to the the Mari Constitution and the law on the presidential 
elections on the compulsory knowledge of both state languages. However, Russia’s 
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Constitutional Court admitted, in its decision 14 December 1996, the validity of reg-
istration and recommended freezing the constitutional provision on the knowledge 
of the state languages (part 2, Article 76) (Krajnov 1997: 67–68; Isanbaev 1997: 34; 
Lallukka 2003: 305; Belokurova & Denisova 2003: 67). In December, two days before 
the elections, President Zotin attempted to delay them, by the decree, with a contro-
versial reference to the decision of Russia’s Constitutional Court and the decree of 
the State Duma. However, the Republic’s Supreme Court annulled the president’s 
decree the next day. The first round of elections still took place as planned on 22 
December 1996. None of the candidates received the majority vote, and Kislicyn and 
Markelov went on to the second round (Smirnov 1996–12, Sections 1.3–1.4). In the 
second round on 4 January 1997, Vjačeslav Kislicyn, an ethnic Russian and a previ-
ous Kolkhoz chief, was elected the new president (Smirnov 1996–12, Section 1.5, Kto 
jest′ kto 2002: 258; Belokurova & Denisova 2003: 68). After the elections, criminal 
proceedings were instituted against Zotin (Petrov 2001: 114).

In 1995, Kislicyn joined the Communist Party of Russia, but distanced himself 
after becoming the president. Unlike the previous president Zotin, Kislicyn managed 
to consolidate his powers and take control over republican political and economic 
resources in his hands (Belokurova & Denisova 2003: 69–70). Among the initiatives 
directed at strengthening his powers, the constitutional amendment was initiated in 
May 1997 in order to prolong the president’s time in office up to seven years and 
to exclude the language requirement for presidency (Smirnov 1997–4, Section 1.2). 
The former amendment did not pass, but the language requirement was excluded in 
October 1997 (Law RME, 22 October 1997). The provision that the president takes an 
oath in both Mari and Russian was amended as well. It states now that the president 
takes an oath in Mari and/or Russian (Article 78). 

Consolidating his regime in conflict with the local self-government in March 
2000, Kislicyn lost support of the federal authorities. When after the election of 
Vladimir Putin as President of Russia, the building up of the power vertical had 
started in June 2000, Kislicyn wanted to demonstrate his loyalty and he fully sup-
ported the policy of bringing regional legislation into concordance with federal leg-
islation. However, as a part of this policy, numerous federal inspections took place 
which assessed the economic situation in the Republic as critical. These processes 
were in the background for the presidential election campaign. In order to compensate 
for his lost support in Moscow, Kislicyn tried to win proponents among the regional 
elites. One of his plans was to propose the post of vice-president to an ethnic Mari. 
Among the other moves, Kislicyn unsuccessfully tried to be manipulative with the 
elections, i.e. by changing their time for autumn 2000. Ivan Teterin, the only eth-
nic Mari candidate for president and a military man, was supported by the Moscow 
authorities. In December 2000, Markelov and Kislicyn went on to the second round, 
where Markelov won (Belokurova & Denisova 2003: 71–86).

In January 2001, Leonid Markelov, an ethnic Russian born in Moscow and 
worked in the Yoshkar-Ola Military Procuracy since 1986, became the president (Kto 
jest′ kto 2002: 344). In the December 2004 elections, Markelov won against Vladimir 
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Kozlov, a journalist and head of the Mari Ušem. It must be noted here that as a con-
sequence of presidentization, and especially since the early 2000s, the authoritar-
ian regimes in many Russian regions used administrative resources and even elec-
toral fraud to reach the needed election outcomes. If, during the times of Zotin’s and 
Kislicyn’s presidencies, the national leaders had their share of the political power, 
then during the time of Markelov, they were mostly in opposition. As a result of the 
2004 election campaign, ethnic division was actualized in the republican political 
Olympus. Markelov expelled many officials of titular ethnic origin from the leading 
offices (Sokolov 2002: 218–219). Within a few months, the only minister of ethnic 
Mari origin in Markelov’s government remained, and still is, Michail Vasjutin, the 
Minister of Culture and Deputy Head of Government.

The conflict between the national leaders and the Markelov administra-
tion became internationally known, when Vladimir Kozlov was severely beaten in 
February 2005. Although the authorities argued that this was a domestic crime, those 
who did it were never found, and there were widespread suspicions that the crime 
was politically motivated. Kozlov was beaten for his political activities, among oth-
ers, for arranging rallies during the time of the president’s inauguration in January. 
A petition, that demanded an investigation of the crime, was made public on the 
Internet and, in a few days, received signatures from many prominent public figures 
in Estonia, Finland, Hungary and other countries, including some former and act-
ing top politicians. The petition was followed in spring 2005 by a great number of 
publications in a cascade effect, both in international and Russian mass media, state-
ments of politicians etc. that culminated in a resolution of the European Parliament 
criticizing Russia for violating the cultural and political rights of the Mari people 
(Resolution, 12 May 2005). Ethnic elites, who became marginalized, hoped that the 
federal center would replace the President of the Republic, which occurred in the 
center of international scandal. However, the federal center, i.e., the Russian Foreign 
Ministry, considered the acts, like the European Parliament resolution, as an intru-
sion into internal affairs and backed the position of the regional authorities against the 
opposition forces. Markelov was reappointed to office in 2009.

3.5. Udmurtia

Since August 1991, the highest position in the Udmurt Republic shifted from the 
first secretary of the Obkom to the parliament elected chair of the Supreme Council. 
From 1990 to 1995, this post was held by Valentin Tubylov, an ethnic Udmurt and a 
former CPSU functionary. In October 1991, the Supreme Council passed the deci-
sion to establish presidency (Law UR, 10 October 1991). The language requirement 
for the president also became a heated issue (Ponomarëv 1992: 18–19; Osipov 2002: 
280–282). The establishing conference of the Udmurt Kalyk Partija (‘party of the 
Udmurt people’) in October 1991 demanded that the president should be an eth-
nic Udmurt. The First and Second All-Udmurt Congresses in November 1991 and 
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November 1994 demanded the president’s knowledge of the Udmurt and Russian lan-
guages (Resolution, 23 November 1991; Resolution, 4 November 1994). Also, the 
Udmurt Keneš approved a resolution on this issue (11 November 1992). According to 
unofficial data, the democrat and ethnic elites informally agreed on the requirement 
of the president’s knowledge of Udmurt, but it was the influential local Tatar elite 
that insisted on the president representing the titular nationality (Kasimov 1992–7, 
Section 3.3). 

The President Law in Udmurtia was passed after the victory of Boris Yeltsin over 
Russia’s Supreme Council in October 1993. It contained the requirement for the presi-
dent’s knowledge of Udmurt and Russian, with the exception of the first presidential 
election. The latter qualification provides evidence that the law was enacted for the 
election of a certain person, namely, Aleksandr Volkov, the head of the government at 
the time (Article 4, Law UR, 14 November 1993; Law UR, 18 January 1994). Because 
there was neither a republican constitution nor a republican language law in 1993 
which would regulate the status of the state languages, language preference was not 
formulated as requirement for the knowledge of the state languages of the republic. 
One might note the sequence of listing the languages with Udmurt in the first posi-
tion (Ponomarëv 2009: 31; S′′ezd sovetov 2005: 55; Vojtovič 2006: 327). However, this 
presidential law was never in force, because the constitution was approved in 1994. 

The clause on the president’s language requirement was included in the draft 
constitution and stayed there longer than the other demands of the national movement. 
Nevertheless, it was left out of discussions concerning the issue on the session of the 
Supreme Council. Moreover, the political system, framed by the republican constitu-
tion, did not contain the post of the President of the Republic. Yet, the questioning 
had to be arranged on the issue of presidency, so that the coming State Council would 
decide on it later (Egorov 1995–1, 1995–3). The questioning arranged in March 1995 
rejected the idea of presidency (Egorov & Matsuzato 2000: 311).

A person of titular ethnic origin has always been chair of the Supreme Council 
of Udmurtia since its establishment in 1938 until 1995, when the post was abolished. 
In 1995, Aleksandr Volkov, the Head of Government and an ethnic Russian with no 
knowledge of Udmurt, won against Valentin Tubylov, an ethnic Udmurt and the last 
head of the Supreme Council. Volkov took over the first position in the Republic 
as the chair of the State Council, the body newly established by the constitution. 
There were no language requirements for this post (Vojtovič 2006: 344–345). In 1997, 
Tubylov became the head of the Udmurt Keneš. In 1999, Tubylov supported Pavel 
Veršinin, another ethnic Udmurt and head of government, against Volkov in the next 
election for State Council chair. The argument was presented that traditionally one of 
the first figures of the Republic should be an ethnic Udmurt. However, Volkov won 
again. Volkov was the chair of the State Council of the Republic from 1995 to 2000 
(Egorov & Matsuzato 2000: 282, 362). 

In 1999, the Federal Law (19 October 1999) defined the principles of the division 
of powers at the regional level and put restriction on the regional authorities. In 2000, 
the presidential post was established again by the amendment to the constitution, but 
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without any language requirements (Law UR, 8 June 2000). There was the provision 
stating that the president takes an oath in the state languages of the Republic (Article 
46), which was implemented as well. Igor′ Semënov, an ethnic Udmurt, was the State 
Council chair from 2000 to 2007, but at that time, he was already a third figure in the 
Republic, after Aleksandr Volkov was elected president in 2000 and Jurij Pitkevič, a 
Belarusian, became the head of the government since 2000, thus, neither of them were 
an ethnic Udmurt or had a knowledge of Udmurt (S′′ezd sovetov 2005: 89). Vitalij 
Solov′ëv, a Russophone with an ethnic Udmurt father, has been the chair of the State 
Council from 2008 to 2013 and Vladimir Nevostrujev, an ethnic Udmurt, since 2013.

3.6. Mordovia

In September 1991, the Supreme Council took a decision on the establishment of 
presidency. This decision was supported by the nomenklatura elite and the national 
movement, whereas the democrats opposed it. There were no language requirements 
for the presidential post, which was criticized by the Mastorava. Nikolaj Birjukov, an 
ethnic Mordvin and former CPSU party functionary, the Supreme Council chair, was 
supported by the nomenklatura and titular population (Polutin 2000: 167–171). His 
opponent Vasilij Gusljannikov was a chief of the regional department of Democratic 
Russia, an engineer and an ethnic Russian without any knowledge of the Mordvin 
languages. Gusljannikov won the popular election and became the president in 
December 1991. Arguably, the most important basis for his victory was the support of 
Russophones, who feared that the Republic would follow the way of sovereignization 
and studying the titular languages would become compulsory in school (Matsuzato 
2003: 13–14). Mordovia became an exception among the Finno-Ugric republics in 
that the Soviet nomenklatura temporarily lost its dominant position in the Republic. 
It is no wonder that the conflict emerged with the still agrarian- and communist-
dominated Supreme Council and its chair Nikolaj Birjukov. 

Gusljannikov was a democrat and a pro-reform liberal in economic policy but 
strongly opposed the national movement. Birjukov started to support some national 
leaders who were also members of the agrarian elites, that is, chiefs of the kol khozes 
and the CPSU rural departments (Kasimov 1992b–6, Sections 1.2, 1.4). Due to his 
course for unpopular market economy reforms and administrative incompetence 
in the conditions of the continuing economic crisis, Gusljannikov lost support of 
the Russian population as well. The presidency was created by the decision of the 
Supreme Council and, in the same way, it was liquidated in April 1993.

However, the old first line nomenklatura again lost its power in the Republic in 
1995 with the election of the State Assembly to the second line. Nikolaj Merkuškin, 
an ethnic Moksha, who was until 1991 the second secretary of the Obkom, won the 
election against Nikolaj Birjukov and became the first chair of the new parliament 
(Utešev & Ščerbakova 2004: 140–144; Latypov 1995–1). Vladimir Volkov, an eth-
nic Russian and the CPSU functionary, became the head of government. The First 



366 Zamyatin 

Congress of the Mokshan and Erzyan People in March 1992 required the Republican 
President and the Ministers of Culture, Education and Mass Media to have knowledge 
of either Moksha or Erzya (Resolution, 15 March 1992). However, this requirement 
was later withdrawn (Iurchenkov 2001: 90). The Second Congress of the Mordvin 
(Mokshan and Erzyan) People, held in March 1995, was opened by Merkuškin’s 
greetings in two languages (Latypov 1995–3). Here, the issue of language require-
ments was not raised because the national movement was satisfied with the election 
results. 

Later the same year, Merkuškin became the Head of the Republic, elected by the 
Constitutional Convent. According to the newly adopted constitution, approved one 
day earlier by the Constitutional Convent, the Head of the Republic had to be elected 
directly by the population. That is why the election was arranged in 1998. Merkuškin 
won and was re-elected as Head of the Republic. From 2000 to 2001, by the amend-
ments to the constitution, the Head of the Republic received additional competen-
cies and the presidential republic was finally formed (Kozin & Šilov 2001). In 2012, 
Merkuškin handed over this top position to his longstanding companion Volkov.

4. Discussion 

The titular groups in the Finno-Ugric republics typically are in a minority situation. 
The political process inspires competition in which minority groups are doomed to 
lose. In a situation where a group represents only a small non-dominant segment of 
the population, the inclusion of any institution ensuring its interests in the political 
regime would be an unexpected outcome because the majority would be against it. 
How was it still possible to include any reference to ethnicity in the constitutions?

After their peak in the late 1980s, the popular movements did not have much 
influence on the constitutional processes in the early 1990s that were elites-centered. 
The constitutions themselves were adopted by regional parliaments or constitutional 
assemblies, but not by popular vote. Thus, to answer the aforementioned question, one 
should turn to the study of elites. As the Finno-Ugric titular groups mostly reside in 
rural areas, the ethnic elites in the early 1990s mostly originated from the agrarian 
sector in the Soviet nomenklatura elites, while the Russian elites were predominant 
in the industrial and technocrat sector. Different segments of the political elites, most 
notably still regionally weak democrats and the still strong old nomenklatura, advo-
cated in national and language debates in favor of interests of the Russophone or titu-
lar nationalities. The ethnic elites had to struggle for new rules of the political game 
where the issue of political participation was the key to advancing their demands. The 
representative democracy and its majority rule became an insurmountable thresh-
old for the elites of those nationalities that were in the numerical minority also in 
their titular territories, because they would be outvoted. There were votes cast for 
the constitutions in the republican parliaments with the majority rule and, from the 
instrumentalist perspective, the claims that would not be supported by majority, for 
example, to establish ethnic institutions, were deemed to fail. 



 Finno-Ugric Republics and Their State Languages         367

Yet, even if there were no ethnocratic elites that controlled the regional power, 
as in some Turkic republics, some references to ethnicity were also included in the 
constitutions of the Finno-Ugric republics and it was done so for several reasons. The 
shift of power from the legislatures to the presidents and the executive branch after 
the October coup in 1993, both at the federal and regional level, marked the end of the 
confrontation and the beginning of the consolidation of elites, which in some repub-
lics continued up to the late 1990s. As ethnic elites in the Finno-Ugric republics were 
not strong enough to form a single political force, only rarely did the ethnic divisions 
and ethnic institutions coincide with the conflicts around the separation of powers. 
In the latter case, these tensions have had an inter-ethnic dimension. In most cases, 
despite the tensions, the elite settlement appeared to be possible.

The findings of this study demonstrate that, as in other regions, the etatization 
of the elites in the Finno-Ugric republics took place in the early 1990s as a part of the 
elite settlement. Udmurtia became internationally famous for the conflict between 
the regional authorities and the local self-government, when the former included the 
level of rural districts and towns as another layer of the state authorities, restricting 
local self-government only to the level of localities. In this way, the regional authori-
ties not could only expand their control over the municipal level of rural districts and 
towns, but also could control the regional legislature, because the appointed heads 
of municipalities used the administrative resources to get elected to the regional leg-
islature. The case against such a mechanism was brought to Russia’s Constitutional 
Court and found its solution in 1997. In the case of the Komi Republic, there was a 
similar conflict, and a similar solution was taken by the Constitutional Court, being 
among the first sign of change towards recentralization in federal policy (Alexander 
1999: 376–378; Petrov 2001: 120). Among the considered republics, the bicameral 
parliament was established as a clear mark of etatization only in Karelia, but there 
was also only representation of municipalities in this Republic and no principle of 
ethnic representation enshrined in the constitution. In other words, the etatization of 
the elites did not lead to their ethnization in the Finno-Ugric republics. 

As a result, references to ethnicity bore the function of symbolic affirmation but 
could not be used instrumentally in the political process. In addition to the names 
of the republics, the preamble of the constitution of those republics, that declared 
their state sovereignty, had the reference to a titular people (nation) as historical 
grounds for the creation of the republic. Yet, the constitutions of all Russia’s repub-
lics, established them as civic states with the multinational people of the republic as 
the source of their sovereignty and not the titular nations (except Mordovia; see also 
Gorenburg 2003: 207–209). Accordingly, where established, republican citizenship 
was assigned to all inhabitants irrespective of ethnicity. Moreover, the constitutions 
of all the republics reproduced the designation of the co-official state languages made 
in their sovereignty declarations, with the exception of Karelia. Therefore, the find-
ings of the study demonstrate that across the republics, the official status of the state 
languages was virtually the only institutionalized reference to ethnicity built in the 
constitutional systems that was more than just a symbol (see findings summarized 
in Table 1).



368 Zamyatin 

Demands Constitutional provisions of the Republics in the 1990s
Karelia Komi Mari El Mordovia Udmurtia

Sovereignty 
source

Reference 
to titular 
people

Reference 
to titular 
people

Reference 
to titular 
people

No Reference 
to titular 
people

Republican 
citizenship

No All 
inhabitants

All 
inhabitants

No All 
inhabitants

Bicameral 
parliament

Proportional 
and 
territorial

No No No No

Co-official 
languages

No Two state 
languages

Two 
(three?) 
state 
languages

Three 
(two?) 
state 
languages

Two state 
languages

Language 
require-
ments 

No No Two state 
languages

No No

Oath No Two state 
languages

Two state 
languages

No No

Table 1. Demands in respects to ethnicity and the constitutional provisions in the 1990s.

It is argued that these outcomes could be best understood from the institutionalist 
perspective, because the constitutions fixed the political balance and were substan-
tially an agreement of the republican elites on the main institutions of the political 
system (Uvarov 2003, Laričev 2009). Authorities rejected most demands of the ethnic 
elites for the establishment of ethnic institutions with the exception of the designation 
of state languages. Ethnic demands were rejected because they could be potentially 
used as political instruments. The demand for state languages was accepted in order 
to ensure a compromise among different segments of elites. The official status of the 
titular languages and some other ethnic institutions were achieved through interplay 
within the system of power relations, whose composition was unique for every repub-
lic. In Karelia, despite relatively well organized ethnic elites, the very low percentage 
of the titular group in the population significantly restricted their influence in political 
landscapes. Yet, Karelia also has used its right to designate its state language(s), even 
if it is Russian only. In Mari El, the percentage of titular and Russian groups in the 
population is comparable, aligning political forces for a serious conflict that might be 
understood in instrumentalist terms. In Komi, Mordovia and Udmurtia, the percent-
age of titular groups in total populations is about one third, which leads to the need for 
the elites to cooperate with other segments of elites. Ethnic elites in Komi were co-
optated and participated in the ruling elites, being more successful in the promotion 
of their demands than elites in other republics. In general, the developments in the 
Komi Republic present an example where the events took the most interesting turn, 
but were also topical for the other republics. 
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In the conditions of representative democracy and continued rule of the old 
nomenklatura, the strategy of national movements directed at cooperation with the 
ruling elites showed itself more fruitful than conflict. It is especially evident in the 
case of the Komi national movement, despite the fact that all its major demands went 
unheeded in the constitution. This was the only republic were the status of the body 
of ethnic representation, the Congress of the Komi People with the right of legisla-
tive initiative, was recognized by law, although after 2000, its status was equated 
to that of an NGO (on the problem of their legitimacy see Osipov 2011, 2012). The 
other People’s Congresses and other national organizations could only call attention 
to problems and could not be directly in charge of national survival. Nevertheless, the 
national organizations still had possibilities to play an active role in politics and to 
influence authorities, e.g., through the mechanisms of consultative bodies. Moreover, 
members of the ethnic elites were co-optated and received power positions. However, 
in a midterm perspective, there was a tendency for the cooperating leadership of the 
national movement to start alienating itself from the people who they claimed to rep-
resent, because cooperation influenced both ways. Authorities intensified their inter-
ference with activities of national organizations, which gradually became more and 
more dependent on administrative support. In these circumstances, one might argue 
that the split in the national movements to collaborationist and radical wings was 
inevitable. If previously, the coalition of the two major ethnic elite groups, national 
cadres of Soviet nomenklatura and the national intellectuals, resulted in the creation 
of the movements, then its split occurred largely along the same line.

Radical organizations emerged in every republic in the early 1990s that started 
opposing the authorities, including the national party Dorjam As′nymös (1993) and 
the organization Komi Stav (1992) in Komi, the organization Kugeze Mlande (1991) 
and the national revival party Ušem (‘union’) (1994) in Mari El, the organization 
Erzjan′ Mastor (1992) in Mordovia, Udmurt Kalyk Partija (1991) in Udmurtia, and 
Karjalaine Kongressu in Karelia (1993). Unsurprisingly, these organizations soon 
started to blame the collaborating ethnic elites in power for “betrayal” and “eth-
nic entrepreneurship”. National organizations representing the radical segments of 
national movements continued to propose the range of unrealistic ideas by the time of 
recentralization: from the idea of transferring to Latin script up to full independence. 
Yet, some experts note that their activities might have been of crucial importance for 
the advancement of the more modest national organizations, because authorities saw 
the need to cooperate with the latter ones in order to escape the radicalization of the 
national movements (Il′in 1993–3, Section 2.1). With an overall decline of national 
movements after 1993, the radical segments became more and more marginalized 
and finally disappeared from the political scene, returning to cultural activities. At 
the same time, the position of Russophone populations and the Russian elites on eth-
nic issues had been getting tighter throughout the country, among other reasons, as a 
reaction to pro-titular policies introduced in most former Union Republics. 

From a comparative perspective, it could be observed that the instrumentalist 
explanation was not very useful in understanding the designation of the state lan-
guages in the Finno-Ugric republics. Only in Mari El, with its comparable distribution 
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of ethnic groups and their proportionate representation at some point in the republi-
can parliament, were the titular languages employed in an attempt to use them as a 
resource in strife for power on the basis of the constitutional provision on the lan-
guage knowledge requirement. However, such an attempt provoked a conflict, and 
language requirements were never actually enforced even in Mari El. As it was previ-
ously pointed out, the top officials were key figures in regional political landscapes, 
and especially so after the power shift from parliaments to presidents since late 1993. 
Even if undemocratically, this shift removed the problem of minority political under-
representation of the period between 1990 and 1993, but raised the problem of support 
on the side of the first figure for national aspirations and, in particular, the projects of 
language revival (see Zamyatin 2013b). 

Even though the top officials could not yet dictate the rules of the political game, 
their position had already mattered at the time of drafting the constitutions. If the 
formal designation of two state languages changed virtually nothing in the political 
landscapes, then the demand of a public official’s language knowledge could be used 
as a political resource and touched upon the interest of chief executives. Like Tatarstan 
and six other republics of Russia, among the Finno-Ugric republics, only Mari El has 
included the language requirements for first figures in the constitution. However, the 
conflict arose when the elites sought to enact the legal provision in practice. This 
attempt provoked a harsh reaction on the side of Russophone populations and authori-
ties, both on the federal and regional level, but the regional Russian elites were among 
the most involved. A typical argument against the language requirements was that 
this is a discriminatory provision used by the national leaders to exclude their oppo-
nents from the first posts (Smirnov 1995–5, Section 1.1.1). 

In the other republics, keeping the coming elections in mind, the top officials 
of titular nationality calculated that the preservation of the status quo is better than 
the confrontation around language requirements. Leaders of titular nationality were 
elected in Mari El (from 1991 to 1996), Mordovia (from 1993 to 2012), Komi (from 
2000 to 2008) and Karelia (until 1998). Election of a republican leader of the titular 
nationality did not automatically mean it was better off in creating the constitutional 
framework and increasing support of language revival projects, and, in contrast, the 
election of a leader of ethnic Russian origin did not automatically mean the decrease 
in support for language revival. On the contrary, the latter often provided more sup-
port as a concession in return for their strict position on the issue of language require-
ments. Language requirements were in no case in the interests of predominantly 
Russian ruling elites. 

In the Komi Republic, an ethnic Russian leader to some extent supported 
national revival but only up to the point when he rejected language requirements 
unfavorable for him. In Mari El, support on the side of the first president, an eth-
nic Hill Mari, made it possible to push through the adoption of the rather strong 
language provisions, including language requirements. The republican leadership in 
both aforementioned republics, up to a certain moment, saw their interest in cer-
tain degrees of regional separatism. After 2000, when an ethnic Komi became the 
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new head of the Komi Republic, much less started to be done for language revival. 
After 2001, support for language revival has rapidly decreased in Mari El with a new, 
ethnically Russian president. In Udmurtia, Mordovia and Karelia, language revival 
projects neither received any particular systemic support on the level of top officials, 
nor were they directly opposed. Ethnic elites in these republics were not as strong 
and, consequently, the language issue was not as heated as in the other republics. 
Typically, the ethnic elites did not place all stakes on a single candidate for presidency 
(with some exceptions, as in Mari El in 2000), but had to align themselves with sev-
eral candidates. As a result, they have typically not been in opposition, and the first 
figure ensured that the interests of their national segment are also concerned in the 
elite settlement.

Therefore, if in the case of sovereignty declarations the republican elites had a 
common interest in the face of federal authorities to promote the statehood, i.e. offi-
cially designating the state languages, then interests of republican elites diverged in 
the case of the constitutions. In political bargaining around the constitutions, the eth-
nic elites, in their striving for power, attempted to instrumentally use the issues con-
nected to ethnicity for advancement of their own interests. Due to diverging interests, 
they failed to build ethnic institutions as political resources into the constitutional 
system. The constitutional order did not include either the reference to sovereignty 
of the titular nation or the mechanisms of ethnic representation in parliaments as its 
elements. Nor was it possible to have an influence on the ethnicity of the head of the 
republic through the language knowledge requirements. 

Conclusion 

The official status of the languages was virtually the only ethnic institution built in 
the constitutional systems, because, after all, it was a formal recognition with no 
effect on real politics. The incentive on the side of the Russian elites was the need to 
make concessions to ethnic elites without the fear that these could be used against 
them. On the side of ethnic elites, which had to refuse the instrumental use of the offi-
cial language as a political resource, it was primarily viewed as a means of language 
revival. Instrumental use is not precluded for the future: the official status remains a 
potential resource that could be employed for political mobilization of ethnicity. The 
republican constitutions and the state languages are the last bastions of statehood, 
institutionally retained in the existing political regime. It seems that if there would not 
be large social cataclysms, the Russian ruling elites would tolerate these institutions 
in the foreseeable future as well, as they currently cannot be used instrumentally in 
power relations. If the situation changes and Russian nationalist forces still gain more 
weight in Russia’s political landscape, the settings could be changed in the direction 
of even more centralization, including the attempts at the dismantling of the republics. 
One possible scenario in development of Russia’s language policy, in that case, could 
be that the Russian authorities would also attempt to abolish the institute of the state 
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languages of the republics. In the latter case, the notion of the impossibility of “state 
languages” in the republics could be advanced on the pretext that the republics are not 
the “states”. Furthermore, this institute could be represented as a threat to the Russian 
nation-building that challenges the position of “Great Russian” as a world language. 

References
Ajrapetjan, Armen 2012: K voprosu o pravovoj prirode objazannosti prezidentov i deputatov 

stran SNG znat′ gosudarstvennyj jazyk. – Vlast′ 8: 162–164.
Aklaev, Airat 1994: Zakonodatel′stvo o jazykach i mežetničeskie konflikty v respublikach 

Rossijskoj Federacii. – L. Drobiževa et al. (eds), Konfliktnaja ėtničnost′ i ėtničeskie 
konflikty. Moscow: Institute of Ethnology and Anthropology of the Russian Academy 
of Sciences (IEA RAS).

Alexander, James 1999: Pluralism in the Komi Republic? Overcoming Executive Resistance. 
– Demokratizatsiya 7 (3): 370–382. 

Alexander, James & Jörn Grävingholt 2002: Evaluating Democratic Progress Inside Rus-
sia: the Komi Republic and the Republic of Bashkortostan. – Democratization 9 (4): 
77–105.

Alpatov, Vladimir 2005: Jazykovaja situacija v regionach sovremennoj Rossii. – Otečestven-
nye zapiski 2: 210–219.

Arutjunjan, Jurij et al. 1998: Ėtnosociologija. Učebnik dlja VUZov. Moscow: Aspekt-Press.
Belokurova, Elena & Ol′ga Denisova 2003: Respublika Marij Ėl: Chronika političeskoj žizni 

Respubliki Marij Ėl (1989–2000). – Regiony Rossii: 39–92.
Birin, Viktor 1999: O roli finskogo jazyka v sovremennoj obščestvenno-političeskoj žizni 

Karelii. – Zemlja karel′skaja. Special issue of the State Committee for the Nationalities 
Policy of the Republic of Karelia, 17.

Brubaker, Rogers 1996: Nationalism Reframed: Nationhood and the National Question in 
the New Europe. New York: NY Cambridge University Press.

Buskunov, Achtar 2010: Idejno-teoretičeskaja i političeskaja bor′ba v chode obsuždenija i 
prinjatija Konstitucii Respubliki Baškortostan 1993 g. – Vestnik Baškirskogo univer-
siteta 15 (1): 177–182.

Butvilo, Andrej 1998: Obščestvenno-političeskaja žizn′ Karel′skoj ASSR v gody perestrojki: 
1985–1991 gg. Avtoreferat dissertacii na soiskanie učënoj stepeni kandidata istori-
českich nauk. Petrozavodsk: Petrozavodsk State University.

Butvilo, Andrej 2001: Na puti k novomu obščestvu. – Korablëv et al. (eds), Istorija Karelii s 
drevnejšich vremën do našich dnej. Karelian Scientific Center of the Russian Academy 
of Sciences (KSC RAS). Petrozavodsk: Periodika.

Butylov, Nikolaj 2000: Jazyk kak faktor konsolidacii nacii (K probleme sozdanija jedinogo 
mordovskogo gosudarstvennogo jazyka). – Finno-Ugorskii Biulleten′ 17: 46–49.

Cypanov, Evgenij 1994: Neravenstvo jazykov sochranjaetsja. – Finno-ugorskie narody i 
Rossija. Conference Proceedings. Tallinn: Institute of Jaan Tõnisson. 130–136.

Čarina, Anna 2012: Ėtničeskij faktor v razvitii regional′nych političeskich elit (na primere 
‘finno-ugorskich regionov’ Rossijskoj Federacii). Avtoreferat dissertacii na soiskanie 
učënoj stepeni kandidata političeskich nauk. Saratov: Saratov State Academy of Law.

De Varennes, Fernand 1996: Language, Minorities and Human Rights. The Hague: Martinus 
Nijhoff Publishers.



 Finno-Ugric Republics and Their State Languages         373

De Varennes, Fernand 1997: To Speak or Not to Speak. The Rights of Persons Belonging to 
Linguistic Minorities. Working Paper. New York: UN Sub-Committee on the Rights of 
Minorities. <http://www.unesco.org/most/ln2pol3.htm>

Egorov, Igor′ 1994–8: Udmurtskaja Respublika. – Političeskij monitoring 8.
Egorov, Igor′ 1994–11: Udmurtskaja Respublika. – Političeskij monitoring 11.
Egorov, Igor′ 1995–1: Udmurtskaja Respublika. – Političeskij monitoring 1.
Egorov, Igor′ 1995–3: Udmurtskaja Respublika. – Političeskij monitoring 3.
Egorov, Igor′ & Matsuzato Kimitaka 2000: Udmurtskaja Respublika: Chronika političeskogo 

processa (1989–1999). – Regiony Rossii: 273–373. 
Galljamov, Rušan 1998: Političeskie elity rossijskich respublik: osobennosti transformacii v 

postsovetskij period. – Polis (Političeskie issledovanija) 2: 108–115.
Gelman, Vladimir 2002: Russia’s Elites in Search of Consensus: What Kind of Consolida-

tion? – Demokratizatsiya 10 (3): 343–361.
Gel′man, Vladimir & Irina Tarusina 2003: Studies of Political Elites in Russia: An Over-

view. – A. Steen & V. Gel′man (eds), Elites and Democratic Development in Russia. 
London: Routledge. 187–205.

Gorenburg, Dmitry 2003: Minority Ethnic Mobilization in the Russian Federation. New 
York: NY Cambridge University Press.

Guboglo, Michail 1993: Perelomnye gody. Vol. 1. Mobilizovannyj lingvicizm. Moscow: IEA 
RAS.

Guboglo, Michail 1998: Jazyki etničeskoj mobilizacii. Moscow: IEA RAS.
Hroch, Miroslav 1985: Social Preconditions of National Revival in Europe: a Comparative 

Analysis of the Social Composition of Patriotic Groups Among the Smaller European 
Nations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hämäläinen, Eduard & Aleksandr Kožanov 1992: Petrozavodsk i Karelija v aprele 1992 
goda. – Političeskij monitoring 4. 

Il′in, Vladimir 1993–2: Respublika Komi. – Političeskij monitoring 2.
Il′in, Vladimir 1993–3: Respublika Komi. – Političeskij monitoring 3.
Il′in, Vladimir 1993–8: Respublika Komi. – Političeskij monitoring 8.
Il′in, Vladimir 1993–12: Respublika Komi. – Političeskij monitoring 12.
Il′in, Vladimir 1994–4: Respublika Komi. – Političeskij monitoring 4.
Il′in, Vladimir 1994: Respublika Komi: nacional′nye problemy i konstitucionnaja reforma. – 

Političeskij monitoring 1–2. 
Isanbaev, Sergej 1997: Koncepcija gosudarstvennoj nacional′noj politiki i jazykovaja situa-

cija v Respubike Marij Ėl (po dannym sociologičeskich issledovanij). – Nacional′nye 
otnošenija i gosudarstvennaja nacional′naja politika v Respubike Marij Ėl. Conference 
Proceeding 25.–26.04.1997. Joškar-Ola: Government of the Republic of Mari El.

Iurchenkov, Valerii 2001. The Mordvins: Dilemmas of Mobilization in a Biethnic Commu-
nity. – Nationalities Papers 29 (1): 85–95.

Karely 2005 = V. Birin & E. Klement′ev & A. Kožanov (eds), Karely: modeli jazykovoj mobi-
lizacii. Sbornik materialov i dokumentov. Petrozavodsk: KSC RAS.

Karel′skoe nacional′noe dviženie 2009 = E. Klement′ev & A. Kožanov (eds), Karel′skoe 
nacional′noe dviženie Part 1. Ot s′′ezda k s′′ezdu. Petrozavodsk: KSC RAS.

Karel′skoe nacional′noe dviženie 2012 = E. Klement′ev & A. Kožanov (eds), Karel′skoe 
nacional′noe dviženie Part 2. Umerennoe krylo. Petrozavodsk: KSC RAS.

K[asimov], A[leksandr] 1992a–6: Marijskaja Sovetskaja Socialističeskaja Respublika. 
Respublika Marij Ėl. – Političeskij monitoring 6.



374 Zamyatin 

Kasimov, Aleksandr 1992b–6: Mordovskaja Sovetskaja Socialističeskaja Respublika. – Poli-
tičeskij monitoring 6.

Kasimov, Aleksandr 1992–7: Udmurtskaja Respublika. – Političeskij monitoring 7.
K[asimov], A[leksandr] 1992–10: S′′ezd marijskogo naroda v kontekste obščej situacii v 

Respublike Marij Ėl. Usilenie nacionalističeskich tendencij v rukovodstve. – Političe-
skij monitoring 10.

Kazancev, Dmitrij 2000: O Edinom marijskom jazyke. – Problemy razvitija marijskogo 
jazyka kak gosudarstvennogo. Joškar-Ola: MarNII. 23–29.

Khairov, Shamil 2002: Which Official Language – Karelian or Finnish? Debates on the Draft 
of the Language Law in the Republic of Karelia. – Toivo Flink & Katja Hirvasaho 
(eds), Boundaries of Earth and Consciousness: Proceedings of the Sixth ICCEES World 
Congress, Tampere. Helsinki: Studia Slavica Finlandiensia, Tomus XIX. 238–256.

Kinner, Aleksandr 2000: Reforma gosudarstvennoj vlasti Respubliki Karelija (1993–1994). – 
Respublika Karelija: 80 let v sostave Rossijskoj Federacii (stanovlenie i razvitie gosu-
darstvennosti). Conference proceedings 06.06.2000. Petrozavodsk: Periodika. 30–36.

Kiselëv, Vasilij 2001: Nacional′noe razvitie komi naroda: sostojanie i perspektivy. – Finno-
Ugorskij Bjulleten′ 20.

Klement′ev, Evgenij & Aleksandr Kožanov 2012: Kul′turno-jazykovye problem ideologii 
umerennogo kryla karel′skogo dviženija. – Kazanskij Federalist 31–32: 173–188.

Kotov, Oleg & Michail Rogačev 1991: Pervyj s′′ezd komi naroda: Sociologičeskij aspect. – 
Rubež 1: 152–166.

Kovalëv, Viktor 1995: Respublika Komi. – Političeskij monitoring 1.
Kovalëv, Viktor 2011: Rossija: Federalizm «do vostrebovanija». Part 1. Centr i regiony v 

sisteme otečestvennoj gosudarstvennoj vlasti i upravlenija. – Politeks 7 (1): 62–81.
Kowalev, Viktor 2000: Power and Ethnicity in the Finno-Ugric Republics of the Russian 

Federation. – International Journal of Political Economy 30 (3): 81–100.
Kozin Vladimir & Nikolaj Šilov 2001: Respublika Mordovija. Model′ etnologičeskogo moni-

toringa. Moscow: IEA RAS, EAWARN. 
Krajnov, Grigorij 1997: Razvitie etnopolitičeskogo processa v Respublike Marij Ėl na sov-

remennom ėtape. – Nacional′nye otnošenija i gosudarstvennaja nacional′naja politika 
v Respubike Marij Ėl. Conference proceeding 25.–26.04.1997. Joškar-Ola: Government 
of the Republic of Mari El. 

Kto jest′ kto 2002 = Valerij Močaev (ed.), Kto jest′ kto v Marij Ėl. Bibliografičeskij 
spravočnik. Joškar-Ola: Resursy Marij Ėl. 

Lallukka, Seppo 2003: From Fugitive Peasants to Diaspora: The Eastern Mari in Tsarist 
and Federal Russia. Helsinki: Annales Academiæ Scientiarum Fennicæ, Humaniora. 
Vol. 328.

Lane, David & Cameron Ross 1999: The Transition from Communism to Capitalism: Ruling 
Elites from Gorbachev to Yeltsin. New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Laričev, Aleksandr 2009: Gosudarstvennyj jazyk kak institucional′nyj ėlement konstitu-
cionno-pravovogo statusa Respubliki Karelija. – Učënye zapiski Petrozavodskogo 
gosudarstvennogo universiteta. Obščestvennye i gumanitarnye nauki 6 (100): 7–10.

Latypov, Fëdor 1994–2: Respublika Mordovija. – Političeskij monitoring 2.
Latypov, Fëdor 1995–1: Respublika Mordovija. – Političeskij monitoring 1.
Latypov, Fëdor 1995–3: Respublika Mordovija. – Političeskij monitoring 3. 
Latypov, Fëdor 1995–7: Respublika Mordovija. – Političeskij monitoring 7. 
Latypov, Fëdor 1995–9: Respublika Mordovija. – Političeskij monitoring 9.



 Finno-Ugric Republics and Their State Languages         375

Linz, Juan J. & Alfred Stepan 1996: Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation: 
Southern Europe, South America, and Post-Communist Europe. London: The Johns 
Hopkins University Press.

Mares′ev, Valerii 1995: Budut li v Mordovii gosudarstvennye jazyki? – Etnopolis 5: 175–182. 
Markov, Valerij 2011: Vozroždenie v ėpochu peremen. S′′ezdy komi naroda: dokumenty i 

kommentarii. Syktyvkar: Komi Republic’s Publishing House.
Matsuzato, Kimitaka 2003: Vvedenie. – Regiony Rossii: 7–22.
Mills, Charles Wright 1956: The Power Elite. New York: Oxford University Press.
Nacional′nye Dviženija Marij El 1995, 1996 = Probuždenie finno-ugorskogo Severa. 

Nacional′nye dviženija Marij El. Vol. 1 & 2. S. Červonnaja (ed.). Moscow: IEA RAS.
Novičenko, Aleksandr 2009: Avtonomizacija regional′nych ėlit v Rossii: pričiny i sledstvija. 

– Vlast′ 9: 50–52.
Obščestvennye dviženija v Mordovii 1993: = Obščestvennye dviženija v Mordovii. Doku-

menty. Materialy. Moscow: IEA RAS.
Osipov, Vasilij 2002: Dopuskat′ li jazyk k prezidentstvu. – S. Smirnova, M. Guboglo et al. 

(eds), Fenomen Udmurtii. Vol. 2. Postiženie suverennosti: stanovlenie gosudarstven-
nosti Udmurtskoj Respubliki. Book 1. Sfera zakonodatel′noj vlasti. Moscow-Iževsk: 
Udmurtia Publishing House. 280–282.

Osipov, Aleksandr & Roman Sapožnikov (2004). Zakonodatel′stvo Rossijskoj Federacii, 
imejuščee otnošenie k ėtnočnosti. Konceptual′nye osnovy, soderžanie, problemy rea-
lizacii. Spravočnyj material. – Problemy pravovogo regulirovanija mežetničeskich 
otnošenij i antidiskriminacionnogo zakonodatel′stva v Rossijskoj Federacii. Мoscow: 
Nemecko–russkij obmen. 162−208. 

Osipov, Alexander 2011: The “Peoples’ Congresses” in Russia: Failure or Success? Authen-
ticity and Efficiency of Minority Representation. Working Paper 48. Flensburg: Euro-
pean Centre for Minority Issues.

Osipov, Aleksandr 2012: Avtonomija, predstavitel′stvo i učastie: fenomen “s′′ezdov narodov” 
v Rossii. – Mir Rossii 4: 111–131.

Õispuu, Jaan 2000: Karjalased, karjala keel ja Karjala keeleseadus. – Emakeele Seltsi Aasta-
raamat. Issue 44–45, 1998–1999: 136–167.

Patten, Alan 2006: Who Should Have Official Language Rights? – Supreme Court Law 
Review 31: 101–115.

Pervyj s′′ezd 1991: = Pervyj s′′ezd komi naroda: Dokumenty i rezoljucii. Syktyvkar: Komi 
Book Publishing House.

Petrov, Nikolai 2001: Shared Sovereignty Russian Style: Relations between Moscow and the 
Regions. – Bruno Coppieters & David Darchiashvili & Natella Akaba (eds), Federal 
Practice: exploring alternatives for Georgia and Abkhazia. Brussels: Vub University 
Press. 111–147.

Polutin, Sergej 2000: Respublika Mordovija: Chronika političeskogo processa (1989–1998). 
– Regiony Rossii: 155–187.

Ponomarëv, Karl 1992: Udmurtskij narod: istoričeskaja sud′ba, problemy i perspektivy. – 
Materialy I Vsesojuznogo s′′ezda udmurtov 22.–23.11.1991. Iževsk. 

Ponomarëv, Karl 2009: Ėtapy razrabotki Konstitucii Udmurtskoj Respubliki. – V. Vojtovič 
(ed.), Konstitucionnoe stroitel′stvo v Udmurtii: ėtapy razvitija. Materialy Vserossi-
jskoj naučno-praktičeskoj konferencii 23.04.2009, posvjaščënnoj 15-letiju Konstitucii 
Udmurtskoj Respubliki. Iževsk: KnigoGrad. 29–35. 

Popov, Aleksandr & Nina Nesterova 2000: Nacional′nyj vopros v Respublike Komi v konce 
XX veka (istoričeskoe issledovanie). Syktyvkar: Komi Scientific Center of the Ural 
Branch of the Russian Academy of Sciences (KSC UB RAS). 



376 Zamyatin 

Rawls, John 1971: A Theory of Justice. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Belknap Press.
Regiony Rossii 2000 = K. Matsuzato (ed.), Regiony Rossii. Chronika i rukovoditeli. Vol. 7. 

Respublika Tatarstan, Respublika Mordovija, Udmurtskaja Respublika. SRC occa-
sional papers: special issue on the Elite of the Mid-Volga Ethnic Republics. № 3. Slavic 
Research Center, Hokkaido University, Sapporo, Japan. Ekaterinburg: Ural University 
Press.

Regiony Rossii 2003 = K. Matsuzato (ed.), Regiony Rossii. Chronika i rukovoditeli. Vol. 8. 
Respublika Marij Ėl, Čuvašskaja Respublika, Respublika Baškortostan. SRC occa-
sional papers: special issue on the Elite of the Mid-Volga Ethnic Republics. № 4. Slavic 
Research Center, Hokkaido University, Sapporo, Japan. Ekaterinburg: Ural University 
Press.

Roeder, Philip 2012: Lessons and Many More Questions About Nationalism and Self-Deter-
mination. – Demokratizatsiya 20 (2): 167–173.

Ruíz Vieytez, Eduardo J. 2004: Official Languages and Minority Languages: Issues about 
Their Legal Status through Comparative Law. – II Mercator International Sym-
posium: Europe 2004: A new framework for all languages? 27.–28.02.2004.   
<http://www.ciemen.org/mercator/pdf/simp-vieytez-ang.pdf>

Štrichi 1994, 1997: = Štrichi ėtnopolitičeskogo razvitija Komi Respubliki. Očerki, doku-
menty, materialy. Vol. 1 & 2. Ju. Šabaev (ed.). Moscow: IEA RAS.

S′′ezd Sovetov 2005: = S′′ezd Sovetov. Verchovnyj Sovet Udmurtskoj ASSR. Gosudarstven-
nyj Sovet Udmurtskoj Respubliki. Iz istorii predstavitel′nych organov vlasti Udmurtii. 
Iževsk: Udmurtia Publishing House.

Smirnov, Sergej 1995–3: Respublika Marij Ėl. – Političeskij monitoring 3.
Smirnov, Sergej 1995–5: Respublika Marij Ėl. – Političeskij monitoring 5.
Smirnov, Sergej 1995–7: Respublika Marij Ėl. – Političeskij monitoring 7.
Smirnov, Sergej 1996–3: Respublika Marij Ėl. – Političeskij monitoring 3.
Smirnov, Sergej 1996–7: Respublika Marij Ėl. – Političeskij monitoring 7.
Smirnov, Sergej 1996–9: Respublika Marij Ėl. – Političeskij monitoring 9.
Smirnov, Sergej 1996–10: Respublika Marij Ėl. – Političeskij monitoring 10.
Smirnov, Sergej 1996–12: Respublika Marij Ėl. – Političeskij monitoring 12.
Smirnov, Sergej 1997–4: Respublika Marij Ėl. – Političeskij monitoring 4.
Sokolov, Aleksandr 2002: The Situation of Ethnic Minorities. – On the Human Rights Situa-

tion in the Russian Federation. The Collection of Reports. Moscow: Moscow Helsinki 
Group. 

Strogal′ščikova, Zinaida 2000: Voprosy jazykovoj politiki v Konstitucijach Respubliki Kare-
lija. – Respublika Karelija: 80 let v sostave Rossijskoj Federacii (stanovlenie i razvi-
tie gosudarstvennosti). Conference Proceedings 06.06.2000. Petrozavodsk: Periodika. 
161–167.

Söderlund, Peter 2006: The Dynamics of Federalism in Russia. A Study of Formal and Infor-
mal Power Resources of the Regional Chief Executives in Russian Center–Region 
Relations. Åbo: Åbo Akademi University Press.

Taagepera, Rein 1999: The Finno-Ugric Republics and the Russian State. London: Hurst and 
Company. 

Tsygankov, Anatolii 2002: Evolution of Political Systems in Karelia during 1989–1998. – 
A. Laine & M. Ylikangas (eds), Rise and Fall of Soviet Karelia. Helsinki: Kikimora 
Publications. 252–282.



 Finno-Ugric Republics and Their State Languages         377

Tsypanov, Evgenii 2001: Language and Ethnic Mobilization among the Komi in the Post-
Soviet Period. – Nationalities Papers 29 (1): 109–128.

Udmurtskoe nacional′noe dviženie 2003: = Udmurtskoe nacional′noe dviženie: svjaz′ 
vremën. K 85-letiju I Vserossijskogo s′′ezda udmurtov. Iževsk: All-Udmurt Association 
Udmurt Keneš.

Utešev, Anatolij & Tat′jana Ščerbakova 2004: Nacional′naja politika v Respublike Mordovija 
v konce XX – načale XXI veka. – N. Makarkin & A. Luzgin & N. Mokšin et al. (eds), 
Mordva. Očerki po istorii, etnografii i kul′ture mordovskogo naroda. Saransk: Mordo-
vian Book Publishing House. 137–155.

Uvarov, Sergej 2003: Istoričeskij opyt političeskogo reformirovanija v Udmurtii v 90-e gody 
XX veka. Avtoreferat dissertacii na soiskanie učënoj stepeni kandidata istoričeskich 
nauk. Iževsk: Udmurt State University.

Vasikova, Lidija 1994: Jazykovye konflikty v Respublike Marij Ėl. – Finno-ugorskie narody 
i Rossija. Conference Proceedings. Tallinn: Institute of Jaan Tõnisson. 86–90.

Vojtovič, Valerij 2006: Gosudarstvennoe stroitel′stvo v Udmurtii: osnovnye vechi. Iževsk: 
Udmurtia Publishing House.

Zamyatin, Konstantin 2013a: Sovereignisation and State Languages: Early Formation of 
Language Policy of Russia’s Finno-Ugric Republics in the Conditions of the USSR Dis-
integration. – Finnisch-Ugrische Mitteilungen 36: 123–165.

Zamyatin, Konstantin 2013b: Official Status As a Tool of Language Revival? A Study of the 
Languages Laws in Russia’s Finno-Ugric Republics. – Journal of Ethnology and Folk-
loristics 7 (1): 127–155, forthcoming.

Documents
Resolution of the European Parliament ‘Violations of Human Rights and Democracy in the 

Republic of Mari El in the Russian Federation’, 12 May 2005.
Law of the USSR ‘On the Languages of the Peoples of the USSR’ (Zakon SSSR ‘O Jazykach 

Narodov SSSR’), 24 April 1990.
Constitution of the RSFSR (Konstitucija RSFSR), 12 April 1978 (amended, i.e., on 15 

December 1990).
Declaration of State Sovereignty of the RSFSR (Deklaracija o Gosudarstvennom Suvereni-

tete RSFSR), 12 June 1990.
Declaration ‘On the Languages of the Peoples of Russia’ (Deklaracija ‘O Jazykach Narodov 

Rossii’), 25 October 1991. 
Law of the RSFSR ‘On the Languages of the Peoples of the RSFSR’ (Zakon RSFSR ‘O Jazy-

kach Narodov RSFSR’), 25 October 1991.
Law of the RSFSR ‘On Citizenship of the RSFSR’ (Zakon RSFSR ‘O Graždanstve RSFSR’), 

28 November 1991.
Federation Treaty (Federativnyj Dogovor), 31 March 1992.
Decree of the President of the Russian Federation ‘On the Reform of the Representative 

State Authorities and Local Self-Government Authorities in the Russian Federation’ 
(Ukaz Prezidenta Rossijskoj Federacii ‘O Reforme Predstavitel′nych Organov Vlasti i 
Organov Mestnogo Samoupravlenija v Rossijskoj Federacii’), 9 October 1993.



378 Zamyatin 

Decree of the President of the Russian Federation ‘On Legal Regulation During the Period of 
Gradual Constitutional Reform in the Russian Federation’ (Ukaz Prezidenta Rossijskoj 
Federacii ‘O Pravovom Regulirovanii v Period Poėtapnoj Konstitucionnoj Reformy v 
Rossijskoj Federacii’), 11 October 1993.

Constitution of the Russian Federation (Konstitucija Rossijskoj Federacii), 12 December 
1993.

Concept of the State Nationalities Policy of the Russian Federation, approved by the Decree 
of the President of the Russian Federation (Koncepcija Gosudarstvennoj Nacional′noj 
Politiki Rossijskoj Federacii, utverždënnaja Ukazom Prezidenta Rossijskoj Federacii), 
15 June 1996. 

Decree the State Duma of the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation ‘On the Appeal 
to the Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation’ (Postanovlenie Gosudarstvennoj 
Dumy Federal′nogo Sobranija Rossijskoj Federacii ‘Ob Obraščenii k Konstitucion-
nomu Sudu Rossijskoj Federacii), 18 October 1996.

Determination of the Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation ‘On Concerning Clos-
ing the Procedure on the Issue of Constitutionality of the Part 2, Article 76 of the Con-
stitution of the Republic of Mari El’ (Opredelenie Konstitucionnogo Suda Rossijskoj 
Federacii ‘O Prekraščenii Proizvodstva Po Delu O Proverke Konstitucionnosti Časti 2 
Stat′i 76 Konstitucii Respubliki Marij Ėl’), 11 March 1998.

Federal Law ‘On the Amendments to the Law of the RSFSR ‘Оn the Languages of the Peo-
ples of the RSFSR’’ (Federal′nyj Zakon ‘O Vnesenii Izmenenij i Dopolnenij k Zakonu 
RSFSR ‘O Jazykach Narodov RSFSR’’), 24 July 1998.

Federal Law ‘On the General Principles of the Organization of the Legislative (Rep-
resentative) and Executive State Authorities of the Subjects of the Russian Fed-
eration’ (Federal′nyj Zakon ‘Ob Obščich Principach Organizacii Zakonodatel′nych 
(Predstavitel′nych) i Ispolnitel′nych Organov Gosudarstvennoj Vlasti Sub′′ektov Ros-
sijskoj Federacii’), 6 October 1999.

Resolution of the Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation ‘On the Issue of Constitu-
tionality of the Certain Provisions of the Constitution of the Republic of Altay’ and the 
Federal Law ‘On the General Principles of the Organization of the Legislative (Rep-
resentative) and Executive State Authorities of the Subjects of the Russian Federation’ 
(Postanovlenie Konstitucionnogo Suda Rossijskoj Federacii ‘O Proverke Konstituci-
onnosti Otdel′nych Položenij Konstitucii Respubliki Altaj’ i Federal′nogo Zakona ‘Ob 
Obščich Principach Organizacii Zakonodatel′nych (Predstavitel′nych) i Ispolnitel′nych 
Organov Gosudarstvennoj Vlasti Sub′′ektov Rossijskoj Federacii’), 7 June 2000.

Determination of the Supreme Court of the Russian Federation (Opredelenie Verchovnogo 
Suda Rossijskoj Federacii), 13 April 2001.

Determination of the Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation ‘According to the 
Request of the Council of Republic of the State Council – Khase of the Republic of 
Adygea On the Issue of Constitutionality of Point 1, Article 76 of the Constitution of 
the Republic of Adygea’ (Opredelenie Konstitucionnogo Suda Rossijskoj Federacii ‘Po 
Zaprosu Soveta Respubliki Gosudarstvennogo Soveta – Hasė Respubliki Adygeja O 
Proverke Sootvetstvija Konstitucii Punkta 1 Stat′i 76 Konstitucii Respubliki Adygeja’), 
13 November 2001.



 Finno-Ugric Republics and Their State Languages         379

Federal Law ‘On the Amendments to the Law of the Russian Federation ‘Оn the Languages 
of the Peoples of the Russian Federation’ (Federal′nyj Zakon ‘O Vnesenii Izmenenij i 
Dopolnenij k Zakonu Rossijskoj Federacii ‘O Jazykach Narodov Rossijskoj Federacii’), 
11 December 2002.

Constitution of the Karelian ASSR (Konstitucija Karel′skoj ASSR), 30 May 1978. 
Declaration of State Sovereignty of the Karelian ASSR (Deklaracija o Gosudarstvennom 

Suverenitete Karel′skoj ASSR), 9 August 1990.
Law of the Republic of Karelia ‘On the Legal Status of the National District, National Town-

ship and Rural Councils in the Republic of Karelia’ (Zakon Respubliki Karelija ‘O Pra-
vovom Statuse Nacional′nogo Rajona, Nacional′nych Poselkovogo i Sel′skogo Sovetov 
v Respublike Karelija’), 22 November 1991.

Law of the Republic of Karelia ‘On the Amendment to the Constitution of the Republic of 
Karelia’ (Zakon Respubliki Karelija ‘O Popravkach k Konstitucii Respubliki Karelija’), 
24 December 1993.

Law of the Republic of Karelia ‘On the Elections of the Chairman of the Government of 
the Republic of Karelia’ (Zakon Respubliki Karelija ‘O Vyborach Predsedatelja 
Pravitel′stva Respubliki Karelija’), 18 January 1994. 

Constitution of the Republic of Karelia (Konstitucija Respubliki Karelija), 21 February 2001.
Law of the Republic of Karelia ‘On the Elections of the Head of the Republic of Karelia’ 

(Zakon Respubliki Karelija ‘O Vyborach Glavy Respubliki Karelija’), 19 July 2001.

Resolutions of the First Congress of the Komi People ‘On the State Sovereignty of the 
Komi SSR’, ‘On Nationalities Policy in the Field of Language and Culture’ (Rezoljucii 
Pervogo S′′ezda Komi Naroda ‘O Gosudarstvennom Suverenitete Komi SSR’, ‘O 
Nacional′noj Politike v Oblasti Jazyka i Kul′tury’), 12 January 1991.

Law of the Komi Republic ‘On the Status of the Congress of the Komi People’ (Zakon 
Respubliki Komi ‘O Statuse S′′ezda Komi Naroda’), 26 May 1992.

Law of the Komi Republic ‘On the State Languages of the Komi Republic’ (Zakon Respub-
liki Komi ‘O Gosudarstvennych Jazykach Respubliki Komi’), 28 May 1992.

Constitution of the Komi Republic (Konstitucija Respubliki Komi), 17 February 1994. 
Law of the Komi Republic ‘On the Elections of the Representative Authorities of the Komi 

Republic’ (Zakon Respubliki Komi ‘O Vyborach Predstavitel′nych Organov Vlasti 
Respubliki Komi’), 12 March 1994.

Decision of the Supreme Court of the Komi Republic (Rešenie Verchovnogo Suda Respubliki 
Komi), 21 February 2001.

Law of the Komi Republic ‘On the Amendment to the Constitution of the Komi Republic’ 
(Zakon Respubliki Komi ‘O Vnesenii Izmenenij i Dopolnenij v Konstituciju Respubliki 
Komi’), 12 October 2001.

Law of the Komi Republic ‘On the Amendment to the Law of the Komi Republic ‘On the 
State Languages of the Komi Republic’ (Zakon Respubliki Komi ‘O Vnesenii Izme-
nenij i Dopolnenij k Zakonu Respubliki Komi ‘O Gosudarstvennych Jazykach Respub-
liki Komi’), 16 June 2002.



380 Zamyatin 

Law of the Komi Republic ‘On the Abrogation of the Law of the Komi Republic ‘On the Sta-
tus of the Komi People’ (Zakon Respubliki Komi ‘O Priznanii Utrativšim Silu Zakona 
Respubliki Komi ‘O Statuse S′′ezda Komi Naroda’), 12 May 2003.

Decree of the Supreme Council of the Mari SSR ‘On the Appointment of the Elections of the 
President of the Mari SSR on 8 December 1991’ (Postanovlenie Verchovnogo Soveta 
Marijskoj SSR ‘O Naznačenii Vyborov Prezidenta Marijskoj SSR na 8 dekabrja 1991 
goda’), 16 October 1991.

Resolutions of the Third Congress of the Mari People ‘On the Language’, ‘On Culture and 
Education, ‘On the Concept of the Constitution’ (Rezoljucii Tretjego S′′ezda Naroda 
Mari ‘O Jazyke’, ‘O Kul′ture i Obrazovanii’, ‘O Koncepcii Konstitucii’), 31 October 
1992. 

Constitution of the Republic of Mari El (Konstitucija Respubliki Marij Ėl), 24 June 1995.
Law of the Republic of Mari El ‘On the Languages of the Republic of Mari El’ (Zakon 

Respubliki Marij Ėl ‘O Jazykach Respubliki Marij Ėl’), 26 October 1995. 
Law of the Republic of Mari El ‘On the Elections of the President of the Republic of Mari El’ 

(Zakon Respubliki Marij Ėl ‘O Vyborach Prezidenta Respubliki Marij Ėl’), 20 August 
1996 (amended 29 November 1996).

Resolution of the Fourth Congress of the Mari People ‘On the State Language Policy in the 
Republic of Mari El’ (Rezoljucija Četvertogo S′′ezda Naroda Mari ‘O Gosudarstvennoj 
Jazykovoj Politike v Respublike Marij Ėl’), 19 October 1996. 

Law of the Republic of Mari El ‘On the Amendments to the Constitution of the Republic of 
Mari El’ (Zakon Respubliki Marij Ėl ‘O Vnesenii Izmenenij v Konstituciju Respubliki 
Marij Ėl’), 22 October 1997.

Decree of the State Assembly of the Republic of Mari El ‘On the Protest of the Public Pros-
ecutor Concerning the Declaration of the State Sovereignty of the Mari SSR’ (Posta-
novlenie Gosudarstvennogo Sobranija Respubliki Marij Ėl ‘O Proteste Prokurora Na 
Deklaraciju o Gosudarstvennom Suverenitete Marijskoj SSR’), 10 November 2000.

Law of the Republic of Mari El ‘On the Languages of the Republic of Mari El’ (Zakon 
Respubliki Marij Ėl ‘O Jazykach v Respublike Marij Ėl’), 19 September 2001.

Law of the Udmurt Republic ‘On the Reform of the State Power and Management in the 
Udmurt Republic’ (Zakon Udmurtskoj Respubliki ‘O Reforme Gosudarstvennoj Vlasti 
i Upravlenija v Udmurtskoj Respublike’), 10 October 1991.

Declaration of the First All-Union Udmurt Congress ‘On Realization of the Sovereign 
Rights of the Udmurt People in Contemporary Conditions’ (Deklaracija Pervogo Vse-
sojuznogo S′′ezda Udmurtov ‘O Realizacii Suverennych Prav Udmurtskogo Naroda v 
Sovremennych Uslovijach’), 23 November 1991.

Resolution of the First All-Union Udmurt Congress (Rezoljucija Pervogo Vsesojuznogo 
S′′ezda Udmurtov), 23 November 1991. 

Decision of the All-Udmurts Association Udmurt Keneš ‘On the Attitude Towards Intro-
duction of the Post of the President in Udmurtia’ (Rešenie Vseudmurtskoj Associacii 
‘Udmurt Keneš’ ‘Ob Otnošenii k Vvedeniju Posta Prezidenta v Udmurtii’), 11 Novem-
ber 1992.

Law of the Udmurt Republic ‘On the President of the Udmurt Republic’ (Zakon Udmurtskoj 
Respubliki ‘O Prezidente Udmurtskoj Respubliki’), 14 November 1993.



 Finno-Ugric Republics and Their State Languages         381

Law of the Udmurt Republic ‘On the Supreme Council of the Udmurt Republic’ (Zakon 
Udmurtskoj Respubliki ‘O Verchovnom Sovete Udmurtskoj Respubliki’), 21 December 
1993.

Law of the Udmurt Republic ‘On the Elections of the President of the Udmurt Republic’ 
(Zakon Udmurtskoj Respubliki ‘O Vyborach Prezidenta Udmurtskoj Respubliki’), 18 
January 1994.

Declaration of the Second All-Udmurt Congress ‘On Realization of the Sovereign Rights of 
the Udmurt People in the Conditions of the Constitutional State-Building in the Udmurt 
Republic’ (Deklaracija Vtorogo Vseudmurtskogo S′′ezda ‘O Realizacii Suverennych 
Prav Udmurtskogo Naroda v Uslovijach Konstitucionnogo Stroitel′stva v Udmurtskoj 
Respublike’), 4 November 1992.

Resolution of the Second All-Udmurt Congress (Rezoljucija Vtorogo Vseudmurtskogo 
S′′ezda), 4 November 1994. 

Constitution of the Udmurt Republic (Konstitucija Udmurtskoj Respubliki), 7 December 
1994.

Law of the Udmurt Republic ‘On the President of the Udmurt Republic’ (Zakon Udmurt-
skoj Respubliki ‘O Prezidente Udmurtskoj Respubliki’), 8 June 2000 (amended 18 May 
2009).

Law of the Udmurt Republic ‘On the Elections of the President of the Udmurt Republic’ 
(Zakon Udmurtskoj Respubliki ‘O Vyborach Prezidenta Udmurtskoj Respubliki’), 8 
June 2000.

Law of the Udmurt Republic ‘On the State Languages of the Udmurt Republic and Other 
Languages of the Peoples of the Udmurt Republic’ (Zakon Udmurtskoj Respubliki 
‘O Gosudarstvennych Jazykach Udmurtskoj Respubliki i Inych Jazykach Narodov 
Udmurtskoj Respubliki’), 27 November 2001.

Resolution of the First Congress of the Mordvin (Erzyan and Mokshan) People (Rezoljucija 
Pervogo S′′ezda Mordovskogo (Ėrzjanskogo i Mokšanskogo) Naroda), 15 March 1992.

Resolution of the Second Congress of the Mordvin (Mokshan and Erzyan) People (Rezoljucija 
Vtorogo S′′ezda Mordovskogo (Ėrzjanskogo i Mokšanskogo) Naroda), 24 March 1995.

Constitution of the Republic of Mordovia (Konstitucija Respubliki Mordovija), 21 September 
1995.

Law of the Republic of Mordovia ‘On the State Languages in the Republic of Mordovia’ 
(Zakon Respubliki Mordovija ‘O Gosudarstvennych Jazykach v Respublike Mordo-
vija’), 24 April 1998. 

Resolution of the Third Congress of the Erzyan People (Rezoljucija Tretjego S′′ezda 
Ėrzjanskogo Naroda), 20 June 2009.

Constitution of the Republic of Tatarstan (Konstitucija Respubliki Tatarstan), 30 November 
1992. 


