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Back to Russian monolingualism?
Discursive reflections on the 2017
educational reform in Russian-
and Tatar-language media

Alfinaz Gimadieva! and Vladislava Warditz>**

Slavic Studies, University of Potsdam, Universitat Potsdam, Potsdam, Germany, 2Slavic Studies,
Universitat zu Koln, Cologne, Germany

Aims: This paper examines recent developments in Russian-language policy
through a case study of the Republic of Tatarstan, with a focus on the
abolition of compulsory Tatar-language instruction in 2017. Previous studies
predominantly analyzed Russian-language media; our study aims to explore
how this policy shift has been discursively framed and contested in both
Russian- and Tatar-language media. Positioned within broader discussions
of language ideologies in multilingual and post-imperial contexts, the study
examines how such reforms reflect enduring tensions between centralizing
state narratives and regional demands for linguistic and cultural recognition.
Drawing on theoretical insights from Critical Discourse Studies and language
ideology research, the paper examines how media discourses shape and reflect
the ideological landscape of bilingualism and minority language rights in the
Russian Federation.

Methods: Using a qualitative Critical Discourse Analysis approach, we analyse a
corpus of 42 articles—20 from Russian-language and 22 from Tatar-language
online media outlets—published in response to the 2017 educational reform.
These sources were selected to represent the most prominent discursive
reactions to the abolition of mandatory Tatar-language instruction in schools.
The analysis focused on identifying evaluative language, argumentation
strategies, and thematic framing of the policy change. Articles were coded for
stance (positive, negative, neutral) and categorized by themes such as cultural
identity, legal arguments, educational rights, and national unity. The study draws
on CDA frameworks (Fairclough, van Dijk, Blommaert). It applies the Sociology
of Knowledge Approach to Discourse to uncover how underlying ideologies
and power relations inform media representations of language policy. The
comparative analysis enables an examination of divergent narratives between
linguistic communities.

Results: The findings reveal a stark contrast in the discursive framing
between Russian- and Tatar-language media. Tatar-language outlets
predominantly emphasize the symbolic and cultural significance of
Tatar instruction, framing the reform as a threat to ethnic identity and
linguistic heritage. In contrast, Russian-language media tend to highlight
legal compliance, civic unity, and educational pragmatism, positioning
the reform as a step toward reinforcing national cohesion and equality.
These divergent perspectives illustrate how language policies are deeply
embedded in ideological struggles over identity, power, and statehood. The
study demonstrates that public debates in Tatarstan are not merely about
language instruction but about competing visions of federalism, minority
rights, and the role of regional languages in the post-Soviet space. This case
study underscores the tense and fluctuating nature of language relations
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in post-imperial contexts like Russia, where historical legacies of both linguistic
empowerment and suppression continue to shape contemporary policy debates.
The findings contribute to a broader understanding of how language ideologies
are constructed and contested in multilingual states, highlighting the need
for more balanced research that incorporates both dominant and minority
language perspectives.

KEYWORDS

critical discourse studies, language ideology, critical discourse analysis, post-imperial
multilingualism, language policies in the Post-Soviet space, Tatar-Russian bilingualism
in Tatarstan, post-colonial language studies

1 Introduction

The recent shift in Russias language policy can be seen as
part of a broader pattern observable in multilingual states, where
language use is often unbalanced and far from harmonious—as
seen in Belgium, South Africa, Canada, Ireland, Papua New
Guinea, Mexico, Belarus, or Ukraine. In this context, Russia, with
its app. 150 languages (Alpatov, 2005), offers particularly fertile
ground for examining language ideologies and policies. Russian-
language policy has long oscillated between idealistic support for
linguistic diversity and imperial strategies of suppression: from the
establishment of national schools and the development of grammars
for unwritten languages in the 19th century and again after the
October Revolution to the banning of publications in Belarusian
and Lithuanian after 1863, and the systematic Russification efforts
following 1938 (Belikov and Krysin, 2001; Grenoble, 2003). These
shifts reflect broader ideological turns in state policy—between
phases of liberalization and periods of imperial ambition. Within
this framework, our paper examines the debates sparked by the most
recent changes in Russia’s language policy, using a critical-discursive
approach and focusing on Russian- and Tatar-language media in
Tatarstan. The shift was ostensibly triggered by Vladimir Putins
statement at the Council for Interethnic Relations in Yoshkar-Ola
in July 2017, in which he asserted that forcing someone to learn
a language that is not their mother tongue is as unacceptable as
reducing instruction in Russian. This declaration marks the starting
point for our case study of Tatarstan, a republic with two official
languages: Tatar and Russian. Putin’s declaration ignited widespread
debate over the abolition of compulsory Tatar instruction and the
broader implications of the new policy. These discussions appeared
prominently in federal and regional online media, both in Tatar and
Russian, forming the corpus for our analysis. By examining these
sources, we compare the arguments and reactions of the republic’s
two largest linguistic communities.

The status of titular languages in Russia’s national and
autonomous republics has historically been precarious, fluctuating
between symbolic recognition and functional marginalization
(Alpatov, 2005; Belikov and Krysin, 2001; Neroznak, 1995). While
Soviet language policy institutionalized titular languages alongside
Russian, the latter remained dominant as the language of interethnic
communication and social mobility. In the post-Soviet era,
autonomous republics such as Tatarstan sought greater linguistic
sovereignty by granting co-official status to their titular languages
and introducing compulsory instruction in schools. However, these
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efforts have been increasingly curtailed by federal policies aimed
at reinforcing Russian linguistic dominance and limiting regional
autonomy. Russia’s language policy has shifted over time, alternating
between promoting and suppressing minority languages. In this
context, Tatarstan presents a particularly illustrative case. It is often
seen as “atypical within Russia because of the high proportion of
non-Russians in a region that lies geographically, economically and
politically within the heart of the federation” (Veinguer and Davis,
2007, p. 188).

Historically, the interaction between Tatar and Russian cultures
intensified after the conquest of the Kazan Khanate by Ivan the
Terrible in 1552 and the subsequent Christianisation of the region
(cf. Faller, 2011, p. 6). For Russia, this conquest symbolized
“the earliest triumph of a nascent imperial power, while for
Tatars, it marked “the source of all lost hopes and all future
woes” (Graney, 2009, p. 5). The Tatars are the oldest and largest
minority in the history of Russia—spanning the Russian Empire,
the Soviet Union, and the current Russian Federation— with
a population of ~4.7 million according to the 2021 Russian
Census (Federal State Statistics Service (Rosstat), 2021). The Tatar
elite was integrated into the ruling structures of the Russian
state early on, following the Mongol-Tatar period, particularly
during the era of the Golden Horde. Prominent noble families
of Tatar origin, such as the Yusupovs, Mansurovs, and even
the ancestors of composer Sergei Rachmaninov, became part
of the imperial Russian aristocracy. Tatars are widely dispersed
across the former Soviet Union, including significant populations
in Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, and Ukraine, as well as throughout
the Russian Federation (Minority Rights Group International,
n.d.). Moscow hosts one of the largest Tatar diasporas, with
an estimated number of 500,000 people (Federal State Statistics
Service (Rosstat), 2021). Interestingly, while Tatars are generally
well integrated into Russian society outside of Tatarstan—occupying
visible roles as actors, entrepreneurs, journalists, politicians, and
public intellectuals—a substantial portion still regards themselves
as part of a distinct ethnocultural group. This dual identification
reflects both successful social integration and the persistence of a
strong cultural and diasporic identity within the broader framework
of the Russian Federation.

Despite this fraught history, Tatarstan developed into a
multiethnic republic where Tatar-Russian bilingualism and
interculturality became normalized (cf. Bayramova, 2001, p.
12). Bilingualism was actively promoted around the time of the
Soviet collapse and was legally affirmed in 1990 when Tatar was
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granted co-official status (Deklaracija, 1990). Further measures
were introduced to move beyond the Soviet model of de jure
bilingualism and de facto Russian dominance (Winsgender, 2016,
p. 11). Education policy became central to this effort: in 1993,
Tatar was made a compulsory subject in schools for all pupils,
regardless of ethnicity (Guzelbaeva and Fatkhullova, 2012, p. 35).
While this bolstered the institutional presence of Tatar, it also
triggered resistance among parts of the population, who questioned
the relevance and fairness of mandatory Tatar instruction. These
tensions escalated in July 2017 after President Putin, during a
session of the Council for Interethnic Relations in Yoshkar-Ola,
criticized the compulsory teaching of minority languages. This
prompted federal inspections of schools across national republics,
including Tatarstan, and led to amendments to the Federal Law
“On Education in the Russian Federation” (Federal Law No. 317,
2018). The reforms abolished the compulsory study of regional
languages and replaced it with an optional “mother tongue” subject
to be selected by parents. Following the policy change, Tatar lost its
status as a mandatory school subject, deepening the already uneven
balance between Russian and Tatar language use. This policy shift
required a recalibration of language policy in Tatarstan and sparked
widespread debate, especially around the removal of mandatory
Tatar-language education.

Our study examines how these debates have played out in
Tatarstan’s media landscape since 2017, focusing specifically on the
abolition of compulsory Tatar-language instruction. While existing
research has analyzed the Russian-language media discourse on this
issue, no comprehensive study has yet compared both Tatar- and
Russian-language perspectives (detailed review in Warditz, 2022).
To address this gap, our study conducts a comparative discourse
analysis of Tatar- and Russian-language media coverage, exploring
how narratives of advantage and disadvantage are constructed and
whether framing differs across linguistic communities. Employing
the Sociology of Knowledge Approach to Discourse (hereafter—
SKAD) as our analytical framework, we aim to uncover how
language, ideology, and power intersect in the representation
of language policy reform within Tatarstan’s bilingual media.
Furthermore, when discussing our results, we aim to situate the
main insights within a broader historical and areal-linguistic context
of (post)imperial language policies.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 presents the
theoretical context and state of research; Section 3 outlines
the research questions and hypotheses; Section 4 details the
methodology; Section 5 describes the data collection; Section 6
provides the data analysis; Section 7 offers the discussion; and
Section 8 concludes with the conclusion and outlook.

2 Theoretical context and state of
research

The study of language policies in postcolonial' contexts has
gained significant scholarly attention, particularly in regions that

1 We employ the terms postcolonial and postimperial heuristically to
highlight power relations between the dominant language (Russian) and
subordinated or minoritized languages, without engaging the broader
historical and political debate (cf. Chari and Verdery, 2009). The Russian vs

(post)-Soviet case exhibits features common to other (post)colonial and
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have undergone drastic political transformations, such as the former
Soviet Union (for an overview, see Alpatov, 2005). In these contexts,
language policies often function as instruments of power, identity,
and resistance (Pujolar and Gonzalez, 2012). Postimperial language
policies are particularly complex, as they are shaped by historical
colonial legacies and the need to balance national unity with the
preservation of minority languages. Language revival efforts in these
settings are often framed within a larger sociopolitical agenda, where
languages, once suppressed or marginalized, are revitalized to assert
cultural identity and national sovereignty (Huss et al., 2003).

Examples of this can be seen in diverse postcolonial settings.
In the post-apartheid context of South Africa, efforts to elevate
indigenous African languages to official status have encountered
challenges due to entrenched inequalities and the dominance of
English (Alexander, 2003). Similarly, in postcolonial Ireland and
Wales, the revival of Irish and Welsh has been linked to broader
cultural reassertion, though outcomes have varied based on policy
implementation and societal attitudes (Moriarty, 2011). These cases
demonstrate how language revival is not only about linguistic
survival but also about reclaiming historical agency and redefining
collective identities in the aftermath of imperial domination.

The post-Soviet space presents a unique case for language
policy studies. With the dissolution of the USSR, many former
Soviet republics, including Russia, were faced with the challenge of
reasserting the status of their indigenous languages, often alongside
Russian, which had been entrenched as the dominant language
throughout the Soviet era. In these countries, language revival is not
only about linguistic restoration but also about the re-establishment
of a distinct national identity (Warditz and Goritskaya, 2021; Tsimpli
and Kambyl, 2013; Bayramova, 2011). Studies within the post-Soviet
space have also pointed out a specific challenge: the coexistence of
multiple languages within a single territory often leads to language
shift or attrition of indigenous languages, especially in regions
where the titular language of a republic is in competition with
Russian. While there is a strong desire to revive and maintain
these languages, political, educational, and social factors complicate
their status (Arutyunova and Zamyatin, 2020). This phenomenon
is also observed in Tatarstan, where Tatar and Russian coexist
as state languages, and the tension between preserving Tatar and
maintaining the political and social dominance of Russian is a
central issue (Wigglesworth-Baker, 2016).

In the case of Tatarstan, this tension became especially
pronounced after the Russian Federation introduced changes to
its education policy in 2017. The law abolishing compulsory Tatar
language instruction in schools was a significant shift, raising
questions about the future of linguistic diversity in the republic.
Studies by Winsgender (2016) and Sagitova (2016) have examined
the state of the Tatar language before 2017, noting a steady erosion of
its usage in the public sphere, particularly in urban areas. However,
the 2017 policy change sparked new debates and a new wave of
research on how such shifts in language policy affect the broader
socio-political landscape. Guboglo (2019) and Fatcher (2020) argue
that these policy changes signify a growing nationalistic trend that
places minority languages like Tatar at risk, while others have

(post)imperial contexts—such as the deployment of a dominant language to
consolidate authority —while also displaying distinct historical, political, and

linguistic trajectories that differentiate it from classical colonial examples.
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suggested that these moves may be part of a broader strategy
to integrate Tatarstan more fully into the Russian Federation’s
federal framework.

In sum, research on language policy in Tatarstan since 2017
has primarily focused on the responses of various social actors,
including educators, politicians, and the public (Maximova et al.,
2017; Mordvinova et al., 2021; Musina, 2020). However, these
studies have not examined Russian-language and Tatar-language
media comparatively. We aim to address this gap by analyzing how
these media represent language policy, thereby contributing to a
more comprehensive understanding of the sociolinguistic landscape
in Tatarstan and inscribing it within the broader context of other
comparable situations. Our study on post-2017 language policies
in Tatarstan thus raises important questions about the future of
bilingualism in Russias national republics; the case of Tatarstan
serves as a valuable model for understanding the complexities of
language policy in postimperial contexts, particularly in regions
where the legacies of empire and the quest for cultural revitalisation
remain in tension.

3 Research questions and hypotheses

Drawing from the broader theoretical context of postimperial
language policies, discourse analysis, and the dynamics of
bilingualism in post-Soviet contexts, our study addresses the
following research questions:

RQ1:
language
Russian-language media?

How is the abolition of compulsory Tatar

instruction at schools framed in Tatar- and

RQ2: What role do language ideologies play in the construction
of narratives surrounding the language policy shift?

RQ 3: Do Tatar- and Russian-language media construct different
narratives of advantage and disadvantage regarding the Tatar
language policy reform, and if so, how?

RQ 4: What is the impact of political power dynamics
on language policy Tatarstan’s

media environment?

framing in bilingual

Thereby, our work hypotheses run as follows:

Hypothesis 1: Russian-language media will predominantly
present the abolition of Tatar language instruction as a positive
development, emphasizing the unification of the Russian Federation
and the practical benefits of Russian-language dominance.

This hypothesis suggests that Russian-language media will
likely frame the policy change in alignment with broader federal
ideologies, portraying it as a step toward national cohesion and
modernization. Previous research has shown that Russian-language
media often valorise linguistic homogeneity, equating it with
state unity, administrative efficiency, and civilisational superiority
(Zamyatin, 2012). Such framings reflect a recurring narrative in
Russian federal discourse, where the promotion of Russian is seen
not only as pragmatic but also as a tool of soft power and integration
(Laruelle, 2015). Similar patterns can be found in other post-
Soviet contexts where Russian media discourses reinforce centralist
values while downplaying local linguistic identities (Korth, 2005).
As Zamyatin (2012) argues, the removal of regional language
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instruction is frequently justified as a means of eliminating
inefficiencies and aligning with “universal” educational standards.

Hypothesis 2: Tatar-language media will present the abolition
of compulsory Tatar language instruction as a negative development,
framing it as a threat to cultural identity and a loss of linguistic rights.

In contrast, Tatar-language media are likely to frame the
policy shift as a blow to cultural autonomy and linguistic survival.
Numerous scholars have emphasized how minority language
communities in Russia experience federal language reforms as
efforts to marginalize their identities (Graney, 2009; Faller, 2011).
Tatar intellectuals and media outlets have long positioned the Tatar
language as central to the republic’s national identity, interpreting
reductions in its institutional support as violations of cultural rights
(Wertheim, 2003). Research by Zamyatin (2016) confirms that local
responses to federal education reforms are often deeply politicized
in national republics, where the loss of linguistic status is equated
with political disenfranchisement and historical erasure.

Hypothesis 3: The discourse in Russian-language media will
emphasize the necessity of modernizing education and making the
curriculum more practical, while Tatar-language media will focus on
the preservation of linguistic diversity and the right of Tatar speakers
to maintain their language.

This hypothesis assumes that the two language communities
operate under different sets of priorities and ideological frameworks.
Russian-language media often emphasize the utilitarian value of the
Russian-language, portraying it as essential for upward mobility,
national progress, and global competitiveness (Gorenburg, 2003).
In contrast, Tatar-language media typically underscore the symbolic
and cultural importance of preserving linguistic heritage through
institutional measures such as education (Winsgender, 2016).
Kymlicka (2001) argues that education in the mother tongue is a
cornerstone of minority rights, while Hogan-Brun and Wolff (2003)
highlight how educational reforms in multilingual societies often
reveal competing visions of citizenship and national identity.

Hypothesis 4: The narratives in both Tatar and Russian-language
media will reveal a significant ideological divide regarding the role
of the Tatar language, with Tatar-language media framing the policy
change in terms of language rights and identity politics and Russian-
language media framing it in terms of state unity and pragmatism.

This hypothesis anticipates a stark discursive cleavage between
the two linguistic communities. Tatar-language media are likely to
articulate the policy shift through the lens of minority rights and
cultural preservation, drawing on discourses of historical injustice
and ongoing marginalization (Graney, 2009; Wertheim, 2003).
Conversely, Russian-language media will likely frame the same shift
as a necessary realignment with national priorities, rationalizing it
through themes of practicality, standardization, and unity (Laruelle,
2015). As Blommaert (1999) notes, language ideological debates
often reflect deeper struggles over authority and legitimacy. This
divergence in framing mirrors broader ideological tensions in
Russia’s federal structure, where discourses of sovereignty clash with
centralizing state narratives (Shnirelman, 2003; Foucault, 1972).

By addressing these research questions and testing the
above hypotheses, the study will provide insights into the
complex relationships between language, ideology, and power
in postimperial contexts,

specifically within the unique

sociolinguistic setting of Tatarstan. The comparative analysis
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of Tatar- and Russian-language media will contribute to the broader
understanding of language policy debates in bilingual republics,
particularly in the post-Soviet space, where questions of language,
identity, and national unity remain highly contested.

4 Methodology

For the methodological approach of the current study,
qualitative critical discourse analysis (hereafter—CDA) was
employed. A corpus of 20 articles from Russian-language and
22 articles from Tatar-language online media was selected,
all addressing the events of 2017, namely the abolishment of
mandatory Tatar language instruction in schools and the immediate
consequences of this educational reform for the language policy of
the republic. Particular attention was paid to how the advantages
and disadvantages of the new language policy were presented in
these media sources. All identified arguments and evaluations were
categorized within each language group by thematic topics in order
to uncover general trends in discourse across Tatar- and Russian-
language media. In the final stage, the analysis explored whether
significant differences emerged in the framing and treatment of the
topics between the two language groups.

In order to explore what advantages and disadvantages of the
abolishment of compulsory Tatar language instruction and of the
subsequent language policy in the republic are represented in
Russian- and Tatar-language online media, and whether there are
significant differences in how the topic is treated in both languages,
the Sociology of Knowledge Approach to Discourse (SKAD; Berger
and Luckmann, 1966; Keller, 2011) was adopted as the analytical
framework. SKAD, like discourse analysis more broadly, focuses not
only on the use of language but on how language use shapes social
reality and is, in turn, influenced by social, political, and cultural
contexts. It seeks to uncover the underlying ideologies and power
relations embedded within spoken or written texts, emphasizing
the reciprocal relationship between language and the structures
governing societal interactions. This method was also chosen for
its capacity to examine the situational conditions and the role
of collective actors within which discourse occurs, in addition to
analyzing texts themselves (Keller, 2011, p. 61).

Critical discourse analysis provides a complementary lens for
analyzing how language ideologies, power relations, and social
inequalities are constructed, legitimized, and contested through
discourse (Fairclough, 1995; van Dijk, 1998; Blommaert, 2005).
CDA emphasizes not only the content of texts but also their socio-
political contexts and the power structures they (re)produce. In the
context of language policy, CDA has been widely used to investigate
how media, political actors, and institutions discursively negotiate
issues of linguistic rights, national identity, and minority language
maintenance (Johnson, 2011; Shohamy, 2006; Blackledge, 2005).

In this study, the analysis was conducted in several stages
following established CDA and SKAD procedures. At the first stage,
the collected materials were filtered by keywords, with an additional
selection based on the date of publication and the geographical
location of the outlet or its target audience.

The next step involved an initial close reading of the texts
to identify and analyse their semantic fields. The main thematic
keywords included teaching methods, education, the future of
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the language, the connection between language and politics, and
language as an element of national identity and its perceived threats.

Subsequently, the texts were examined for evaluative language
with a negative connotation. This was done using a set of indicator
words in both languages, such as limited, not enough, difficult,
negative, refuse, terrible, tragedy, afraid, lose, decline, decrease, die,
relegated, no longer, reduction, mistrust, doubts, restrict, battle,
second-class, mockery, not consider the necessity, risk, impossible to
teach, will not know, last generation.

The remaining articles were then analyzed for evaluative
language with positive or neutral connotations. Here, the set of
indicator words included improving, interested, increase, rethink,
happy, very good, various, many ways, available options, try, easier,
does no any harm, success of preserving, satisfaction, need the
Tatar language.

Special attention was given to rhetorical and stylistic devices
capable of altering the tone and meaning of statements: irony,
sarcasm, hyperbole, euphemisms, as well as the use of contrasts
and metaphors. This allowed for a more precise interpretation
of the author’s evaluative stance, particularly when it was
expressed implicitly.

The subsequent stage focused on argumentation strategies—the
ways in which authors constructed their reasoning. The analysis
examined the values and beliefs they appealed to, such as the
appropriateness of teaching methods, threats to the future of the
language or to national identity, and the framing of language as
a tool of political struggle. The guiding analytical principle was
the identification of narrative patterns such as “it was bad—it
became better”, “it was bad—it became worse”, and “it was good—it
became worse”

Finally, the articles and examples were categorized into
two overarching groups—advantages and disadvantages. Within
each group, thematic subcategories were further identified. For
example, in the “education rights” domain, subcategories included
“ineffective teaching methods”, “lack of instructional hours”, and
“excess of Tatar language teachers’, among others, enabling the
visualization and systematic organization of the data. These codes
were grouped into broader discursive frames and linked to
ideological positions, allowing for a comparison of how the Russian-
and Tatar-language media constructed and evaluated the policy
change. This approach draws on methods used in similar CDA and
SKAD studies of media discourse and language policy (Fairclough,
1995; van Dijk, 1998; Keller, 2011; Blackledge, 2005; Duchéne and
Heller, 2012). Following this tradition, our study aimed to uncover
not only explicit arguments but also the underlying ideologies,
actor positions, and power relations shaping media representations
of the Tatar language’s status in the republic’s educational and
sociopolitical landscape.

5 Data collecting

Our paper examines 42 articles—22 in Tatar and 20 in
Russian—on the topic of the advantages and disadvantages of
language policy in the Republic of Tatarstan since 2017 as presented
in online media. The articles were selected from a range of
online media sources, representing diverse narratives and targeting
different audience demographics to ensure a comprehensive analysis
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of varying discursive practices. The data collection was carried out in
four steps: (1) identification of the research sources, (2) definition of
keywords related to the discourse topic, (3) specification of inclusion
criteria, and (4) coding of relevant discourse samples.

The initial collection of articles was substantially larger,
with more Russian-language materials than Tatar-language ones.
This numerical difference may be attributed both to the actual
predominance of Russian-language publications and to the fact
that Google’s search algorithm is more effectively optimized for
finding Russian-language content. Articles were selected according
to the primary criterion of either the media outlet’s location in
Tatarstan or its coverage of events in the republic. Materials that
addressed the 2017 reform but did not contain evaluative statements
or argumentation regarding its advantages and disadvantages were
excluded from the sample.

The primary data source was online media, specifically the
digital versions of newspapers and magazines in Tatar and Russian,
with open access via the Google search engine. This source enabled
the capture of contemporary discourse practices in both languages
within their social, political, and cultural contexts. The next step in
data collection involved defining the keywords for the search. The
following keywords and phrases were established for use in Russian
and Tatar:

o+ “Tatar language and Tatar literature at school” (rus. Tarapckuit
SI3bIK M TaTapcKas JUTeparypa B LIKOJE; taf. Tarap Teie hom
QIIO0HUATEI MOKTIIITI)

o “Abolishment of Tatar at school” (rus. oTMeHa TaTapckKoro
SI3pIKa B IIKOJIE; faf. MOKTOIUIOPAS TaTap TENEH TaMOJIoH
YpIrapy)

o “Learning of the official language at school” (rus. u3y4yeHue
FOCYIapCTBEHHOTO S3bIKA B IIKOJIE; faf. MOKTIIIT JOYJIOT TENe
oHpaHY)

o “Mother tongue lessons” (rus. mpeaMeT POOHON A3BIK; tat.
TYTaH TeJl MPeIMETHI)

o “The future of the Tatar language” (rus. Oymylee Tarapckoro
A3bIKa; fat. TAaTap TEJEHEH KUIouare).?

The selection of keywords was informed by the core concepts
and debates surrounding the 2017 language policy reform and
was designed to capture a broad spectrum of discourse addressing
both policy implementation and ideological evaluations of language
education. Keyword-based sampling has been widely employed in
discourse studies on language policy and media representation
to identify relevant data while maintaining transparency and
replicability (Johnson, 2011; Baker, 2006). Similar approaches have
been used in studies such as Baker et al. (2008), which analyzed
media discourse on multiculturalism through keyword searches,
and in Krzyzanowski (2010), who used keyword-based corpora to
investigate the discursive construction of European identity in press
coverage. This method allows for systematic retrieval of thematically
relevant texts while grounding the analysis in discursive patterns
that emerge from the actual linguistic and thematic framing in the
media (Baker, 2006; Krzyzanowski, 2010; Johnson, 2011).

2 All translations from Russian and Tatar into English in this paper were

made by authors.
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The inclusion criteria for selecting relevant data were, first
and foremost, the publication period. Articles had to be published
shortly after the changes in educational law and up until the
completion of this research paper. Therefore, articles published from
September 2017 to November 2023 were considered for analysis.
Another important criterion was that the media outlets originate in
the Republic of Tatarstan, report from or about the republic, and
include both state-affiliated and non-state media. This study focused
exclusively on media outlets based in the Republic of Tatarstan,
as their communication is directly oriented toward the republic’s
residents, who were in a position to experience the impact of changes
in language policy firsthand. The abolition of compulsory Tatar
language instruction in schools was of limited relevance to residents
of regions such as Moscow, and the corresponding media discourse
in those areas was likely to differ substantially. Furthermore,
Tatarstan-based media tended to concentrate specifically on issues
related to the Tatar language, whereas media outlets from other
regions, while also covering the 2017 reform, typically addressed it
inabroader context that encompassed other national republics, such
as Yakutia, Bashkortostan, Chuvashia, Mordovia, among others.

One exception was included in the sample: although this outlet
was neither based in Tatarstan nor reported exclusively about the
republic, it met the other criteria (publication period and relevance
of content). Furthermore, this outlet covers events across Russia
rather than focusing on one or several specific regions. The article
selected from this outlet was an interview with a representative
of Tatarstan’s education sector and contained explicit evaluative
statements and was therefore incorporated into the analysis.

All selected articles were analyzed for their treatment of the
positive and negative consequences of the 2017 language policy.
According to the sampling criteria, articles were drawn from
six Tatar-language online media outlets (Kazan utlary [“Kazan
Lights”], Intertat, Shakhri Kazan [“Urban Kazan’], Vatanym
Tatarstan [“My Homeland Tatarstan”], Madani Zhomga [“Cultural
Friday”], and Azatliq Radiosi [“Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty”])
and ten Russian-language online media outlets (Business Online,
Radio Svoboda [“Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty”], Kazan First,
Vecernjaja Kazan [“Evening Kazan’], Kommersant (Volga-Ural)
[“Merchant (Volga-Ural)”], Idel.Realii [“Volga. Realities”], Milliard
Tatar [“A Billion Tatars”], Tatar-inform, Perito). Of the six Tatar-
language outlets, five were categorized as state-affiliated, while
one was classified as non-state. In contrast, eight of the 10
Russian-language outlets were identified as non-state and two
as state-affiliated.

Tatar-language media in the Republic of Tatarstan have a smaller
reach compared to their Russian-language counterparts. Available
data indicate that the Kazan utlary website receives app. 8-9
thousand daily visits, Vatanym Tatarstan around 15 thousand, and
Intertat attracted about 1.37 million unique visitors in 2024. In
terms of thematic focus, Kazan utlary and Madani Zhomga are
literary and cultural outlets covering events in the spheres of culture,
education, and public life. Vatanym Tatarstan positions itself as a
socio-political newspaper, while Shakhri Kazan combines current
news and analytical materials with coverage of cultural events.
Azatliq Radiosi, part of an international media structure, aims to
promote democratic values and institutions, addressing audiences
in countries where authorities restrict press freedom or have not yet
established it as a social norm. The age of the readership of these
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outlets generally ranges from 35 to 65+, with the core audience
residing within Tatarstan.

Available data on the audience reach of Russian-language media
indicate that Business Online attracts app. 24 million monthly visits,
Radio Svoboda 3.7 million, Kazan First over 1 million, Idel.Realii
around 2 million (2020), and Tatar-inform app. 654 thousand
monthly visits. Most of these outlets focus primarily on socio-
political events and issues, with Idel.Realii additionally publishing
materials on human rights and ethnic minority concerns, and Perito
is positioning itself as a popular science media outlet. Analysis of the
available demographic data suggests that the age of the readership
ranges from 24 to 65+, with an overall younger audience compared
to Tatar-language media. This difference can be partly explained by
the fact that younger generations are generally less proficient in Tatar
at a level sufficient for reading newspapers.

The identified discourse patterns were coded by language and
by evaluative stance (“positive” or “negative”) based on contextual
units, enabling systematic analysis and categorization of relevant
themes and patterns in the discourse.

6 Data analysis

One of the central discourses identified in both the Russian-
and Tatar-language media concerned the methodology of teaching
the Tatar language in schools and the broader role of the Tatar
language within the educational system. Although Tatar had
been a compulsory subject in the school curriculum for nearly
three decades, existing data indicated limited success in achieving
widespread language competence among students. For example, a
study by Khodzaeva, 2011 showed that by 2001—10 years after the
introduction of mandatory Tatar instruction—only one-third of the
Russian population in the republic reported competence in the Tatar
language. By 2010, this figure had increased to nearly half of the
Russian population, yet only 8 per cent of young adults aged 16
to 24 reported fluency. Against this backdrop, debates around the
effectiveness of teaching methods and the outcomes of language
policy became a prominent feature of media discourse, particularly
in the period surrounding the 2017 reform.

In analyzing the corpus of media texts, four overarching
discursive domains (cultural identity, legal arguments, educational
rights, and national unity) were identified. Within each of
these domains, recurrent themes emerged that reflected how
different actors framed the policy change, its motivations, and its
consequences. These thematic categories were developed through
an iterative coding process grounded in the principles of critical
discourse analysis and the sociology of knowledge approach
to discourse. Close attention was paid to evaluative language,
argumentation strategies, and the positioning of social actors,
allowing for the identification of patterns across texts and the
linking of these patterns to broader ideological positions. The
identified domains are shared across both Tatar- and Russian-
language media; however, not all of these domains were detected
in the analysis of texts in both languages. Specifically, in the
examples of advantages of the new language policy presented in
Tatar-language media, only two domains (educational rights and
national unity) were observed. In the topic of disadvantages emerged
three domains (educational rights, legal arguments, and cultural
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identity). By contrast, the analysis of positive evaluations in Russian-
language media revealed only one domain (educational rights),
while the analysis of negative evaluations yielded three domains
(cultural identity, legal arguments, educational rights). The absence
of certain domains in the analysis is explained by the lack of textual
examples that could be categorized within the generalized domains
formulated in our study.

In the Tatar-language media, the advantages were primarily
framed around the potential for reforming language teaching
methods, the introduction of the subject “state language” into the
curriculum, and the perceived necessity of cooperation among
stakeholders. Conversely, the disadvantages emphasized concerns
about the balance between quantity and quality in language
instruction, the marginalization of the Tatar language, the limited
scope of its use, and perceptions of imperialism and second-
class status attributed to Tatar speakers. In the Russian-language
media, advantages were similarly associated with discourses on
methodological improvements, the implementation of additional
educational initiatives, and critical reflections on the outcomes of
earlier language policies. Disadvantages in this context were framed
in terms of the education system’s unpreparedness to accommodate
the policy change, the instrumentalisation of language as a tool
in political struggles, anxieties about cultural imperialism, the
devaluation of the Tatar language, and fears of losing literary
heritage and national education traditions.

By mapping these thematic categories, the analysis aims to
uncover not only the explicit arguments articulated in the media but
also the underlying ideological positions, actor relationships, and
power structures embedded in the discourse. This approach seeks to
illuminate the discursive dynamics shaping public representations
of the Tatar language’s status in the republic’s educational and
sociopolitical landscape.

6.1 Tatar-language media: advantages

A prominent theme identified in the Tatar-language media was
the discourse surrounding methodological reforms in teaching
the Tatar language. This discourse, on the one hand, addressed
longstanding challenges in teaching Tatar and, on the other,
highlighted newly implemented solutions. Notably, the discussion
consistently foregrounded the perspectives of actors within the
educational system, such as teachers, school principals, and
textbook developers, while largely excluding parental viewpoints.
Across the corpus, these educational professionals were positioned
as advocates for maintaining and improving Tatar-language
instruction despite the legislative changes of 2017 and the broader
constraints on the language’s status in the educational system.

A recurring discursive strategy was the emphasis on the
persistence of the Tatar languages positive standing despite
institutional shifts, accompanied by calls for pedagogical renewal.
One school principal underscored the limited number of requests
to opt out of Tatar classes, framing this as evidence of sustained
interest: “We have received 5-6 applications requesting to exclude
Tatar as a school subject. I don't think this is a significant number
for one gymnasium. People tend to follow trends, which is normal.
[..] We need to address the issues raised by parents. Most of
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them are concerned about the teaching methods. Their children
find it difficult to learn, struggle with their homework, and the
parents themselves are unable to help. [..] We need to work on
improving that!” (orig. “Tarap TeneH ykbITyra Kapuisl OyiaraH
OMIII OTH-SHMISH rapusza Kepie. bep rMMHa3usi eueH OUK Kyl
Tyren aun yineriM. Keme Kym >KMpA® MIayKeIMra Hspydesnop
OynMBbIit KanMblid. By — TaOHUTbIi KypeHellL. [...] © MeHd oTH-SHHIoP
KYTOpraH mpobieManapHsl, YbIHHAH J1a, XAl UTIPra Kupak. Kybdece
TaTap TENeH YKBITY METOIMKAachl OenoH Kumemmu. bamamapra
aBpIp OWpens, eif dIIeH SIUIM anMblitiap, Oe3HEH SpOoM HTIP
MOMKHHIerebe3 ok, Ium 3apraHanap. [...] Mena Gesra Oyrew,
KyJra-KyJ TOTBIHBIIIBIIN, HIPCA ©CTEHID ULIapra kupak!”) (Kazan
Utlary, 10.10.2017). Another teacher similarly linked pedagogical
shortcomings to declining prestige, suggesting that curricular
renewal was essential to reversing negative perceptions: “The pupils
are interested in Tatar, but we need to further increase this interest
[...] as the current time demands. I can see the lack of audio and
video resources in our lessons. It occurred to me that we should
rethink the methodological structure of the textbooks. We must
now work on closing the gaps in the teaching of Tatar; otherwise,
there’s no need to look for ‘culprits’ for the decline in the prestige
of Tatar—it will be our own fault” (orig. “Ykyusuap apacsiHna
TaTap TENEHO KapaTa KbI3BIKCHIHY 0ap. baphl THK YKBITYUbIra Iy
KbI3BIKCBIHYHBI KOUOUTEPTa reHa KUpaK. [...] 3amaH Tanabe OyeHua,
TTOpECKa ayauo- hom Bumeo acHaruiap )KUTSIIMOBEHS 19 TOILICHAEM
keOek. Llyn yk BakbITTa IOPECIEKIOPHEH METOMMK Te3elelleH
KabaT Kapan YblKMacka MHUKSH IMIOH YH Za Tyasl MHHIQ. Xa3ep
6e3ro, JKHH CBI3TAHBIN, TaTap Tele YKBITyAarbl KUMUeTIeKIopHe
GeTepy ©CTEH/I0 IUIAPTd KUPIK, YUOHKH Oy OUpaKTa TaTap TeJIeHEH
JIOpOXKAce TOLIYId racIuieHe 33J0pro KHpaK Tyren, 0e3 ysebes
raermre.”) (Shakhri Kazan, 21.10.2018).

Several texts expressed cautious optimism about the future of
Tatar-language instruction despite earlier anxieties, emphasizing
signs of recovery and new interest. A school representative reflected:
“This year, several first graders chose Tatar as a subject, and
I am happy about that. Both Russian children and children of
other nationalities are showing an interest in Tatar. In 2017, we
were succumbing to despair, but now the anxiety is slowly fading
away” (orig. “belen 1 Hue chliiHbI(Ka Kepyue OGananap apacblHAa
Tarap TEJEH caillaydbulap Kyn. MeHo myHa ceeHoM. Pyc sxu
Oarka MHJUTOT Gananapbl Aa Tarap Telie OelloH KbI3bIKchiHA. 2017
eJ1/1a TOLIEHKENIEKKd OUPEIIKOH UK, SMMa BITbI-3bITbl YTTE HHJIE.
bappi6b13 na ThIHBIMIAHIBIK.) (Vatanym Tatarstan, 22.09.2020).
Similarly, another commentator highlighted the relative privilege of
Tatar compared to other minority languages, calling for pragmatic
adaptation: “The situation of Tatar is very good [...]. There isn’t even
an ABC book for teaching the Abasinian or Nogai languages. It’s
printed on a printer and distributed to the students. But we can
choose from various textbooks and learning programs. [...] There
are many ways to teach Tatar. We don’t need to diminish ourselves.
We must use the available options, adapt to the new reality, and
keep working” (orig. “Tarap Tene OuWK forapbl ypbsiHIa. AOa3uH,
HOTail TeIJISpeH eMpaTeprs alapHbIH XaTTa anudOanapsl aa oK.
AHBI IPUHTEPAAH KOra3bld YBITAPbII, YKydblIapra eJomaisp. ©
6e310 opeciIeKIopHe, YKBITY MporpaMMajlapblH cainam ambIpra
MOMKHH.[...] Tatap TeneH ykpIThIpra 0eTeH mapTtiap na 6ap. Monaa
MECKEHJIOHEI YTHIPBIPra KHPOKMH. bByiaraH MeMKHHICKIOPASH
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¢aiiganaHplin, mapTiapra spakiallibll, SLIUIOPre TeHd KHUPIK.)
(Shakhri Kazan, 10.10.2023).

A further discursive strand in the Tatar-language media
concerned the recognition that for many students, Tatar functions
as a foreign language. This insight prompted calls for a shift toward
language teaching methods typically reserved for foreign languages
such as English, with an emphasis on communicative competence
and playful, interactive pedagogies. One teacher explained: “We
must not forget that Tatar is a foreign language for them [...]
We now follow the English teaching method. I don't think we
considered that in the first few years. We were focused on
teaching the rules. The new textbook, Silam, is very interesting.
We play different characters—the students take on roles like
a doctor or a salesman. This is how they learn to speak in
Tatar” (orig. “Tarap Tene amapra 4utT Tesie OyJIybIH OHBITMACKa
KUPIK [...] VIHIIN3 Tene yKbITYy METOAMKAChIHA TasHBIN 3LUIHOE3.
Bamrarsl ennapma aHblH METOAMKAchIH Oeienn OeTepMoroHOes.
Karsliiio elipaTy OenoH MerbUIbISHToHOe3 AU yilnbiitM. «Canam»
nopeciere OMK KbI3bIK. Tepne yeHHap YHHBIHOBI3. YKydbuiap
Tabub, kuberue no Oyma. Ceilnomeprs mynaidi eifpoHanop.”)
(Vatanym Tatarstan, 23.11.2021). Another added: “The children
do not need to learn the rules in elementary school. The lessons
are organized in a play-based format. In fifth and sixth grade,
the learning program becomes more difficult, [...] Thats why I
try to offer a mix of rules and games in these classes” (orig.
“banuiaHrsIy CHIHHBITA Karsliine sTiaTsipra sipaMmeiii. lapecnopHe
yeH ¢dopmachkiHaa y3aeIpaldbi3. 5—6 ChliHBIGTa MHAE MporpamMma
kamiaynasa.[...] LlyHa kxype nmopecioplie Kareliio OeloH yeH
(dopmace! Oepra KymbUIraH bICYJUIAPHBI KYJUTaHBIPTa THIPBIIIAM.”)
(Vatanym Tatarstan, 22.09.2020).

These examples of the domain educational rights demonstrate
that although concerns about the effectiveness of Tatar-language
instruction had long existed, the issue only gained prominent
visibility in media discourse after the reforms of 2017. The reform
thus acted as a catalyst for intensified reflection on teaching methods
and for articulating pedagogical strategies aimed at maintaining the
language’s presence in the educational system.

A second, though more limited, theme in the Tatar-language
media concerned the introduction of the new subject “state
language” While discussions about this initiative had circulated
since 2017, it was only piloted in 2022 for first and fifth graders.
The course was introduced as an optional subject alongside “mother
tongue” instruction, allowing parents to choose between “Russian
as mother tongue,” “Tatar as mother tongue, “Tatar as state
language,” or another minority language offered by the school.
In contrast to the predominantly educator-centered discourse on
teaching methods, the discourse around the “state language” subject
prominently featured parents and representatives of the executive
branch, framing the initiative as a positive outcome of the new
language policy.

One article reported parental satisfaction with this option,
particularly among non-Tatar families: “The parents of non-Tatar
nationalities said, ‘We would like to learn the Tatar language, but
since it is not our mother tongue, we cannot choose it. However,
we would like to take the subject as a state language! There
were many such families, and now they are very happy to be
learning Tatar as a state language” (orig. “Tarap Tenen Genmu
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ToOpraH Oalllka MHJIIOT GallanapblHbIH oTH-oHMIApe: «Tatap TeneH
elipoHaCe KU, THK y/ Oe3HEH TyraH Tell TYrel, IyHa KYpd aHbl
TyTaH Tel Oynapak Caiiblii aTMbIHObI3, 9 MEHS I9YIIST Tele Oynapax
eiipoHep uOek», — aunenop. AHIBIIAp Kyo HIe, Xd3ep ajuap
TaTap TEJCH POXOTIOHEN AYJIOT Teje Oynapak caiinblii amamap.)
(Vatanym Tatarstan, 26.08.2022). A government representative
similarly argued: “If children of non-Tatar nationality choose this
subject, it will be easier for them to learn the language” (orig. “bamka
MHJUIOT Oajiajapbl IOYNaT Tenie Oynapak caiinam ana MKoH, ajgapra
YKy JKMHenpoKk Oymadak”) (ibid.). A Russian parent emphasized
the broader cultural and civic benefits of enrolling her son in the
course: “Every resident of Tatarstan should know Tatar, or at least
understand what is said in this language. My husband and I believe
that knowing the language does no one any harm. [..] Bogdan
[the son] can speak Tatar. This year he took part in a festival
where he learned a lot about the history of the Turkic peoples.
When he came back, he started to study the history intensively”
(orig. “Tarapcranza sioreH hap kerue tarap TeneH Oeaepra THEl.
huu roreinza, Tatapua SWTKOHHE aHjapra. be3 upem OenoH nrynait
yinpioe3. Temmop Oenmy Oep Hopcorsa 1o KoMmadayiamblid. |...]
Bornan Tarapua ceiinoma. Beien decTrBanbIo KaTHAIIKaH HE,
IIYHJa TOPKH XaJIbIKJIApHBIH TapUXbl TyphIHIA HIIETKOH. AHHAH
KaifTkad, Tapux OesloH KbI3bIKChbIHA Oanuianpt.’) (ibid.).

Although this topic was represented in only one article in the
corpus, the discourse reflected a framing of the new subject as
an inclusive mechanism enabling access to Tatar for non-Tatar
families, while also serving broader goals of social integration and
cultural knowledge.

A final advantage of the new language policy, actively discussed
in the media, was the emphasis on the necessity of cooperation
among all social institutions, including the government, legislative
bodies, media, education system, and family, with the shared
objective of supporting the use of the Tatar language (domain
national unity). The discourse emphasized that the preservation of
Tatar could not be achieved through legal mandates alone but must
be fostered through collective, communal efforts. This theme was
raised by various representatives from the educational, cultural, and
parental spheres. One commentator stressed: “The Tatar language
cannot be preserved by law alone. [..] The language must be
preserved through unwritten laws that are upheld within the family.
These unwritten laws include national traditions, national pedagogy,
and ethics. The mother tongue must be respected within the family
itself” (orig. “Tarap TeneH 3akoH OeJOH TeHo cakiam OyJIMBI.
[...] Ten rammonmo sA3pIIMaraH 3aKOHHAp SPOOMEHMS CaKIaHbIpra
THeINl. SI3bUIMaraH 3aKOHHAp — MUIUIH TPaMLIUAIopedes, XalbIK
HEIarOTUKACK], OXJArblObI3. ['aunome TyraH TeleHd HXTHpaM
oyneipra Tremt.”) (Kazan Utlary, 16.09.2017).

Echoing this sentiment, another voice from the educational
sector underscored the shared responsibility of all sectors:
“Preserving the language is not only the task of the teacher of
Tatar. The school cannot bear the blame alone. Everyone should
be involved: kindergartens, schools, the media, television, singers,
and the government. Where was the television channel ‘Shajan TV’
[a Tatar-language channel for children with shows and cartoons
in Tatar - A.G.] before 2017? Tatar, along with Russian, should
be used everywhere. The success of preserving the language will
be evident when everyone works on it together” (orig. “Tenne
caknay Oep TaTap Tejle YKbITYUbIHBIH TbIHA OyphIdbl TyTell. Amaiica,
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0apbICHIH J]a MOKTOIKS ayJaphbill Kajipipanap. bamamap Gakdacsl,
MOKTOII, TeICBUICHHUE, JKBIPUbLIAP, KHTOKUECIOP IO Y3 eJICIICH
keprepra tuem. 2017 enra xamsp «lllasn» TB kanansel kaiina
Oynran? UrbnaH TakTanapbsiHAa PYC TENe SHOMIOCCHD TaTapyachiH
Ia s3bIn KyiichiHHap. Tyran TenHe Oepro cakJaraHia IblHa yCem
Oynmauak”) (Vatanym Tatarstan, 22.09.2020).

Other contributors reflected on the role of state support,
asserting that without institutional involvement, Tatar would not
survive: “If the state does not pay any attention to the Tatar language
and it exists only within the family, the language will not ‘survive”
(orig. “loynot TapadbIHHAH TYTaH TErd UI'bTHOAP OHPENIMAroHIP,

o

i1 TaniId Tene OyIibI KbIHA Kalla HKOH, Tel cakiIaHMbIi.” (Vatanym
Tatarstan, 23.08.2021). One piece of media discourse encapsulated
the collaborative vision: “The prestige of Tatar language must be
increased. [...] The school, family, and state must work together.
If everyone pulls in three different directions, there will be seen
no results” (orig. “TenHeH poseH apTThIpbIpra KUpaK. [...] MokTam,
ramjo, IOYJISTHEH Oepro sluIoBe KUPOK. AKKOLI, YypTaH, KbIcia
KeOeK o4 SKKa TapTKaHAa, HOTHXKS Oynmslit”) (Vatanym Tatarstan,
12.04.2023).

6.2 Tatar-language media: disadvantages

While the Tatar-language media highlighted certain advantages
of the new language policy, a prominent thread of discourse
emphasized its disadvantages. One of the most widely discussed
concerns centered on the reduction of instructional hours and
its detrimental impact on both the quality and quantity of Tatar-
language education (domain educational rights). Prior to the
2017 reforms, students received 4 to 5h of Tatar language and
literature instruction per week; however, the legislative changes
reduced this to just 2h, a shift that many considered grossly
inadequate. This critique was articulated almost exclusively by Tatar
language teachers, with no examples from other societal groups.
Across eight articles, educators underscored that the curtailed
timetable undermined meaningful language acquisition. One
teacher lamented, “The hours are already very limited. For example,
we teach Tatar language and literature for only 1h a week, which
is not enough. If we spend this time dancingsinging during these
lessons, there will be no progress” (orig. “MMoKToNTd coraThIap
canbl Oomail na a3. MoconoH, Oe3mo Tarap Teine hoM omoOHATHI
Oepop coraTh Kepd. By ThIHa JKMTMH. OTop ITyIIBI TOpecIopHE
JI9 KBIP-OHIOTd KaJIbIpcak, OCpHUHAM ajra KTl OyiaMasdak.)
(Vatanym Tatarstan, 22.09.2020). Beyond the reduction in Tatar-
specific lessons, some educators also pointed to the elimination
of broader curricular content that could nurture Tatar identity
or impart knowledge about the republic. As one school principal
concluded, “In accordance with federal educational standards, it is
difficult to support Tatar nationality” (orig. “SIHa denepans Genem
OMpY CTaHmapTIapel HUTE3CHA® MUIUTMIEKHE OyNabIpy KbIeH.)
(Vatanym Tatarstan, 24.09.2023).

Closely linked to the question of instructional time was a
broader concern about the diminishing prestige of the Tatar
language. Teachers and commentators noted that the language’s
marginal status in the educational system—exemplified by the
inability to take final exams or receive a university degree in
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Tatar—rendered it less competitive and desirable. The conditional
nature of Tatar’s inclusion as an optional subject further heightened
anxieties about its declining relevance. This discourse, reflected
in seven articles, foregrounded educators’ worries that even
ethnic Tatars increasingly failed to see the necessity of learning
their own language, while non-Tatar parents remained largely
indifferent or dismissive. One teacher captured this ambivalence:
“The children are interested in Tatar. We just need to encourage
this interest. The point is, that the parents still have a negative
attitude toward Tatar language” (orig. “Ykyublinap apacbiHaa Tatap
TEJEHd KapaTa KbI3BIKCHIHY Oap. bapbl THUK YKBITyYbIra IIys
KBI3BIKCHIHYHBI KOUOHTEpro TIeHd KHpoK. © MEHO aTa-aHajap
apacblHZa Tesiebe3ra Kapara THCKIpE Kapalll sIIISBeH J1oBaM UTD.”)
(Shakhri Kazan, 21.10.2018). Another commentator warned of the
longterm implications: “30% of parents said, ‘my child doesn’t need
Tatar’ and refused to learn it because they didn't see the point
of learning this language. This is a terrible tragedy for scientists”
(orig. “Oanmama Tarap Tene KUPOKMH™ JHUI TaTap TEICHHOH Oar
TapThIl Kyd Kyinel. besro - mrymsl enkoms romep Oye suuion
KWJITSH KEIeJIdpra - MOHBI Ky39TY 0K Kbi3raned.”) (Kazan Utlary,
29.05.2018). The precariousness of Tatar’s position was further
illustrated by institutional practices, with one article noting: “Now
we are afraid of any changes to the language situation. [...] If
parents request it, the language is taught; if not, it isn’t. Sometimes,
parents enroll their children, who are fluent in Tatar, in the
Russian group” (orig. “Ten MaochanoceH1d hap y3ropeiKs KypKbii
KapbIiObI3 MHIE Xa3€ep. [...] OTU-OHMIOp rapusa s3ca — YKbITbLIA,
a3Maca — oK. KaifBakeIT anap cad TaTapua ceilonkoH 6ananapsiH
I1a pyc TepKeMeHa s3apipanap.”) (Vatanym Tatarstan, 26.08.2022).
Beyond educational contexts, the Tatar-language media also
reflected on the broader restriction of Tatar’s functional domains,
particularly in relation to state institutions and public life (domain
legal arguments). While concerns about the narrowing scope of
Tatar-language use predated 2017, the legislative changes reignited
debates about the erosion of the language’s role beyond school
settings. This theme, articulated by scholars and journalists in
three articles, pointed to systemic challenges facing Tatar in higher
education, scientific discourse, and professional contexts. A scholar
lamented: “Of course, it would be a great success to preserve
Tatar as a subject. There have been significant losses in this area.
Decades ago, it was possible to write a dissertation in Tatar, but
now it is not. All academics and teachers understand that the
language must not only be retained in school textbooks but also
serve as a working tool. [...] It is basically about the decline of
the language usage” (orig. “Cy3 mo 1ok, TenHe ¢oH Oymapak Ta
caknamn Kajly 3yp Ka3aHblll OynbIp uie. By enkond oo rorantynap
Kyn. MOHHaH IHCTO e/uIap »MeK TaTap TeIeHAd JHUCCEPTAIMIp
s13bIM Oysica, OyreH yin MeMKUH 31 Tyrei. Tarap tene ¢oH Oynbin
SIIISCEH OUEH I0Taphl YKy HopTiaapbsiHAa hoM ypTa MOKTOIIOpAD
Japeciiek Oyl KbIHA TYTelI, 1 KOPabl OyIIbI T2 Xe3MOT HTOPTro
THEIl MKOHJIETeH OO6TeH IalM-TOJIOMa, YKBITydblIap 1a sXIIbI
aHJIBIA. [...] XUKMOT — TeMHEH KyJUIaHBLIBIIIBI KUMYa.) (Shalhri
Kazan, 21.02.2020). Another article warned of the broader cultural
consequences: “It should also be noted that each passing year sees
a decrease in the number of books, newspapers, and magazines
published in Tatar, as well as a decline in the number of users of
Tatar radio and the language itself. If the language is no longer
used, it is doomed to die” (orig. “IllyHbIH ecTeHo, TaTap TeneHIore

Frontiersin Language Sciences

10

10.3389/flang.2025.1652436

KHTAITapHBIH, Ta3eTa-KypHAJUIAPHBIH THPAXKBI €1aH-ell KMUMYEH,
TyTaH TENATe Pauo-TeNeBUICHUE TANIIBIPYIapbIH THIHIAYYbl hom
Kapay4bUIapHBIH cadiapsl cUparas OapyblH HCONKS ajicaH, TaTap
TENEHHOH (haiifaaHyublIapHBIH CaHbl KOTOYKBIY POBEINTS KUMH.
O Ten Ky/UIaHBILTAaH TyKTaca, yn OeTyrs, yjiemra aydap Oyma.”)
(Madani Zhomga, 28.08.2020).

Finally, the Tatar-language media situated the linguistic
challenges within a broader political critique of center-periphery
relations in the Russian Federation. This discourse framed the
language reforms as part of a wider process of disempowerment
and marginalization of the national republics, emphasizing both
the diminished autonomy over linguistic policy and the symbolic
relegation of minority languages to a second-class status (domain
cultural identity). One commentator articulated this inequity
starkly: “Think about that: there are 170 ethnic groups in Russia,
and only one of them has full rights. School curricula are divided
into two parts, meaning that 169 languages are relegated to the
optional section” (orig. “Ce3 yiman xaparei3, Poccusme 170
MUJUIST, ITyNapHBIH Oepce TeHd TyJbl XOKYKIIBL. MOKTOI ITaHHAPBI
UKE OJICHITOH Topa. 169 Ten dakyabTaTHB OJICIIKS KepPraH OyJbli
ypira.”) (Kazan Utlary, 10.10.2017). Others pointed to institutional
mechanisms undermining republican control over educational
content: “Incidentally, the Ministry of Education of the Republic of
Tatarstan no longer plays a role in the teaching of Tatar language
and literature. Previously, decisions regarding the selection of Tatar
textbooks were made by the republican ministry. Now, however,
textbook licenses can only be issued by Moscow. To obtain these
licenses, textbooks must first be translated into Russian and then
sent to Moscow, along with a considerable sum of money” (orig.
“Xoep, Tarapctan Morapud MUHHCTPIBITBIHAQ TaTap TeNCH
hoM omoOHMATBIH YKBITY 6JIKSCEHIS Y3 CY3eH oifTepmoit poie
KaJIMaJbl 1a HHE. DIeK Tarap Teie hoM ona0HsATh JopecieKIopeH
OacteipyHsl Tarapctan Morapud MHHHCTPIBITBI Y3€ T€HO Xl
UTO UJIE, X93€p MOHA JIMIEH3UAHEe MocKkay reHo Oupo. AHbI aly
©UEH, JOPECIEKIOpHEH KyIbA3MalaphlH aHAA pycuara TOPKEMd
uten ansin O6apeipra hom Mackayre makThiii 3yp cymMMaza akda
Kydepepra kupok.”) (Madani Zhomga, 28.08.2020). The broader
injustice was encapsulated by a journalist’s observation: “The
republic, which contributes 800 billion roubles to the country each
year, should presumably have the right to enable its people to learn
their native language” (orig. “Poccusre hop ennsr 800 mMuuHapz
CyMIBIK TaOBIII KHTEPEH TOPraH pPeCHyOIUMKAaHBIH TOH MMILIOT
OaanapblH Y3 TEUIOPEHAD aOpyHIIbl MOKTAIIOP/Q YKBITEIPTa XaKbl
hom MeMkuHneknape 6apapip.”) (Madani Zhomga, 28.08.2020).

In sum, the Tatar-language media painted a complex picture
of the disadvantages accompanying the new language policy,
foregrounding concerns about reduced instructional time, declining
prestige, the narrowing of functional domains, and the broader
political dynamics of linguistic marginalization. This discourse
articulated both the structural challenges facing the Tatar language
and the sociopolitical forces constraining its future vitality.

6.3 Russian-language media: advantages

In contrast to the predominantly critical tone in the Tatar-
language media, the Russian-language media highlighted certain
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advantages of the new language policy, particularly in relation to
improving the teaching and learning of the Tatar language. All
identified examples of discourse on the advantages of the new
language policy in Russian-language media were categorized in
the only domain of educational rights. One key discourse focused
on the methodological challenges of Tatar-language instruction,
which, according to commentators, had long been neglected prior
to the events of 2017. The media conveyed the perspectives of
various stakeholders, including politicians, educators, and textbook
developers, who collectively framed the reforms as an opportunity
to address longstanding pedagogical shortcomings. This discourse,
emerging only after 2017, was thus interpreted as a positive outcome
of the new language policy.

A politician observed, “Tatar was taught to both native and non-
native speakers to the same extent. This meant that the children
understood less, which ultimately discouraged Russian children
and their parents from learning. Many expressed satisfaction
with learning the language of the republic, but difficulties with
Tatar grammar, phonetics, and the final exam became significant
obstacles” (orig. “Tarapckuil a1 HOCHTENned W HEHOCUTENeH
A3bIKa TPETofaBajcs B OOHOM oObeMe. KoHeuHO, 3TO BBI3BIBAJIO
HEINOHMMaHHUE, OTOMBAJIO MHTEPEC K U3YUECHHUIO Y PYCCKOA3BIUHBIX
nereit W ux popurteneil. XOoTd MHOTHE TOBOPHJIM, YTO OBUIH
Obl paipl YYUTh SI3BIK PECIyONHMKH, B KOTOpoH >kuByT. Ho
rpaMmaTHka, (OHETHKa U IPYTHe CIOKHOCTH, a Takke EI'D cramu
npensarctBusMu.”) (Kazan First, 11.11.2017). Another commentator
reflected, “[...] for a long time, the topics of improving the teaching
methods and techniques for Tatar were neglected. [...] The debates
surrounding the language situation should serve as a stern lesson for
our education system” (orig. ““[...] IMTEIBHOE BpeMsl HE PEeLIaINCh
BOIIPOCH! COBEPIICHCTBOBAHUS METOMMK M TEXHOJIOTHH 0OydeHHs
TaTapcKoMy sI3bIKY». [ ...] OOCy XK IIeHHE I3BIKOBOTO BOIIPOCA A0KHO
CTaTh CEPbE3HBIM YPOKOM [UIsl Halled CHCTeMBbI 0Opa3oBaHuUs)
(Kommersant, 24.09.2018).

The reflections of textbook developers offered additional
insights into the evolution of teaching materials: “In 1992, Tatar
became a state language. We were the first who wrote the
first learning programs and books, with no prior experience.
The textbooks were probably complicated. However, the learning
program was revised every 5 years. [...] The textbooks cannot
be bad as they were written by scientists and include grammar
and vocabulary but may be insufficient attention was paid to
communicative skills in the past” (orig. “B 1992 rony tarapckuii
A3BIK OBUI NMpPH3HAH TOCYIAapCTBEHHBIM. MBI T€ JIIOMH, KOTOpPBIE
COCTAaBILSIM TIEpBBIE IIPOrpaMMbl, y4eOHHMKH. Y Hac He ObLIO
onbita. Bo3MoxHo, yueOHNKH ObUIH CI0KHBIMU. HO Kaxable IATh
JIeT mporpaMMa OOHOBJSIACH. [ ... | YueOHMK He MOXeT OBbITh
IJIOXUM, €r0 COCTABIAIOT yueHble. TaM ecThb M TpaMMaTHKa, U
nekcuka. MoxeT ObITh, paHbIEé KOMMYHHKALMM BHUMAaHHE He
yaensutocs.”) (Tatar-inform, 21.11.2022). A teacher recounted the
challenges faced by students under the old system: “The grammar
of the Tatar language was very difficult for the children. [...] In
the fourth grade, the children had to learn adverbial participles,
while in Russian lessons, this topic is introduced only in the
seventh grade. The fourth graders couldn’t pass the tests; they
just cried [...] When we discovered in 2017 that there were new
textbooks focused on developing communicative competencies, we
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were almost in tears—how could this be? Why didn’t these textbooks
exist before?” (orig. “I'paMmaTnKa TaTapcKoro s3pla 1aBajiach JICTIM
O4YCHb TsiKeNo. [...] B 4eTBepToM Kitacce JETH OBLIM BBIHYKACHBI
H3y4aTh JECNMPHUYACTHS, KOI/a 10 PYCCKOMY S3BIKY I€CHPHUYACTHUs
MIPOXOZAT TOJBKO B 7 Kilacce. YeTBEPOKIACCHUKU HE MOIIM TECTBI
caBath, MpocTo miakaid. [...] Korma B 2017 roxy Mbl yBuzmenu,
YTO €CTh HOBBIC YYCOHHKH, OCHOBAHHBIC HA KOMMYHHKATHBHBIX
TEXHOJIOTUSIX - MBI Uy Th He IUTAKaJIH OT OOHIBI - KaK Xe TaK, IIoueMy
9TUX y4eOHHKOB He Obu10 panblie?”) (Idel.Realii, 18.11.2019).

In addition to discussions about teaching methodologies, the
Russian-language media also highlighted a range of supplementary
initiatives aimed at supporting the Tatar language. These measures,
undertaken by both private individuals and governmental
bodies, were presented as constructive responses to the evolving
linguistic landscape. One article noted, “We have many national
specialists who have either completed a Tatar school or studied
Tatar philology. Many wanted to protect the language. What
has emerged? Small media in Tatar, an increased number of
Internet groups on various topics in Tatar, including religious
and educational projects. [...] The republican government also
took measures: the Commission for the Preservation of the
Language was established. The members of the commission
analyzed the experiences of universities, schools, kindergartens,
and city districts” (orig. “Y Hac ke HallMOHAJBHBIX KaJAPOB MHOTO,
JMrofiei, KOTOphbIC INpPOIUIM 4Yepe3 TaTapCKyl IIKOIy, KOTOpbIC
YYHJIHCh Ha HANpaBICHHU TaTapckoi dumonornu. MHoOrHe mronu
XOTeNU 3alluIarh s3bIK. UTo y Hac mosBHiIock? ManeHbKue
CMMU Ha TaTapcKoM s3bIKe, CeTh MAOIMKOB Ha TATAPCKOM SI3BIKE O
PasHBIX MPEAMETax, B TOM YHCIIE PEIUTHO3HbIE, 00pa3oBaTeIbHbIC
npoeKThl. [IPUHSITH U KOHTPMEPBI CO CTOPOHBI PECITyOIMKAHCKOTO
IIPaBUTENBCTBA: CO3AIIM KOMHCCHIO [0 COXPAHEHHIO A3bIKa. UneHbI
KOMHCCHU H3Y4allH OIBIT H YHHBEPCHUTETOB, M IIKOJ, ACTCAMIOB,
MYHHIHIIAIBHBIX paiioHoB.”) (Perito, 28.09.2023).

A third theme in the Russian-language media concerned the
positive legacy of the earlier language policy. Commentators argued
that the decades of bilingual education prior to 2017 laid a strong
foundation that helped mitigate the potentially negative effects of
the reforms. Reflecting on this continuity, one educator stated, “I
don't like to remember the year 2017, when the amount of the hours
of Tatar suddenly was reduced—that was a language revolution. We
experienced it very painfully. I was afraid that many Russian parents
would choose Russian and turn against Tatar. But that did not
happen at all! We were even pleased to see that the approach followed
since the nineties, with Tatar and Russian being taught equally for
25 years, has served its purpose. There are Russian parents who
now say, ‘We need the Tatar language; let the child learn it” (orig.
“? 4 ouenp He mob6mr0 BeomuHath 2017 rom, Koraa MbI pe3Ko
Iepeln ¢ GOJBIIOro KOJTUYECTBa YacoB — 3TO ObLIa S3BIKOBAs
peBotolsl. MBI NEepeXuBalid e€e OueHb cephe3Ho. S Oosiack,
YTO OYE€Hb MHOTME POAMTENH U3 PYCCKUX CeMel yHAyT B pOJHOM
pycckuii u OyAyT akTHBHO BBICTYIATh NMPOTHB TAaTapCKOTO SI3BIKA.
Huuero nmono6Horo! Msl naxke mopafoBaiuch yTo JuHUS ¢ 90-X
rOJIOB C MOMEHTA CYBEPEHUTETa, Korha 25 JeT LUI0 MapUTeTHOS
H3y4YeHHUE TaTapCKOTO U PYCCKOro s3b1koB B PT — oHO czemalio cBoe
nemno. U ectb pyccKHe POAUTENH, KOTOPBIE TOBOPSAT: «A HaM HYKEH
TaTapCKUil sI3bIK, MyCTh pebeHok ero m3yuaer ) (Milliard Tatar,
25.02.2021).
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Taken together, these discourses in the Russian-language media
presented the new language policy not merely as a setback but
as an impetus for reflection, reform, and renewed commitment
to the development of Tatar-language education. The emphasis
on improving teaching methodologies, fostering grassroots and
institutional initiatives, and recognizing the achievements of earlier
bilingual policies framed the reforms as an opportunity for
constructive adaptation rather than wholesale linguistic decline.

6.4 Russian-language media: disadvantages

In contrast to the Tatar-language media, which predominantly
framed the new language policy as a form of cultural and
political marginalization, the Russian-language media offered
a somewhat more varied perspective, acknowledging both
advantages and disadvantages. However, like their Tatar-language
counterparts, Russian-language outlets identified a range of
negative consequences associated with the reform, with overlapping
but also distinct emphases. These critiques in the Russian-
language discourse centered on institutional unpreparedness,
the political instrumentalisation of language, concerns about
linguistic inequality, declining interest in the Tatar language, and
the endangered future of Tatar cultural heritage and education.
The examples of texts with these focus topics were included in the
domains of cultural identity, legal arguments and educational rights.

A shared point between both media spheres was the
unpreparedness of the education system for the abrupt changes.
While Tatar-language media emphasized the loss of Tatar language
instruction and professional displacement of Tatar teachers,
Russian-language outlets framed the issue more broadly as a crisis
of capacity in adapting to new teaching demands. The simultaneous
reduction of Tatar-language instruction and expansion of Russian-
language hours strained the system, exacerbating existing staffing
shortages. One article lamented: “[...] suddenly, the hours for
Russian increased, even though we were already suffering from a
shortage of staff for Russian, while at the same time, the number
of Tatar teachers decreased due to the reduction in Tatar language
hours [...] These changes required time and we did not have it!”
(orig. “[...] cmyumsoch pe3koe yBENMYEHHE KOJNMYECTBA YacCOB
PYCCKOTO si3blKa IIPH HEXBATKE YUYHTEICH PYCCKOrO s3blKa H
COKpAIlleHHE yYHTeNeil TaTapcKoro si3blka 3a CYET COKPAICHHUS
4acoB. OTH KaJpOBBIC IBIDKCHHS TPeOOBAIM BPeMsi, a BPEMCHH
y Hac He Obuto!”) (Milliard Tatar, 25.02.2021). Furthermore,
Russian-language media highlighted mistrust from parents toward
retrained Tatar teachers now tasked with teaching Russian, adding a
psychological and social dimension to the institutional challenges:
“We sensed mistrust from the parents and doubts about our skills.
There was skepticism about how a Tatar teacher can teach Russian”
(orig. “Co cTOpOHBI poaMTeNeii K HaM OIIYIIAIOCh HEIOBEpHE,
COMHEHHE B Halled KOMIETEHTHOCTH. Tarapka - M mpenojaet
pycckuii’) (Idel.Realii, 18.11.2019). This focus on institutional and
interpersonal trust issues within the educational system, categorized
under the domain of educational rights, echoes but also broadens
the Tatar-language media’s portrayal of systemic disorganization.

A distinctive feature of Russian-language media discourse was
its greater attention to the political instrumentalisation of language,
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that allowed these examples to be correlated with the domain of
legal arguments. While the Tatar-language media predominantly
framed the policy as a threat to cultural identity, Russian-
language commentators emphasized language as a bargaining chip
in center-periphery relations. Political scientist Dmitry Oreshkin
characterized the policy as part of “haggling between Moscow and
Tatarstan” (orig. “dopm Topra mMexamy ¢enepanbHBIMH BIACTIMH
u Tarapcranom”) (Radio Svoboda, 8.11.2017), framing it as a
mechanism to “restrict the rights of the regions” (orig. “y>xumanus
npaB pernoHoB”) (ibid.). Another article likened Tatarstan’s defense
of Tatar-language education to “the last Stalingrad battle for
sovereignty” (orig. “3T0 Kak HOCHEAHSA CTAJIMHIPAACKas OWTBa
3a cyBepenuretr’) (Bisness Online, 8.09.2017). This framing aligns
with the Tatar-language media’s narrative of erosion of regional
autonomy, but places greater emphasis on language as an arena of
power politics rather than solely cultural loss.

Moreover, similar to the Tatar-language media’s concerns about
the declining prestige of the Tatar language, Russian-language media
highlighted how the reforms reinforced linguistic inequality and
symbolic subordination. Commentators warned of a deepening
imperialist hierarchy of languages, in which Russian was privileged
at the expense of national languages. Rkail Zajdulla argued that
resistance to learning Tatar was symptomatic of an “imperialistic
mindset,” (orig. “uMnepckoro coszHanus”) positioning Russians as
“a great nation and its language is the best and most powerful”
(orig. “pycckuil HApO BEIMKHH, €r0 A3BIK BEJIMKUH M MOTYYHH”)
while relegating others to “second-class” (orig. “BropocoprHbie”)
status (Bisness Online, 8.09.2017). The irony of the state’s support
for foreign languages while curtailing national ones was noted:
“The situation looks like mockery when two foreign languages
are mandated as compulsory subjects in the federal education
standards, while the opportunity of compulsory learning of national
languages of Russia is being declined” (orig. “Kakx Hacmemka
BBIISIUT CUTYalWsl, KOTJa ABA MHOCTPAHHBIX S3bIKA COIIACHO
®OI'OC usygarorcs 00s13aTeNIbHO, & POAHBIC SI3BIKK HApoa0B Poccun
JIMINAIOTCS Takoi BoaMoxkHOCTH.”) (Kommersant, 23.04.2018).

This critique mirrors the discourses of linguistic injustice
and inequality prevalent in Tatar-language media, suggesting
overlapping ideological concerns despite linguistic differences in the
outlets themselves.

Additionally, both media spheres identified a growing
disinterest in the Tatar language among students and parents,
yet Russian-language media placed a stronger emphasis on its
instrumental consequences for educational attainment. Low rates
of students choosing Tatar as an exam subject were reported as
evidence of the language’s declining relevance. An article observed
that “without ministerial pressure, children would not consider the
necessity of Tatar language” (orig. “6e3 MHHHCTEpCKOTO Ha)kMMa
TaTapcKUil s3bIK JETAM 0c000 He HyxkeH”) (Bisness Online,
8.04.2018), while another lamented: “Only few parents would risk
their child’s future by choosing ‘Tatar as a Mother Tongue’ as a
subject since the final exam must be taken anyway in Russian”
(orig. “MMaio kakoi pogHTeIb TeIepb PUCKHET OyIyLIUM CBOETO
pebenka, koropoMy EI'D chaBaTh Ha pycCKOM, M BBIOEpET UL
H3yYeHHs] B KA4eCTBE POJHOIO SI3BIK CBOEro Hapoma.”) (Vecernjaja
Kazan', 27.07.2018). This framing underscores parental pragmatism
and educational utilitarianism, a theme also present but less
explicitly emphasized in the Tatar-language discourse.
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Finally, Russian-language media shared the Tatar-language
outlets’ profound concern about the threatened future of Tatar
cultural and literary heritage, framing the reduction of Tatar-
language instruction as jeopardizing both linguistic competence and
cultural continuity. These examples of discourse were correlated
with the domain of cultural identity, which is being threatened
due to the new language policy. Articles highlighted that limited
instructional time made it “impossible to teach this material to the
children” (orig. “HeT BO3MOXHOCTH AaTh 3TOT MaTepHal IETIM’)
(Tatar-inform, 21.11.2022), while the merging of language and
literature into a single subject under reduced hours was expected
to lead to cultural impoverishment: “Soon, students will not know
a single literary work, except for a few fairy tales by Tukaj”
(orig. “Cxopo y4eHHKH, KpOMe IByX CKa3ok Tykas, He OymyT
3HaTh HU OJHOTO JIPYTOro MPOU3BEICHHS TaTapCKOil TUTEepaTyphl.”)
(Bisness Online, 8.04.2018). Echoing Tatar-language fears of cultural
extinction, literary scholars in Russian-language media warned that
“the current generation of pupils who write stories, poems, and
so on in the Tatar language is the last generation about whom we
can confidently say they can become writers” (orig. “noxonenue
HBIHCIIHUX CTYJCHTOB, MUIIYIIUX HA TATAPCKOM SA3BIKE PAcCKasbl,
CTHXH U TaK Jajiee, —5TO MOCICIHEee MOKOICHHE, O KOTOPOM MBI
MOXKEM YBEPEHHO TOBOPHUTH, YTO OHHM MOTYT OBITh MHCATEISIMU)
(Perito, 28.09.2023). This shared discourse of impending cultural
discontinuity further blurs the boundaries between Russian- and
Tatarlanguage media narratives.

In summary, while Russian-language media presented a
somewhat broader and more politically framed critique than Tatar-
language outlets, the two media spheres converged on key concerns:
institutional unpreparedness, erosion of linguistic equality,
declining interest in the Tatar language, and the endangerment of
Tatar cultural reproduction. These parallels suggest a crosslinguistic
discourse of anxiety surrounding the reform’s implications for
identity, education, and regional autonomy, albeit articulated
through different emphases and rhetorical strategies.

7 Discussion

Our findings underscore that the recent language policy reforms
in Tatarstan are deeply embedded within broader educational policy
debates, with education serving as the primary arena through
which language policy is contested, justified, and resisted (RQ1;
H3). Both Tatar- and Russian-language media predominantly
emphasized the disadvantages of the reform, while references to its
advantages were comparatively rare and unevenly distributed. This
asymmetry reflects a shared perception of loss and anxiety across
both communities, albeit articulated through different lenses and
priorities (H4).

The scarce positive discourses clustered around three main
themes: the revision of teaching methodology, the promotion of
communicative approaches to Tatar-language instruction, and
the symbolic reaffirmation of Tatar’s status as a state language. In
Tatar-language media, these discourses were predominantly
voiced by educational professionals—teachers and school
administrators—who highlighted the adaptation of Tatar teaching
to a foreign language framework, acknowledging that for many
students, Tatar functions less as a mother tongue and more as a

second or foreign language (H2; H3). Such positioning aligns with
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broader trends in minority language education, where shifts toward
communicative, learner-centered methods have been promoted
to counter declining proficiency and engagement (Hornberger,
20065 Garcia, 2009). Tatar-language media thus framed the reform
as an opportunity to modernize pedagogy and sustain children’s
interest in the language through creative instruction despite
systemic constraints.

However, the discursive optimism in Tatar-language outlets
must be interpreted in the context of state-controlled media
agendas and an older, Tatar-speaking target audience, who
may be receptive to narratives of institutional resilience and
gradual reform. In contrast, Russian-language media discourses,
articulated mainly by politicians and policy commentators,
foregrounded structural deficiencies and policy failures rather than
pedagogical improvements.

Criticism centered on the belated acknowledgment of Tatar’s
grammatical complexity, the shortage of communicative teaching
materials, and the delayed reform of curricula—issues only
addressed after 2017 (H1; H3). This focus resonates with critiques
found in other multilingual contexts, where minority language
education reforms are frequently perceived by dominantlanguage
speakers as disruptive or burdensome (May, 2012; Spolsky, 2004).
These discourses must be situated, in turn, within the ideological
landscape of language rights and language ideologies (May, 2012;
Shohamy, 2006). While framed as educational reforms, they enact a
negotiation of Tatar’s symbolic status as a state language under the
constraints of federal policy. Importantly, these discourses address
both the pragmatic (instrumental) and symbolic (identity related)
values of Tatar—a distinction theorized by Warditz and Meir
(2024), who emphasize how minority language speakers navigate the
tension between functional utility and cultural symbolic affiliation.
In Tatar-language media, symbolic values were foregrounded
through calls for societal cooperation in supporting Tatar’s survival,
while Russian-language media questioned the pragmatic relevance
of Tatar in educational and economic trajectories dominated
by Russian.

A key divergence between the two media spheres lies in
their representation of responsibility and agency. While Tatar-
language media stressed the need for collaborative action
across families, schools, and the state to sustain Tatar, Russian-
language media framed the preservation of the language as
a private or civil initiative, distancing the state from direct
responsibility (H4). Moreover, Russian-language outlets portrayed
the situation as less critical than their Tatar counterparts,
attributing current challenges to the cumulative effects of a 25
year experiment with “balanced bilingualism” Such framing
reflects broader ideological patterns in center-periphery relations,
where regional linguistic initiatives are depicted as temporary
deviations from an assumed normative monolingualism (RQ2;
RQ4; H1).

When analyzing discourses on the disadvantages of the reform,
a convergence of themes emerges across both linguistic domains,
yet with distinct emphases. Both media spheres lamented the
erosion of Tatar-language instruction, the cancellation of culturally
specific subjects (such as regional history and geography), and the
symbolic marginalization of Tatar (H2; H4). These findings echo
broader scholarship on linguistic minoritisation under centralizing
state policies (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000; Fishman, 1991), wherein
reduced institutional support leads to shrinking domains of use
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and intergenerational transmission. Notably, Russian-language
media placed greater emphasis on the institutional unpreparedness
for the reform, particularly the shortage of qualified Russian-
language teachers and the necessity of retraining Tatar teachers
for Russian instruction (RQ3; H1; H3). This critique highlights
a tension between linguistic policy and educational labor
markets, a phenomenon observed in other multilingual regions
undergoing rapid language policy shifts (Wei and Wu, 2010).
Furthermore, Russian-language discourses problematised parental
pragmatism, suggesting that, absent state mandates, families would
naturally deprioritise Tatar in favor of Russian, perceived as more
instrumental for academic and economic advancement (H1).
This aligns with international findings that minority language
maintenance is often undermined by parents’ perceptions of
reduced utility and status (Baker, 2011; Tollefson, 1991).

Both Tatar- and Russian-language media converged in their
articulation of linguistic inequality and symbolic subordination
(H4). Nevertheless, while Tatar-language outlets framed the
inferiority of Tatar vis-a-vis Russian through a narrative of cultural
loss and Moscow’s hegemony, Russian-language media expanded
this critique by positioning Tatar as doubly subordinated—not only
to Russian but even to foreign languages prioritized in federal
curricula (H1). This observation resonates with Shohamy’s (2006)
argument that language policy operates as a mechanism of control,
simultaneously elevating and marginalizing languages through
overt and covert processes.

One striking divergence is the absence of overtly politicized
discourses in Tatar-language media. While Russian-language outlets
openly linked language policy to broader struggles over regional
sovereignty and framed the defense of Tatar as a “final battle” for
autonomy (H4), Tatar-language media largely avoided such framing.
This omission may reflect editorial caution in state-controlled media
to avoid accusations of nationalism or separatism (Wilson, 2002).
It also suggests a discursive strategy aimed at depoliticising the
issue to maintain space for cultural advocacy without triggering
state repression.

Finally, it is notable that across both media spheres, the
dominant voices were institutional elites—educators, politicians,
and policy experts—while the perspectives of parents and students
were largely absent (RQ3). This top-down discursive structure
mirrors patterns identified in other multilingual policy contexts,
where grassroots actors are rarely represented as legitimate
stakeholders in formal debates (Heller, 2011).

Taken together, the findings suggest that while the reform has
not precipitated acute ethnic or linguistic conflict, it has generated
a pervasive sense of linguistic precarity and cultural diminishment
across linguistic communities (RQ1, RQ2). The discursive focus
on shortcomings over achievements reflects a shared anxiety
over the future of Tatar as both a communicative and symbolic
resource. Viewed comparatively, the Tatarstan case exemplifies
the dilemmas of minority language policy in multilingual states:
navigating tensions between state integration, cultural pluralism,
and the unequal political economy of languages. In this context, the
reduction of Tatar-language instruction is not merely an educational
reform but a manifestation of broader processes of linguistic
devaluation and symbolic disempowerment (H2; H4)—processes
that, if unaddressed, risk transforming balanced bilingualism from
an aspiration into an empty rhetorical ideal.
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8 Limitations

Despite careful design and rigorous data collection, this
study has several limitations. First, our data are time-bound,
reflecting media coverage only within a specific period following
the 2017 abolition of compulsory Tatar-language instruction.
While the selected media sources are representative, they
do not encompass all outlets, and some perspectives may be
underrepresented. Second, the study’s methodological approach,
relying on critical discourse analysis, allowed us to explore
the qualitative nuances of media narratives but limited the
number of parameters we could examine in depth. Certain
aspects of language policy debates,
measures of audience reception, frequency of themes, or

such as quantitative
broader sociolinguistic trends, remain outside the scope of
this analysis. Consequently, our findings should be interpreted
as providing an exploratory, case-study perspective rather than
a comprehensive or generalizable account of all media discourse
or public opinion. We encourage future research to complement
this study with quantitatively designed approaches, longitudinal
analyses, and additional data sources—including interviews
with key stakeholders, broader media sampling, and social
media content—to provide a more complete understanding of
language policy and its impacts in Tatarstan and comparable
post-Soviet contexts.

9 Conclusion

We have explored the shifting landscape of language
policy in the Republic of Tatarstan since the abolition of
compulsory Tatar-language instruction in 2017. By analyzing
media coverage in both Tatar- and Russian-language sources,
this research highlights the multifaceted nature of language
policy debates and reveals distinct differences in how these
communities frame the issue of bilingualism and linguistic
rights. The findings demonstrate that Tatar-language media
tend to emphasize cultural and identity-related implications
of the policy change, whereas Russian-language media focus
more on legal, political, and national unity concerns. This
comparative discourse analysis shows that language ideologies
and power dynamics are central to how language policy is
understood and represented across different linguistic communities
in Tatarstan.

Our case study underscores the tense and shifting nature of
language relations in post-imperial spaces within the Russian
Federation. Within a historically layered context marked
by oscillations between support for linguistic diversity and
efforts at Russification, the recent policy shifts reveal enduring
ideological tensions at the heart of Russian federalism. The
competing  discourses—between  centralizing,  efficiency-
driven narratives and those rooted in cultural preservation
and minority rights—reflect broader post-imperial dynamics,
where language serves as both a symbolic and practical site of
negotiation. As such, the Tatarstan case not only highlights the
ideological fault lines surrounding bilingualism and national

identity but also reflects the incomplete and contested nature

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/flang.2025.1652436
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/language-sciences
https://www.frontiersin.org

Gimadieva and Warditz

of language policy in states still grappling with the legacies
of empire.

While our study focuses specifically on Tatarstan, these insights
are relevant for understanding language policy and ideological fault
lines in other Russian republics with similar federal constraints,
such as Bashkortostan or Sakha (Yakutia). Russia’s multilingual
reality, with its 150 languages, offers fertile ground for such
studies, though existing scholarship often overlooks this complexity
by privileging Russian-language sources and underrepresenting
regional perspectives. Future research could expand on our work
by incorporating more indepth interviews with key stakeholders,
such as policymakers, educators, and members of the Tatar and
Russian-speaking communities, to further understand the lived
experiences and perceptions behind the discourses analyzed here.
Additionally, longitudinal studies could explore how the shifting
language policies in Tatarstan continue to affect interethnic relations
and language use in the region over time. Comparative studies
with other bilingual or multilingual regions in Russia and post-
Soviet states would also offer valuable insights into the broader
dynamics of language rights, identity, and national discourse in
post-imperial and post-Soviet contexts. Moreover, further analysis
of the role of social media and digital platforms in shaping
contemporary language debates could offer a timely perspective
on how language ideologies are disseminated and contested in the
digital age.

Data availability statement

Publicly available datasets were analyzed in this study. This data
can be found at: Please see References.

Author contributions

AG: Data
Methodology, Resources, Validation, Writing - original draft,

curation, Formal analysis, Investigation,

References

Alexander, N. (2003). The African Renaissance and the Use of African Languages in
Tertiary Education. Cape Town: PRAESA.

Alpatov, V. M. (2005). 150 yazykov i politika: 1917-2000 [150 languages and politics:
1917-2000]. Moskva: Kraft-+IV RAN.

Arutyunova, E., and Zamyatin, K. (2020). An ethnolinguistic conflict on the
compulsory learning of the state languages in the republics of Russia: policies and
discourses. Int. J. Hum. Rights 25, 832-852. doi: 10.1080/13642987.2020.1804368

Baker, C. (2011). Foundations of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism. Bristol:
Multilingual Matters.

Baker, P. (2006). Using Corpora in Discourse Analysis. London: Continuum.
doi: 10.5040/9781350933996

Baker, P, Gabrielatos, C., Khosravinik, M., Krzyzanowski, M., McEnery, T., and
Wodak, R. (2008). A useful methodological synergy? Combining critical discourse
analysis and corpus linguistics to examine discourses of refugees and asylum seekers
in the UK press. Discourse Soc. 19, 273-306. doi: 10.1177/0957926508088962

Bayramova, L. K. (2001). Tatarstan: Yazykovaya Simmetriya i Assimetriya. Kazan:
Izd-vo Kazanskogo Universiteta.

Bayramova, L. K. (2011). Jazykovaia politika v polikul'turnom obshchestve: opyt
Respubliki Tatarstan. Vestn. Kazan. Tekhnol. Univ. 14, 101-105.

Frontiersin Language Sciences

10.3389/flang.2025.1652436

Writing - review & editing. VW: Conceptualization, Investigation,
Supervision, Validation, Writing — original draft, Writing — review
& editing.

Funding

The author(s) declare that no financial support was received for
the research and/or publication of this article.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be
construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Generative Al statement

The author(s) declare that no Gen Al was used in the creation of
this manuscript.

Any alternative text (alt text) provided alongside figures in
this article has been generated by Frontiers with the support of
artificial intelligence and reasonable efforts have been made to
ensure accuracy, including review by the authors wherever possible.
If you identify any issues, please contact us.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the
authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated
organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the
reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim
that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed
by the publisher.

Belikov, V. I, and Krysin, L. P. (2001). Vvedenie v Sotsiolingvistiku [Introduction to
Sociolinguistics]. Moskva: Izdatel'stvo «Flinta>>, Nauka.

Berger, P. L., and Luckmann, T. (1966). The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise
in the Sociology of Knowledge. New York, NY: Anchor Books..

Bisness Online (8.04.2018). “Kakasi cyap0a OXHIaeT TaTapCKUil SI3bIK B HOBBIX
@®I'OCax?”. Russian. Available online at: https://kam.business-gazeta.ru/blog/377936
(Accessed June 1, 2025).

Bisness Online. (8.09.2017). Tarapckuii s3bIKk — 9T0 mocneansss CraauHrpajackas
6utBa 3a cyepeHuter. Russian. Available online at: https://kam.business- gazeta.ru/
article/356908 (Accessed June 1, 2025).

Blackledge, A. (2005). Discourse and Power in a Multilingual World. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins. doi: 10.1075/dapsac.15

Blommaert, J. (1999). Language ideological debates. Handb. Appl. Linguist. 5, 2-23.
doi: 10.1515/9783110808049

Blommaert, J. (2005). Discourse: A Critical Introduction. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press. doi: 10.1017/CB09780511610295

Chari, S., and Verdery, K. (2009). Thinking between the posts: postcolonialism,
postsocialism, and ethnography after the cold war. Comp. Stud. Soc. Hist. 51, 6-34.
doi: 10.1017/S0010417509000024

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/flang.2025.1652436
https://doi.org/10.1080/13642987.2020.1804368
https://doi.org/10.5040/9781350933996
https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926508088962
https://kam.business-gazeta.ru/blog/377936
https://kam.business-gazeta.ru/article/356908
https://kam.business-gazeta.ru/article/356908
https://doi.org/10.1075/dapsac.15
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110808049
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511610295
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0010417509000024
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/language-sciences
https://www.frontiersin.org

Gimadieva and Warditz

Deklaracija (1990). Deklaracija o Gosudarstvennom Suverenitete Tatarskoj SSR.
Kazan: Verkhovnyj Sovet Tatarskoj SSR.

Duchéne, A., and Heller, M. eds. (2012). Language in Late Capitalism: Pride and
Profit. New York, NY: Routledge. doi: 10.4324/9780203155868

Fairclough, N. (1995). Critical Discourse Analysis: The Critical Study of
Language. London: Longman.

Faller, H. M. (2011). Nation, Language, Islam: Tatarstan’s Sovereignty Movement.
Budapest: Central European University Press. doi: 10.1515/9789639776906

Fatcher, K. (2020). Tatarstan’s language shift: politics and identity in Post-Soviet
Russia. Russ. Stud. Rev. 29, 45-67.

Federal Law No. 317 (2018). O Vnesenii Izmenenij v Stat’i 11 i 14 Federal’nogo Zakona
“Ob Obrazovanii v Rossiiskoi Federacii”. Rossiiskaia Gazeta.

Federal State Statistics Service (Rosstat) (2021). Itogi Vserossiiskoi perepisi naseleniya
2021 goda [Results of the 2021 All-Russian Population Census]. Available online at: https:
/Irosstat.gov.ru/ (Accessed September 18, 2023).

Fishman, J. A. (1991). Reversing Language Shift: Theoretical and Empirical
Foundations of Assistance to Threatened Languages. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.
doi: 10.2307/jj.33169466

Foucault, M. (1972). The Archaeology of Knowledge: and the Discourse on Language.
New York, NY: Pantheon Books..

Garcia, O. (2009). Bilingual Education in the 21st Century: A Global Perspective. MA:
Wiley-Blackwell.

Gorenburg, D. (2003). Minority Ethnic Mobilisation in the Russian Federation.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.. doi: 10.1017/CB09780511550348

Graney, K. (2009). Of Khans and Kremlins: Tatarstan and the Future of
Ethnic Federalism in Russia. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books. doi: 10.5771/97807391
32005

Grenoble, L. A. (2003). Language Policy in the Soviet Union. Dordrecht; Boston, MA;
London: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Guboglo, M. (2019). Language rights in Russia: the case of tatarstan. Int. J.
Sociolinguist. 22, 320-340.

Guzelbaeva, G. Y., and Fatkhullova, K. S. (2012). Implementation of language policy
and the ways of decreasing of language asymmetry in the Republic of Tatarstan. Philol.
Cult. 3, 35-40.

Heller, M. (2011). Paths to Post-Nationalism: A  Critical ~Ethnography
of  Language  and  Identity. =~ Oxford:  Oxford  University = Press.
doi: 10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199746866.003.0008

Hogan-Brun, G., and Wolff, S. eds. (2003). Minority Languages in

Europe: ~ Frameworks, ~ Status, Macmillan.

doi: 10.1057/9780230502994

Prospects.  Basingstoke:  Palgrave

Hornberger, N. H. (2006). Negotiating the Language Education Terrain: Language
Planning and Policy in the 21st Century. Bristol: Multilingual Matters.

Huss, L., Camilleri Grima, A., and King, K. A. eds. (2003). Transcending
Monolingualism: Linguistic Revitalization in Education. Lisse: Swets & Zeitlinger.

Idel.Realii. (18.11.2019). MpI mrakamm, mMOTOMY 4TO TepsulM He paboTy, a S3BIK.
Russian. Available online at: https://www.idelreal.org/a/30276668.html (accessed on
June 1, 2025).

Johnson, D. C. (2011). Critical discourse analysis and the ethnography of
language policy. Crit. Discourse Stud. 8, 267-279. doi: 10.1080/17405904.2011.
601636

Kazan First (11.11.2017). ®apux Myxamermun: CraHaapThl [0 H3yYCHHIO
TATapcKOro ObUIM CO3IaHBI C NPEBBILICHUAMH MOIHOMOYHI. Russian. Available online
at: https://kazanfirst.ru/articles/452209 (Accessed June 1, 2025).

Kazan Utlary (10.10.2017). Teiabranbikasl HuK 0o3gputap. Tatar. Available online
at: https://kazanutlary.ru/news/yanaliklar/tynychlykny- nik-bozdylar (Accessed June 1,
2025).

Kazan Utlary (16.09.2017). TarapHein Gep 94mOWIBIPIBIY TajgdTe 0Oap, ym —
xonuenek. Tatar. Available online at: https://kazanutlary.ru/news/yanaliklar/
tatarnyn-ber-echposhyrgych-gadete-bar-ul-konchelek-renat- haris- engeme
(Accessed June 1, 2025).

Kazan Utlary (29.05.2018). MokTonTo Tarap Tejie IOPECIOPeH KBICKApTy

forapbl  yKy #opmiapbiHa HOTBIHTBI siChlii — mpodeccop. Tatar. Available
online at: https://kazanutlary.ru/news/yanaliklar/mektepte-tatar- tele-deresleren-
kyskartu-yugary-uku-jortlaryna-jogynty-yasyj-professor (Accessed June 1,

2025).

Keller, R. (2011). The sociology of knowledge approach to discourse (SKAD). Hum.
Stud. 34, 43-65. doi: 10.1007/s10746-011-9175-z

KhodZaeva, E. A. (2011). Tatarskij jazyk v $kolach Tatarstana:
obscestvennye  debaty i mnenie naselenija.  Neprikosnovennyj  zapas.
Russian.  Available  online  at:  https://magazines.gorky.media/nz/2011/6/

tatarskij- yazyk-v- shkolahtatarstana- obshhestvennye- debaty-i- mnenie- naseleniya.
html (Accessed January 12, 2024).

Frontiersin Language Sciences

10.3389/flang.2025.1652436

Kommersant (23.04.2018). Tarapcran KpUTUKYeT (efepabHbIii IEHTP 3a OTMEHY
obszarensHocTH. Russian. Available online at: https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/
3612213 (Accessed March 22, 2024).

Kommersant (24.09.2018). Pycram MHHHMXaHOB MOCTaBUI TOYKY B SI3BIKOBOM
Bompoce. Russian. Available online at: https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/3751562
(Accessed June 1, 2025).

Korth, B. (2005). Language Attitudes Towards Kyrgyz and Russian: Discourse,
Education and Policy in Post-Soviet Kyrgyzstan (Vol. 17). Berlin: Lit Verlag.

Krzyzanowski, M. (2010). The Discursive Construction of European Identities: A
Multi-level Approach to Discourse and Identity in the Transforming European Union.
Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang.

Kymlicka, W. (2001). Politics in the Vernacular: Nationalism, Multiculturalism, and
Citizenship. Oxford: Oxford University Press. doi: 10.1093/0199240981.001.0001

Laruelle, M. (2015). The three colors of Novorossiya, or the Russian nationalist
mythmaking of the Ukrainian crisis. Post-Sov. Aff. 31, 481-504.

Madani Zhomga (28.08.2020). Py3on IOcymos: Tarap TeneH KaHTapsbliik!.
Tatar. Available online at: https://madanizhomga.ru/news/an-avazyi/
rzl-yusupov- tatar-telen-kaytaryyk (Accessed June 1, 2025).

Maximova, O., Belyaev, V., and Laukart-Gorbacheva, O. (2017). Transformation of
the system of bilingual education in the Republic of Tatarstan: crossover ethnolinguistic
controversies. J. Soc. Stud. Educ. Res. 8, 15-38. doi: 10.17499/jsser.360862

May, S. (2012). Language and Minority Rights: Ethnicity, Nationalism and the Politics
of Language. New York, NY: Routledge..

Milliard Tatar. (25.02.2021). I'ynbcuna 3akup3szoBa: Ecin Mbl XOTHM BOCIHTAThH
m000Bb JeTell K CBOEH poAMHE, TO HAJ0 BOCIUTHIBATH 4Yepe3 s3bIK. Russian.
Available online at: https://milliard.tatar/news/ gulsina-zakirzyanova-esli-my-xotim-
vospitat-lyubov-detei-k-svoei-rodine-to-nado -vospityvat-cerez-yazyk-320 (Accessed
June 1, 2025).

Minority Rights Group International (n.d.). Tatars in the Russian Federation.
Available online at: https://minorityrights.org/communities/tatars-3/ (April 14,
2025).

Mordvinova, A. R., Sadykova, A. G., and Gololobova, N. I (2021).
Lingua-pragmatic characteristics of bilingualism coverage in media discourse
of Tatarstan. Rev. EntreLinguas 7, 95-104. doi: 10.29051/el.v7iEspl.
14876

Moriarty, M. (2011). “New roles for endangered languages,” in The Cambridge
Handbook of Endangered Languages, eds. P. K. Austin and J. Sallabank
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 446-458. doi: 10.1017/CB0O978051197
5981.022

Musina, L. M. (2020). Language policy of the Tatarstan Republic in globalisation
context. Res. Appl. Linguist. 11, 355-360.

Neroznak, V. P. (1995). Yazykovaya politika i yazykovoe stroitel’stvo v SSSR [Language
policy and language planning in the USSR]. Moskva: Nauka.

Perito  (28.09.2023).  uro MHE JIFOOOTIBITHO, JIOJKHO OBITH Ha
TAaTapckoM  s3blke. [foka  9TOr0  HET HAa  TATapcKOM, 9TO HE  IO-
HacTosmeMy Moe. Russian. Available online at: https:/perito.media/posts/

vse-chto-mne-lyubopytno-dolzhnobyt-na-tatarskom-yazyke-poka-etogo-net-na-
tatarskom-eto-ne-po-nastoyashchemu-moe (Accessed June 1, 2025).

Pujolar, J., and Gonzalez, I. (2012). Linguistic ‘mudes’ and the de-ethnicization
of language choice in Catalonia. Int. J. Bilingual Educ. Bilingual. 16, 138-152.
doi: 10.1080/13670050.2012.720664

Radio Svoboda (8.11.2017). IlyTun He moHMMaeT mo-Tatapcku. Russian. Available
online at: https://www.svoboda.org/a/28841596.html (Accessed June 1, 2025).

Sagitova, L. (2016). Language Dynamics in Tatarstan: Language Competition Among
Youth in the Context of Modernization and Globalisation. Gosudarstvennye jazyki
Respubliki Tatarstan: mnoZestvennost’ izmerenij Kazan, 5-42.

Shakhri Kazan (10.10.2023). Tarap TeJIeH YKBITBIpra GoreH
mapriap na Gap. Monna MECKEHJIOHEI YTBIpBIpra KHPOKMU.
Tatar. Available online at: https://shahrikazan.ru/news/avyil/

tatar-telen- ukytyrga-boten- sartlar- da- bar- monda- meskenlanep- utyryrga-kirakmi
(Accessed June 1, 2025).

Shakhri Kazan (21.02.2020). Yen yiinan, tence3 kanmsbliik. Tatar. Available online
at: https://shahrikazan.ru/news/yazmalar/uen-uynap- telsez- kalmyyk (Accessed June 1,
2025).

Shakhri Kazan. (21.10.2018). be3 y3eGe3 raemue!. Tatar. Available online at:
https://shahrikazan.ru/news/%D3%99yters%D2%AFzem-bar/bez- zebez- gaeple
(Accessed June 1, 2025).

Shnirelman, V. A. (2003). The Value of the Past: Myths, Identity and Politics in
Transcaucasia. Osaka: National Museum of Ethnology.

Shohamy, E. (2006). Language Policy: Hidden Agendas and new approaches. London:
Routledge. doi: 10.4324/9780203387962

Skutnabb-Kangas, T. (2000). Linguistic Genocide in Education—or Worldwide
Diversity and Human Rights? Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/flang.2025.1652436
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203155868
https://doi.org/10.1515/9789639776906
https://rosstat.gov.ru/
https://rosstat.gov.ru/
https://doi.org/10.2307/jj.33169466
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511550348
https://doi.org/10.5771/9780739132005
https://doi.org/10.5771/9780739132005
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199746866.003.0008
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230502994
https://www.idelreal.org/a/30276668.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405904.2011.601636
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405904.2011.601636
https://kazanfirst.ru/articles/452209
https://kazanutlary.ru/news/yanaliklar/tynychlykny-nik-bozdylar
https://kazanutlary.ru/news/yanaliklar/tatarnyn-ber-echposhyrgych-gadete-bar-ul-konchelek-renat-haris-engeme
https://kazanutlary.ru/news/yanaliklar/tatarnyn-ber-echposhyrgych-gadete-bar-ul-konchelek-renat-haris-engeme
https://kazanutlary.ru/news/yanaliklar/mektepte-tatar-tele-deresleren-kyskartu-yugary-uku-jortlaryna-jogynty-yasyj-professor
https://kazanutlary.ru/news/yanaliklar/mektepte-tatar-tele-deresleren-kyskartu-yugary-uku-jortlaryna-jogynty-yasyj-professor
https://kazanutlary.ru/news/yanaliklar/mektepte-tatar-tele-deresleren-kyskartu-yugary-uku-jortlaryna-jogynty-yasyj-professor
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10746-011-9175-z
https://magazines.gorky.media/nz/2011/6/tatarskij-yazyk-v-shkolahtatarstana-obshhestvennye-debaty-i-mnenie-naseleniya.html
https://magazines.gorky.media/nz/2011/6/tatarskij-yazyk-v-shkolahtatarstana-obshhestvennye-debaty-i-mnenie-naseleniya.html
https://magazines.gorky.media/nz/2011/6/tatarskij-yazyk-v-shkolahtatarstana-obshhestvennye-debaty-i-mnenie-naseleniya.html
https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/3612213
https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/3612213
https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/3751562
https://doi.org/10.1093/0199240981.001.0001
https://madanizhomga.ru/news/an-avazyi/rzl-yusupov-tatar-telen-kaytaryyk
https://madanizhomga.ru/news/an-avazyi/rzl-yusupov-tatar-telen-kaytaryyk
https://doi.org/10.17499/jsser.360862
https://milliard.tatar/news/gulsina-zakirzyanova-esli-my-xotim-vospitat-lyubov-detei-k-svoei-rodine-to-nado-vospityvat-cerez-yazyk-320
https://milliard.tatar/news/gulsina-zakirzyanova-esli-my-xotim-vospitat-lyubov-detei-k-svoei-rodine-to-nado-vospityvat-cerez-yazyk-320
https://milliard.tatar/news/gulsina-zakirzyanova-esli-my-xotim-vospitat-lyubov-detei-k-svoei-rodine-to-nado-vospityvat-cerez-yazyk-320
https://milliard.tatar/news/gulsina-zakirzyanova-esli-my-xotim-vospitat-lyubov-detei-k-svoei-rodine-to-nado-vospityvat-cerez-yazyk-320
https://minorityrights.org/communities/tatars-3/
https://doi.org/10.29051/el.v7iEsp1.14876
https://doi.org/10.29051/el.v7iEsp1.14876
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511975981.022
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511975981.022
https://perito.media/posts/vse-chto-mne-lyubopytno-dolzhnobyt-na-tatarskom-yazyke-poka-etogo-net-na-tatarskom-eto-ne-po-nastoyashchemu-moe
https://perito.media/posts/vse-chto-mne-lyubopytno-dolzhnobyt-na-tatarskom-yazyke-poka-etogo-net-na-tatarskom-eto-ne-po-nastoyashchemu-moe
https://perito.media/posts/vse-chto-mne-lyubopytno-dolzhnobyt-na-tatarskom-yazyke-poka-etogo-net-na-tatarskom-eto-ne-po-nastoyashchemu-moe
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2012.720664
https://www.svoboda.org/a/28841596.html
https://shahrikazan.ru/news/avyil/tatar-telen-ukytyrga-boten-sartlar-da-bar-monda-meskenlanep-utyryrga-kirakmi
https://shahrikazan.ru/news/avyil/tatar-telen-ukytyrga-boten-sartlar-da-bar-monda-meskenlanep-utyryrga-kirakmi
https://shahrikazan.ru/news/yazmalar/uen-uynap-telsez-kalmyyk
https://shahrikazan.ru/news/%D3%99yters%D2%AFzem-bar/bez-zebez-gaeple
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203387962
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/language-sciences
https://www.frontiersin.org

Gimadieva and Warditz

Spolsky, B. (2004). Language Policy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Tatar-inform. (21.11.2022). Kro BepHeT TaTapCKHii: TOCYIapCTBO  WIIH
9HTy3HacThl. Russian. Available online at:  https://www.tatar-inform.ru/news/
kto- spaset-tatarskii- gosudarstvo- ili- entuziasty- 5887171 (Accessed June 1, 2025).

Tollefson, J. W. (1991). Planning Language, Planning Inequality: Language Policy in
the Community. London: Longman.

Tsimpli, I. M., and Kambyl, R. (2013). Language revival in post-soviet countries:
challenges and strategies. Socioling. Stud. 15, 29-49.

van Dijk, T. A. (1998). Ideology: A Multidisciplinary Approach. London: Sage.

Vatanym Tatarstan (12.04.2023). MH sxnisl Tatap Tene hoM o1o0UAThl yKBITYYBICI
‘Ooiirece skuHydece: ,JKplpnan-Ouern, yHHAn-Kenlel KEHO TEIHEH HEUYKOICKIOpeH
oifporen Oynmbrid. Tatar. Available online at: https://vatantat.ru/2023/04/109598/
(Accessed June 1, 2025).

Vatanym Tatarstan (22.09.2020). Kazgepie 6eprexnop. ,bouitsip 6epay Oyica, Obien
CHre3 yKydbl TaTap TEJICHHOH ChlHAayra si3puirad. Tatar. Available online at: https://
vatantat.ru/2020/09/35115/ (Accessed June 1, 2025).

Vatanym Tatarstan (23.08.2021). Mox0ypu Oe1oH HXTBIAPH apackl: TaTap Tele aara
Taba Hudek ykbiThinadak?. Tatar. Available online at: https://vatantat.ru/2021/08/61495/
(Accessed June 1, 2025).

Vatanym Tatarstan (23.11.2021). Tarap Tene: mopecme, yeHMbI?. Tatar. Available
online at: https://vatantat.ru/2021/11/68805/ (Accessed June 1, 2025).

Vatanym Tatarstan (24.09.2023). AnpIMHap MOKTo0e JUPEKTOpPHl  Alinap
[lomcerauuoB: ‘MMIUIOT S3MBIIIBI MOKTONTO XN HTeno. Tatar. Available online
at: https://vatantat.ru/2023/09/123534/ (Accessed June 1, 2025).

Vatanym Tatarstan. (26.08.2022). Kaiity. Tarap Teie MOKTONTO JIOYJIOT Teje HTEI
eiiporeno Gamubli, THK.... Tatar. Available online at: https://vatantat.ru/2022/08/
90414/ (Accessed June 1, 2025).

Vecernjaja Kazan (27.07.2018). Kazancknit KpeMiIb JIOBOJICH
3aKOHOM O PpOIOHBIX s3bIKAX, 4 poauTenu — Her. Russian. Available
online at: https://www.evening-kazan.ru/obrazovanie/articles/

kazanskii-kreml- dovolen- zakonom- o-rodnyx-iazykaxa- roditeli- net
June 1, 2025).

(Accessed

Frontiersin Language Sciences

17

10.3389/flang.2025.1652436

Veinguer, A. A., and Davis, H. H. (2007). Building a Tatar elite. Ethnicities 7, 186-207.
doi: 10.1177/1468796807076840

Warditz, V. (2022). Ideologies of multilingualism in contemporary Russia: debates
on ethnolinguistic diversity from a critical-discursive perspective. By Ekaterina
Pankova. Wiesbaden 2021 [Review]. Slav. Rev. 82, 276 - 277. doi: 10.1017/slr.
2023.159

Warditz, V., and Goritskaya, O. (2021). “Sociolingvistika mnogojazy¢ija v
protestnom dviZenii Belarusi,” [Sociolinguistics of multilingualism in the Belarussian
protests] in Kommunikacija v epochu protestov, ed. H. Kufle, Berlin et al.: Peter
Lang, 25-60. doi: 10.3726/b18675

Warditz, V., and Meir, N. (2024). Ukrainian-Russian bilingualism in the war-
affected migrant and refugee communities in Austria and Germany: a survey-based
study on language attitudes. Front. Psychol. 15:1364112. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2024.13
64112

Wei, L., and Wu, C.-J. (2010). Polite Chinese children revisited: creativity and the use
of codeswitching in the chinese complementary school classroom. Int. J. Biling. Educ.
Biling. 13, 307-324.

Wertheim, S. (2003). Language ideologies and the “purification” of post-Soviet Tatar.
Ab Imperio 2003, 347-369. doi: 10.1353/imp.2003.0043

Wigglesworth-Baker, T.  (2016). Language policy and  post-Soviet
identities in Tatarstan. Nation. Pap. 44, 20-37. doi: 10.1080/00905992.2015.
1046425

Wilson, A. (2002). The Ukrainians: Unexpected Nation. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press.

Wingender, M. (2016). Language ideologies and minority language education in the
Russian federation: a case study from Tatarstan. Russ. J. Commun. 8, 10-29.

Zamyatin, K. (2012). From language revival to language removal? The teaching of
titular languages in the national republics of post-Soviet Russia. J. Ethnopolit. Minor.
Issues Eur. 11, 75-102.

Zamyatin, K. (2016). An Official Status for Minority Languages? A Study of State
Languages in Russia’s Finno-Ugric Republics. (Uralica Helsingiensia, Vol. 6). Helsinki:
University of Helsinki.

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/flang.2025.1652436
https://www.tatar-inform.ru/news/kto-spaset-tatarskii-gosudarstvo-ili-entuziasty-5887171
https://www.tatar-inform.ru/news/kto-spaset-tatarskii-gosudarstvo-ili-entuziasty-5887171
https://vatantat.ru/2023/04/109598/
https://vatantat.ru/2020/09/35115/
https://vatantat.ru/2020/09/35115/
https://vatantat.ru/2021/08/61495/
https://vatantat.ru/2021/11/68805/
https://vatantat.ru/2023/09/123534/
https://vatantat.ru/2022/08/90414/
https://vatantat.ru/2022/08/90414/
https://www.evening-kazan.ru/obrazovanie/articles/kazanskii-kreml-dovolen-zakonom-o-rodnyx-iazykaxa-roditeli-net
https://www.evening-kazan.ru/obrazovanie/articles/kazanskii-kreml-dovolen-zakonom-o-rodnyx-iazykaxa-roditeli-net
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468796807076840
https://doi.org/10.1017/slr.2023.159
https://doi.org/10.1017/slr.2023.159
https://doi.org/10.3726/b18675
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1364112
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1364112
https://doi.org/10.1353/imp.2003.0043
https://doi.org/10.1080/00905992.2015.1046425
https://doi.org/10.1080/00905992.2015.1046425
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/language-sciences
https://www.frontiersin.org

	Back to Russian monolingualism? Discursive reflections on the 2017 educational reform in Russian- and Tatar-language media
	1 Introduction
	2 Theoretical context and state of research
	3 Research questions and hypotheses
	4 Methodology
	5 Data collecting
	6 Data analysis
	6.1 Tatar-language media: advantages
	6.2 Tatar-language media: disadvantages
	6.3 Russian-language media: advantages
	6.4 Russian-language media: disadvantages

	7 Discussion
	8 Limitations
	9 Conclusion
	Data availability statement
	Author contributions
	Funding
	Conflict of interest
	Generative AI statement
	Publisher's note
	References


