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Frog and Janne Saarikivi, University of Helsinki  

Abstract: This article is the first part of a series that employs a descendant historical reconstruction methodology to 

reverse-engineer areas where Finnic languages were spoken especially during the Iron Age (500 BC – AD 1150/1300). 

This opening article of the series presents a heuristic cartographic model of estimated locations of groups speaking 

Finnic languages and their neighbours in ca. AD 1000. 

The aim of this article is to provide the first of 

three maps of the Uralic-speaking peoples in 

Northwest Europe in three approximated 

periods: ca. AD 1000, AD 1 and a map 

indicating the linguistic Urheimats of 

reconstructed intermediate proto-languages 

within the Uralic language family (Proto-

Finnic, Proto-Sámi, Proto-Mordvin, etc.). For 

reasons of length, the aim of providing three 

different maps which involve different 

materials and present different issues has 

required presenting the investigation as a 

series. The present article is only the first part 
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of this work and it focuses on the first map for 

the period ca. AD 1000. 

The goal of presenting maps for these three 

periods developed as a satellite of the Viking 

Age in Finland (VAF) project. The VAF set 

out to examine cultures and historical changes 

during the Viking Age in territories of Finland 

and Karelia
1
 as well as the discourse 

surrounding them as viewed from the 

perspectives of different disciplines (see 

Ahola et al. 2014b). Written sources with 

detailed information about groups inhabiting 

these areas in general significantly post-date 

the Viking Age. Each discipline is thus 

heavily reliant on findings of other disciplines 

when developing a perspective on culture 

formations in that period, and they generally 

frame the Viking Age in relation to preceding 

and subsequent periods. In the VAF project, it 

rapidly became clear that maps could provide 

a significant tool in negotiating the 

perspectives of different disciplines, 

especially when seeking to relate data in the 

archaeological record, which can be 

pinpointed in cartographic space on an 

absolute chronology, with intangible cultural 

phenomena such as language, folklore and 

cultural semiotics, of which a chronology and 

geographical spread can only be reconstructed 

through later evidence. Suitable maps were 

lacking and the present work has set out to fill 

that need, especially for Finnic language areas 

during the Iron Age. 

The multidisciplinary impetus and 

methodological concerns led the authors to 

combine a wide range of information so that 

the first map presented here concentrates on 

cultural areas of speech communities and their 

networks rather than seeking to outline dialect 

areas per se. This map concentrates on 

historically attested groups that can be 

identified with Finnic speakers as well as 

neighbouring groups relevant to contextual-

izing them. The resulting image offers an 

impression of the language situation in 

Northeast Europe in roughly the Viking Age 

in the light of scarce evidence that is often 

difficult and problematic to interpret. 

Needless to say, the image developed in this 

article remains hypothetical and heuristic. 

Nevertheless, this does not diminish the value 

of such a model as a frame of reference for 

the status quo in current research and for the 

purposes of future discussion. Articles of the 

present series are especially important owing 

to fundamental changes in understanding of 

the history of West Uralic languages across 

roughly the past decade. 

This investigation employs the methodology 

of descendant historical reconstruction. Focus 

here is on the spread of languages as an inter-

generationally transmitted dynamic and 

evolving social and historical phenomenon, 

not on the specific features of lexicon or 

linguistic structures. Modelling language 

distribution and change across the Iron Age 

has highlighted the need for a developed 

discussion and presentation of the 

methodology applied here. As the issues of 

methodology are dependent on the empirical 

evidence as a frame of reference for 

discussion, it was decided that the outcomes 

of the study should be presented first. 

Therefore the methodological framework will 

only be briefly outlined here along with 

introductions to relevant terms and concepts 

with a concentrated presentation discussed in 

relation to the model of all three maps to 

follow in a later issue of this journal. 

The presentation offered here opens with 

some general remarks about language and 

culture along with an outline of 

methodological points and issues. The body 

of the article introduces the groups indicated 

on Map 2 (e.g. F13: Satakunta) with 

comments on sources, points about language 

and other distinctive details, and also remarks 

on etymologies of names in those cases where 

these are possible to establish with a 

reasonable degree of certainty. In organizing 

this information, it was decided to present 

first those groups and cultures neighbouring 

the Finnic peoples to reduce repetition. 

Introductions to Germanic and Slavic groups 

in particular provide frames of reference for 

subsequent groups. Additional probable 

Uralic groups speaking non-Finnic languages 

will be presented following the Finnic groups. 

Ethnonyms and toponyms from Old Norse 

and Old Russian sources are given in 

standardized forms for orthographic 

convenience and consistency (with exceptions 

noted). In the case of Old Norse, this means 

that forms are Icelandic/West Norse, although 
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even these are not necessarily unproblematic,
2
 

and the term ‘Norse’ is used here as generally 

inclusive of all Scandinavian dialects (which 

were mutually intelligible in AD 1000) unless 

otherwise specified. Both Old Russian and 

Modern Russian forms are given in Latinized 

transcription. The model presented here is 

centrally intended to provide for researchers 

of different disciplines a general frame of 

reference that, on the one hand, can be 

advanced and refined through future 

discussion and, on the other hand, can provide 

a platform for modeling language distribution 

and spread in earlier periods of history that 

will be developed with maps in future parts in 

this series. 

Language and Culture: Preliminary 

Remarks 

When discussing language spread, it is 

necessary to distinguish between different 

aspects of linguistic heritage that may have 

different distributions. A language is typically 

transmitted inter-generationally within a 

community as a mother tongue, or in between 

different communities as a lingua franca (an 

intergroup language). They can spread areally 

by the migration of a population, or, what is 

likely to be a more widespread phenomenon, 

through a language shift caused by a language 

spreading in culturally dominating social 

networks. Although a language shift typically 

involves some migration of socially 

influential people, this phenomenon is to be 

kept distinct from mass migrations of 

language communities which are typically 

restricted to particular historical frameworks 

and ecological zones (e.g. they would seem to 

have been commonplace on the Southern 

Eurasian steppe; on which, see Mallory 1989; 

Anthony 2007). 

In addition to a spread of language there is 

also a spread of linguistic heritage such as 

words, structures, sayings, proverbs and other 

genres of folklore, etc. This kind of spread 

involves different types of contacts between 

speech communities that cause language 

change. It is a widespread phenomenon in the 

history of languages that a large amount of 

vocabulary, entire morphosyntactic structures 

and whole conceptual realms are transmitted 

from one language to another in a process 

involving a large-scale cultural shift without 

an actual language shift taking place. In this 

type of process, changes in a language reflect 

a cultural change, but the inter-generational 

transmission of language is unaffected 

(Thomason & Kaufman 1988; cf. also 

Saarikivi 2014). 

Cultural and thus also linguistic change 

can be considered a prerequisite for the 

preservation of cultural heritage in the 

changing world. A lot of cultural and thus 

linguistic change takes place in horizontal 

cultural networks where neighbours borrow 

technologies, raw materials, artifact types, 

religious concepts, cultural habits, traditions 

and socio-cultural ideologies from each other, 

or imitate each other’s culture (on borrowing 

in a typological perspective with a review of the 

fields of vocabulary that are most salient for 

borrowing, see Haspelmath & Tadmor 2009). 

On the other hand, language also 

represents a kind of linguistic heritage that is 

straightforwardly attached to concrete 

geographical areas, most notably, toponymy, 

and the vocabulary denoting locally bound 

features of geography, flora and fauna. These 

are local phenomena attached to concrete 

places, for locally bound features, and they 

typically spread in vertical cultural networks 

– i.e. they are transmitted from one language 

to another in a specific area, even if a 

language shift takes place (cf. Saarikivi 2000). 

However, the spread of toponymic types (i.e. 

naming models) has also been associated with 

migrations and quite remarkable results 

regarding the movement of people have been 

reached by studying their spread (cf. Kuzmin 

2014a; Vahtola 1980; Kiviniemi 1977). Thus, 

toponyms may demonstrate both local 

language substrates (i.e. earlier languages of a 

particular region) as well as the spread of 

people within one language area, although the 

methodologies and materials needed for their 

analysis in each of these cases are different. 

It is quite self-evident that the dynamics of 

spread differ considerably for a) a language as 

a full-fledged semiotic system, b) only the 

lexical or structural features of a language, 

and c) locally bound linguistic heritage. These 

three categories of linguistic phenomena also 

have different counterparts in community 

change and in the archaeological record. To 
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simplify somewhat, the words and elements 

of speech that spread in horizontal networks 

are typically labelled as cultural borrowings 

and those words that spread in vertical 

networks are labelled as substrate borrowings.  

The spread of lexical and structural 

features is typically associated with horizontal 

human networks of cultural contacts such as 

trade, taxation, the spread of technologies, 

artefact types, religious practices, use of raw 

materials, etc. The spread of areally bound 

linguistic features tends to be associated with 

language change in a particular region, often 

associated with the cultural assimilation of the 

incoming groups or indigenous population of 

the area. However, typically the words 

denoting local features of geography do not 

spread outside a particular region, and the 

same is also true of words for flora and fauna 

unless some cultural innovation makes them, 

for example, a commodity in trade. In such 

cases, it is not entirely uncommon that a 

toponym or a local term turns into a wide-

spread cultural borrowing (cf. the word 

copper that originates from the toponym 

Cyprus, or bronze that originates from the 

denomination of the city of Brindisi, Italy).  

Those elements employed as a mother 

tongue in inter-generational transmission, or 

those elements learned from the prevalent 

social environment, represent linguistic 

continuity, i.e. languages as semiotic systems 

that, however, are a subject of constant 

evolution. 

Historical Language Mapping 

The orienting principle of the descendant-

historical reconstruction methodology is that 

each step of the reconstruction of the 

historical past must be based on the 

reconstruction of the more recent past. The 

methodology is thus a step-by-step approach 

to the past with a priority given to direct 

linguistic data (rather than e.g. archaeological 

speculation of the languages related to groups 

and types). Needless to say, the interpretation 

of evidence must comply with models for 

understanding the relationship between 

language spread and language change 

For drawing a prehistoric linguistic map of 

a particular region or language group, 

methodologies of areal linguistics, linguistic 

taxonomy, palaeo-linguistics and language 

contact studies need to be calibrated to the 

sources and data from other historically 

oriented disciplines. In the following, each of 

these methodologies is briefly described for the 

purposes of understanding the map presented 

here. The core methodology underlying the 

specific methodologies mentioned above is 

from historical-comparative linguistics (cf. 

Anttila 1988; Fox 1995). 

Language, Community and Ethnicity 

Linguistic areas in the present are the 

outcome of linguistic areas of the past. These 

areas have traditionally been pictured using 

maps, although such mapping is notably 

problematic. 

First and foremost, a map often conceals 

the fact that there may be remarkable social 

and situational variation within a single 

linguistic area. For instance, it is not 

uncommon in Europe that city dwellers have 

spoken a different language than the 

surrounding countryside, or that an upper 

class and ‘the masses’ have belonged to 

different linguistic groups. It is also 

commonplace to have communities that use 

different languages for different purposes. For 

instance, the literary languages used in many 

communities differ from their spoken 

languages, code-switching may occur in 

multilingual communication, etc. There have 

been many areas around the globe where the 

linguistic map has, even traditionally, been 

extremely complicated. In Europe, such areas 

have included, among others, Transylvania 

and most of the Balkans (especially Bosnia 

and its surroundings), the Volga region, and 

so forth. 

Second, there may be notable bi- or 

multilingualism across large areas. Scholars 

are just becoming aware of the fact that 

language communities have been notably 

more multilingual in the hunter-gatherer past 

of mankind than in the modern and 

agricultural present, where language 

communities are larger and inequality 

between the members of the community may 

be much greater (cf. Saarikivi & Lavento 

2012). Furthermore, picturing, for instance, 

the area around the Gulf of Finland as a 

region of Finnic minority languages (Ingrian 

Finnish, Izhorian and Votic) conceals the state 
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of affairs that, in fact, the whole region is 

Russian-speaking and the individual speakers 

of minority languages only speak Finnic 

languages in very restricted social networks. 

What is more, the linguistic maps of most of 

the regions of the western world have been 

notably blurred by recent urbanization that 

has caused the relocation of the large swathes 

of the rural population to cities and the 

extinction of many traditional rural 

communities. Regarding new urban com-

munities, sociolinguists sometimes describe 

them as ‘superdiverse’ (Blommaert & 

Rampton 2012), meaning that many 

communities exist simultaneously in one 

geographical space and employ very complex 

social networks. 

 
Map 1. The current distribution of Finnic languages. 

One more word of caution is needed 

regarding the relationship between ethnicity 

and language. In many contexts of present-

day Europe, there is a deep-rooted connection 

between a perceived ethnicity and the mother 

tongue of an individual. We may be sure that 

language was also an ethnically meaningful 

factor in many historical contexts, as is 

revealed, for instance, in numerous written 

accounts identifying people according to their 

language (e.g. in the Russian Primary 

Chronicle). Nevertheless, it is also clear that 

the borders between ethnicities were, in many 

cases, not confined to those of the linguistic 

groups (as far as these can be seen as 

distinct). Medieval and later state formations 

seem to have been in many cases 

linguistically and ethnically fairly neutral – at 

least as far as this can be assessed on the basis 

of historical documents. It needs to be noted 

here that the Russian state emerged especially 

from diverse Finno-Ugrian and Slavic groups 

under the rule of a Scandinavian nobility (S1) 

and that the later state of Sweden appears to 

have emerged from a multicultural trans-

Baltic maritime network (G1). 

With such prerequisites, it can be noted 

that the maps of language areas have not lost 

their value even in research today. Such maps 

must, however, be read with care. It is 

necessary to make an effort not to project 

linguistic-cultural groups of the present onto 

the past, nor to think that the groups indicated 

on the map have been monolingual or lived in 

a community that resembles a modern 

language community. The information 

presented by such maps is best understood in 

light of the analogies of the particular cultural 

area found in cultures of similar social 

structures and livelihoods that have been 

documented in the ethnographic record. From 

the point of view of hunter-gatherer cultures, 

there are many parallels in Northern and 

Southeast Asia, South America or Papua New 

Guinea. For purposes of understanding 

Northern European prehistory, Siberian and 

Northern American analogies are probably the 

closest. Iron Age agricultural societies may 

not be so close to these analogies, but there is 

more evidence in the historical record for 

some of these cultures, their ways of life are 

more observable in the archaeological record, 

and these types of data enable much more 

sensitive and sophisticated comparisons with 

different ethnographically described cultures 

in order to model relationships of 

technologies, livelihoods, social structures 

and so forth reflected in the evidenc available. 

Taxonomy 

The languages known today that belong to 

either the Indo-European or the Uralic 

language family are, in most cases, offspring 

of at least two levels of proto-languages that 

can reasonably be differentiated. Such a two-

level structure of the language family is easily 

perceived in the Finno-Ugric languages, 

where there is little written record of older 

phases of the languages. Thus, Finnic 
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languages, i.e. Finnish, Estonian, Karelian, 

Vepsian, South Estonian (Võru–Setu), 

Livonian, Votic, etc. go back to Proto-Finnic, 

an unattested but certainly real language that 

was spoken in the Iron Age (see below). The 

mutual resemblance of the languages of the 

Finnic group is much greater than the 

resemblance of any of the Finnic languages to 

any other language of the Uralic family. Thus, 

one can safely assume that all the Finnic 

languages are offspring of Proto-Finnic, 

which is in turn a descendant of Proto-Uralic. 

Similarly, the Sámi languages, neighbours 

of the Finnic groups in the North, are a group 

of mutually more or less comprehensible 

languages that form a dialect continuum and 

that can be traced back to a Proto-Sámi 

language. Proto-Sámi was in its turn also a 

daughter language of Proto-Uralic and a 

‘sister language’ of Proto-Finnic. Proto-

Uralic, the predecessor of both Proto-Finnic 

and Proto-Sámi, as well as several other 

proto-languages, was a Stone Age proto-

language that is reconstructed on the basis of 

more recent proto-languages (i.e. a 

reconstruction based on other reconstructions) 

and, therefore, much more poorly known 

about in research than those proto-languages 

closer to us in time. 

A similar basic structure of language 

relatedness can also be found on the Indo-

European side. Thus, for instance, present 

Swedish, Norwegian, Icelandic, Danish, 

German, Dutch, English and several minor 

languages such as Frisian, Elvdalian, Faroese, 

etc. are all Germanic languages, and daughter 

languages of Proto-Germanic that is in turn a 

daughter language of Proto-Indo-European, 

from which also Proto-Slavic, the predecessor 

of Modern Russian, Novgorod Slavic, Pskov 

Slavic and so on derive. Several other major 

groups of languages are branches of the Indo-

European family (Romance, Celtic, Greek, 

Indo-Iranian languages, etc.) and thus derive 

from the same proto-language. 

From the point of view of linguistic 

taxonomy, it is a reasonable goal to develop a 

series of linguistic maps representing the 

reconstructed prehistory of the areas of the 

intermediate protolanguages (Proto-Finnic, 

Proto-Sámi, Proto-Germanic, Proto-Slavic, 

etc.) on the basis of the distribution of modern 

languages and other relevant information 

(discussed below), and then, on the basis of 

locating and dating several such intermediate 

proto-languages, to proceed to reconstruct the 

Proto-Uralic and Proto-Indo-European proto-

languages (such a methodology has been 

followed, among others, by Mallory 1989 and 

Anthony 2007, but never for Uralic languages). 

In order to achieve such a goal, one needs 

to take into consideration that within a group 

of languages such as Germanic or Finnic there 

are many clues to be found that can shed light 

on the question of how the Proto-Finnic or 

Proto-Germanic unity evolved into the 

branches and languages of the present. Thus, 

it is possible to propose the order of sound 

shifts and vocabulary layers of the individual 

languages and, on the basis of such 

information to find out which language forms 

were the first to separate from the Proto-

Finnic or Proto-Germanic unity (cf. Heikkilä 

2014a). In the Germanic group, we also 

possess prerequisites for a much closer inner 

reconstruction of the process of the 

disintegration of the proto-language, since 

there are numerous dialects and a rich amount 

of written materials that allow us to 

reconstruct the language development in 

detail on an absolute chronology of nearly 

two thousand years. 

Areal Linguistics 

Every language has variation that, in past 

agricultural, nomadic and hunter-gatherer 

societies, has been overwhelmingly areal (in 

modern large speech communities, social 

variation may be at least as important). In 

dialectology, it has been found that language 

areas are typically more conservative at their 

periphery than in their central areas. This is 

because many linguistic changes from the 

centre do not reach the peripheral dialects that 

are geographically most remote and 

historically the first to lose contact with the 

core language area. Of course, there are also 

linguistic innovations taking place in the 

peripheral language forms that typically have 

different contact languages than those dialects 

of the core language area, but these 

innovations are likely to be confined to the 

periphery. Thus, the area with most of those 

innovations shared with a number of 

individual branches of a language family will 
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typically be closest to the historical core area 

of the proto-language. Therefore, from the 

point of view of locating the old significant 

areas of proto-languages and their contacts, it 

is important to identify those variables of the 

present languages that point to the oldest 

splits of the proto-languages. This usually can 

be done with the help of a methodology that 

investigates the phonemic contexts of the 

established sound shifts, especially in 

borrowed vocabulary (some words of which 

have undergone a particular sound shift 

whereas others have not; cf. Heikkilä 2014a). 

With the same methodology, it is possible to 

establish a family tree for the closely related 

languages. This has been done several times 

for the Finnic languages, most recently by 

Petri Kallio (2014), who also discusses earlier 

taxonomies (see Figure 1). As is clear from 

his investigations, the core area of the Finnic 

languages has been south of the Gulf of 

Finland, since the isoglosses that distinguish 

groups of present-day languages are most 

numerous and oldest here.
3
 What is more, 

several of these isoglosses would seem to split 

the Estonian language into two historically 

distinct language forms: Northern Estonian 

(or the Estonian literary language) and 

Southern Estonian (Võru-Seto). 

Sometimes only the historical peripheries 

of an earlier, much larger language area may 

remain after the rest of it has disappeared. The 

Celtic languages, for instance, were spoken in 

most of Central Europe but now survive only 

in the British Isles and Brittany, at the north-

western periphery of the European continent, 

an area nowhere near the presumed old 

homeland of the Celtic languages. As for the 

Sámi languages, a similar process would seem 

to have occurred. There is a firm evidence 

that Sámi was spoken in most of what is now 

Southern Finland (cf. Aikio 2007), but the 

language is only preserved in Northern 

Fennoscandia (S). In a future article of the 

present series, an early split into a southern 

group (Southern and Ume Sámi) and other 

groups (central and eastern) is proposed with 

the assumption that the predecessors of the 

languages of the southern group would have 

been carried from southern Finland to Central 

Scandinavia across the Gulf of Bothnia during 

the Iron Age (Häkkinen 2010). 

Palaeolinguistics 

A classical, and often probably over-stressed 

methodology for locating and dating proto-

languages is that of the palaeolinguistics, i.e. 

reasoning based on the vocabularies of the 

reconstructed (or otherwise attested) early 

forms of the language. Thus, from the point of 

view of dating Proto-Finnic, it is of crucial 

importance that it has vocabulary related to 

metal (rauta [‘iron’], kulta [‘gold’], hopea 

[‘silver’], miekka [‘sword’]), sedentary 

 

Figure 1. A Finnic language family tree (source Kallio 2014: 163). 
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chiefdom society (kylä [‘village’], kuningas 

[‘king’], linna [‘fortification’]), agriculture 

(pelto [‘field’], ruis [‘rye’]) and cattle 

breeding (lehmä [‘cow’], porsas [‘swine’]). 

From the point of view of locating the proto-

language, it is equally significant that there is 

maritime vocabulary (laiva [‘ship’], purje 

[‘sail’], meri [‘sea’]). None of this vocabulary 

was present in Proto-Uralic, which had a 

Neolithic or early Palaeolithic character with 

a vocabulary pointing to nomadic ways of 

life, a hunter-fisher society with minimal 

social stratification and no elaborate 

agriculture or use of metals (cf. Häkkinen 

2007). As for Proto-Sámi, a recent discussion 

on the relevant cultural characteristics has 

been provided by Ante Aikio (2012). 

 
Map 2. Distribution of Finnic-speaking groups and their neighbours ca. AD 1000. Circles indicate roughly 

approximated areas of Uralic language groups (dashed lines indicate uncertainty in the identification); squares 

indicate the same for Indo-European language groups. Stars represent centers that existed in ca. AD 1000; dots 

indicate corresponding sites that are only probable. F = Finnic tribes; B = Baltic tribes; Sv = Slavic groups and 

activity areas; G = Scandinavian groups; E = Other (extinct) Finno-Ugrian groups; S = Sámi groups; MG = Mobile 

groups (the languages of which are unclear). Specific groups are listed by number below. 



 

72 

Layers of borrowings 

In a similar manner to the semantics of the 

proto-language vocabulary, the origin of the 

vocabulary is also of interest from the point of 

view of dating and locating the proto-

language. Much of the vocabulary that points 

to culturally more developed characteristics of 

Proto-Finnic and Proto-Sámi speech 

communities in comparison with Proto-Uralic 

speech communities derives from Indo-

European, most notably, Baltic and Germanic. 

Proto-Finnic has had direct contacts with both 

of these languages, while Proto-Sámi has 

likely had direct contacts only with Proto-

Finnic. 

Since the existence of such large layers of 

borrowings is beyond doubt, one has to 

reconstruct the areas of Proto-Finnic and 

Proto-Sámi so that they have been adjacent to 

Proto-Germanic (cf. Saarikivi 2009; Aikio 

2012). Proto-Finnic must in turn have been in 

touch with the early sources of Slavic 

vocabulary. Proto-Sámi likely did not have 

direct contacts with either Baltic or Slavic (cf. 

Aikio 2012) but the common predecessors of 

Sámi and Finnic had very early contacts with 

the satemized Indo-European languages 

including both Indo-Iranian and Baltic 

languages (Joki 1973; Holopainen 2014). 

These contact histories will be addressed more 

fully in later articles of the present series. 

Germanic Groups 

Scandinavians seem to have played a 

fundamental role in the opening of the 

austrvegr or ‘Eastern Route’, which passed 

first through areas settled by Finnic-speaking 

peoples. Changes in trade activity are 

apparent already in the 8
th

 century (Ahola & 

Frog 2014: 40–44; N.B. – language contact 

between Germanic and Finnic has roots much 

older than the Viking Age, as later articles of 

the series will discuss in more detail). This 

anticipated the opening of trade networks 

trading especially northern furs for Islamic 

silver around ca. AD 800.
4
 The Eastern Route 

seems to have been maintained centrally by 

multi-ethnic networks of Scandinavian, Finnic 

and Slavic language groups, although the 

relative prominence of those languages seems 

to have varied. 

Although Scandinavians seem to have 

played a fundamental role in the opening of 

the Eastern Route, polities that developed 

through those trade networks should be 

assumed to have been multilingual and they 

were almost certainly not dominated 

linguistically by the Scandinavians ca. AD 

1000. Groups of Scandinavians settled along 

the Eastern Route and Scandinavian culture 

seems to have been dominant in establishing 

such polities in the 8
th

 and 9
th

 centuries, which 

then evolved as distinct cultural arenas within 

the developing multicultural networks (e.g. 

Callmer 2000; Duczko 2004). Silver trade 

along the Eastern Route was disrupted in the 

mid-10
th

 century, and Birka in Central 

Sweden as well as other trade centres eventually 

collapsed. A subsequent restructuring of 

Scandinavian trade networks is reflected in 

silver beginning to arrive primarily from the 

west rather than the east. Political as well as 

trade networks between Scandinavia and 

especially Novgorod remained vital, but the 

polities had evolved from satellites of 

Scandinavian trade into centres of political 

and economic power. The role of 

Scandinavian languages in the major polities 

to the east can be deduced to have declined 

with the restructuring of trade networks 

toward the end of the 10
th

 century, leading to 

the clear impression of the dominance of 

Slavic dialects in these polities by the time of 

their written sources from the 13
th

 century. 

The lively contacts especially connected with 

nobilities indicated in Old Norse kings’ sagas 

and elsewhere allow the inference that 

Scandinavian language was still current in 

these networks in ca. 1000. Nevertheless, 

these polities are grouped as predominantly 

Slavic language areas on Map 2, noting that 

the actual language situation remains obscure. 

No attempt will be made to locate and 

differentiate all Germanic language groups 

west of the Baltic. As far as is known, Finnic 

language areas did not extend to the western 

side of the Baltic in the Viking Age (with the 

possible exception of the Kven/Kainuu 

population along the north of the Gulf of 

Bothnia, on which see F18). It is possible that 

small Finnic speech communities could have 

been established in conjunction with trans-

Baltic maritime mobility which was certainly 
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not unidirectional.
5
 Viking Age contacts with 

most Scandinavian groups west of the Baltic 

seem to have been more limited, as were 

contacts with other more distant Germanic 

groups engaged in maritime networks on the 

Baltic. Only three Germanic groups will be 

introduced here for their significance in 

contacts with Finnic groups and these groups 

will be introduced with emphasis on those 

contacts. 

G1: The Svear 

The Svear are well attested in numerous 

historical sources. The first probable 

attestation of the ethnonym is Tacitus’s 

mention of the Germanic-speaking Suiones, 

said to be powerful at sea (Germania 44; ca. 

AD 98). Probable references can be found 

through later sources and are reliably 

identified in medieval texts as Old Norse 

Svíar, Old English Sweonas and Latin 

Sueones (Valtonen 2008). Old Norse 

medieval sources in particular represent the 

Svear as a major sea power in the Baltic 

during the Late Iron Age, emanating from 

Central Sweden and associated with the major 

trade centre of Birka. Their political expansion 

included the subordination of other polities on 

the Swedish Peninsula and the island of 

Gotland, even if the process and precise 

polities remains unclear (Peel 1999: 6–7; Line 

2007: 35ff.). They extended their authority 

across the Baltic Sea and seem to have 

subordinated polities in Latvia and Lithuania 

during or prior to the Viking Age (Valtonen 

2008: 137–138; also Tvauri 2012: 28; cf. B1).  

The Svear were also active in opening the 

Eastern Route and likely formed the centre of 

the multi-ethnic network that emanated from 

the major trade centre commonly called 

Staraya Ladoga (Sv5). This centre was 

founded in a region that, by that time, was 

likely dominated by Eastern Finnic tribes that 

subsequently evolved into the Vepsians (F9). 

The main sailing route from the central 

territory of the Svear across the Baltic was 

from the area of Roslagen in Central Sweden 

via the southern parts of the Åland Islands 

and the archipelago to the south-western tip of 

Finland. From there, the sailing route to 

Staraya Ladoga could pass along the northern 

coast of Estonia, although they could also 

follow the largely uninhabited southern coast 

of Finland. The route to the Gulf of Riga 

would cut to the south between the Estonian 

mainland and the large islands of Hiiumaa 

and Saaremaa.  

A legendary history of early kings of the 

Svear also reports the subjugation of Finnland 

by the Svear across the Baltic (Ynglinga saga 

22; see also Aalto 2014) and the later defeat 

of one king in a battle in Estonia (Ynglinga 

saga 36). Archaeological evidence supports 

the image that the Svear were a significant 

source of Germanic cultural influences for 

Finnic groups as well as for other groups 

addressed in this article (e.g. Salo 2000; 

Tvauri 2012: 28). The subjugation of other 

polities in the centralization of power around 

the king of the Svear gradually linked to the 

Christian Church and eventually manifested 

the state that became Sweden. 

The early extension of Svear power 

involved compelling other polities to 

acknowledge a political and ritual centre, 

taxation and also the hundare system and 

associated ledung system of conscription for 

support in military campaigns. They did not 

impose an administration for local governance 

and laws on other polities, limiting direct 

local interference. The development of the 

hundare and ledung systems and their forms 

in different periods are difficult to estimate 

(Salo 2000; Line 2007). The question is 

relevant because if a Svear system of military 

conscription was extended to territories across 

the Baltic (cf. F13), Finnic groups could 

potentially have been involved in the 

organization of multi-ethnic fleets, although it 

has also been hypothesized that conscription 

would have been compensated by taxation in 

places like the Åland Islands (Heininen et al. 

2014b: 340–341 and works there cited). Svear 

authority undoubtedly reached polities of 

Finland, but it is unclear what form this took.
6
  

It has been argued that the geography of 

Swedish dialects in recent times generally 

“reflects the political and demographical 

situation of the Viking Age and Early Middle 

Ages quite strikingly” (Rendahl 2001: 170). 

The Sveamål dialect area, which is the 

eastern-most in Sweden proper, mostly 

corresponds to those East Norse language 

areas that became subject to the Svear’s 

ledung (Rendahl 2001: 141). This suggests a 
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historical connection between the Svear 

kingdom and the development of this dialect 

group from East Norse. The Svear also seem 

to have been central in the later spread of 

dialects of Östsvenska mål to coastal areas of 

Finland by the end of the 12
th
 century and to 

Estonia from the 13
th

 century (Rendahl 2001: 

147, 153).
7
 

The etymology of the ethnonym Svea is 

generally seen as originally an endonym 

deriving from a reflexive pronoun meaning 

something like ‘our own (people)’ (e.g. Brink 

2008: 60). In practice, the term likely varied 

its referent by time and by context from 

referring to members of a specific tribe, polity 

or local culture to referring to members of a 

multiethnic confederation. 

G2: Gotlanders 

The Gotlanders are attested in diverse 

historical sources, of which the most central is 

the locally produced vernacular compendium 

Guta lag [‘Laws of the Gotlanders’] that is 

prefaced by Guta saga [‘The Saga of the 

Gotlanders’], a saga of the origin of their 

society. These are dated to ca. AD 1220–1275 

(Peel 1999: lii–liii; 2009: xxxix). The 

population of Gotland played a central role in 

Baltic Sea trade throughout the Iron Age. 

Gotlanders were especially active on the 

Eastern Route: more coins from the 8
th
–12

th
 

century have been found in Gotland than in 

the rest of Fennoscandia combined (Talvio 

2014: 134). The polity of Gotland was 

subjugated by the Svear, apparently in the 

Viking Age if not before (Peel 1999: 6–7). 

Guta saga reports an emigration from 

Gotland to “Dagaiþi”, today’s Hiiumaa / 

Dagö, one of the major islands off the coast of 

mainland Estonia (cf. F2), where they 

established a fortified settlement before 

travelling the Dvina (Daugava) River opening 

the Eastern Route (Peel 1999: 4–5). Contacts 

with Gotlanders were more significant for 

Finnic areas to the south of the Gulf of 

Finland (Tvauri 2012; cf. Salo 2000). 

The language of the Gotlanders likely 

constituted a distinct branch of Norse by the 

Viking Age (Palm 2004: 329). In light of the 

Gotlanders’ central position in Baltic Sea 

trade, direct lexical borrowing from Gotlandic 

in to Finnic may well have occurred, but the 

issue has not yet received a scholarly treatment. 

The ethnonym Gutar is likely of the same 

origin and similar to those of a number of 

other Germanic groups (Geats, Goths etc.). 

This makes it difficult to distinguish 

references to Gotlanders in Classical and early 

medieval sources. The number of different 

groups identified with this ethnonym has been 

interpreted as a sign of its great age, but its 

etymology remains unclear (e.g. Lehmann 

1986: 163–165). The ethnonyms have been 

considered derivatives of a verb meaning ‘to 

pour’, reconstructed to *gautaz [‘out-pourer’] 

(e.g. Andersson 1996; cf. de Vries 1961: 159), 

but the etymology cannot be considered 

certain as the implied object of the verb 

remains unclear.
8
 

G3: Ålanders 

Viking Age Ålanders and their polity or 

polities are completely absent from the 

historical record (on which, see Heininen et 

al. 2014b: 342–343). Several major toponyms 

of the islands relevant to navigation may be 

datable to the Viking Age or perhaps 

somewhat earlier. These appear to be 

predominantly of Scandinavian origin.
9
 The 

production of such toponymy may be directly 

connected to increased sea traffic between the 

trade centres of Birka and Staraya Ladoga in 

the Viking Age rather than necessarily 

reflecting place names used by local 

inhabitants of the islands. (Schalin with Frog 

2014.) A riddle of Åland has been the lack of 

toponyms that are both dependent on 

continued use by inhabitants of the islands 

and can also be reliably dated to before the 

Scandinavian colonization of Åland and 

coastal Finland beginning from the 12
th

 

century.
10

 This apparent discontinuity in 

toponymy has been interpreted as a general 

discontinuity of settlements.
11

 However, no 

systematic search for Uralic substrate 

toponymy has been conducted in Åland. 

The probability that a Scandinavian dialect 

was a dominant social language in Åland is 

inferred based on archaeological evidence. At 

the beginning of the 6
th

 century, Åland 

appears to have been culturally linked to 

cultures of mainland Finland, but probably 

substantial immigration from mainland 

Sweden later in that century caused a shift in 

culture and population expansion in which the 

indigenous groups were assimilated. The 
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immigration process can be viewed in the 

broader context of settlement expansion and 

change in regions of the Svear at that time 

(Line 2007: 39; cf. also B1, F13). The 

changes in burial practices and settlement 

patterns led fairly rapidly to a distinct and 

remarkably uniform cultural area that can be 

archaeologically classed as ‘Scandinavian’ 

(e.g. Callmer 1994; Gustavsson et al. 2014). 

The comprehensiveness of discontinuity from 

the indigenous culture suggests that changes 

extended to, for example, systems of laws and 

social behaviours (Heininen et al. 2014b: 

338). A Scandinavian dialect likely became 

socially central (Ahola et al. 2014a). Later 

evidence suggests that the islands were 

viewed from the Swedish mainland as linked 

to the archipelago or mainland Finland rather 

than as part of Svealand proper (Sjöstrand 

2014: 120–123; also Heininen et al. 2014b: 

340–341). Especially north-eastern Åland 

exhibits intensive contacts with polities of 

Finland (Gustavsson et al. 2014: 179–182; 

Heininen et al. 2014b: 334–339). Thus Åland 

became a kind of a frontier zone for early 

Finnic–Germanic language contacts. It can be 

assumed that Åland would become a distinct 

Scandinavian dialect area in the centuries 

leading up to AD 1000. 

The etymology of Swedish Åland, first 

attested in 13
th

 century sources, and its 

possible relationships to the corresponding 

Finnish toponym Ahvenanmaa, remain 

disputed. The theory that the name goes back 

to a Proto-Germanic loan into Proto-Finnic 

later reborrowed into Scandinavian (Schalin 

2008) has gained attention. On the other hand, 

it has recently been pointed out that the name 

may date to the Viking Age with a naming 

basis of topographical features relevant to 

seafaring along the Eastern Route (Schalin 

with Frog 2014: 289–297). 

Slavic Groups 

Around AD 1000, the Slavic areas southwest 

of the Gulf of Finland were far from uniform, 

either culturally or linguistically. There were 

several centres of Slavic habitation. They 

formed a number of local, multi-ethnic 

polities along the Eastern Route in order to 

seek economic control over those networks 

and over one another. The whole vast region 

through Kiev to the south was thus referred to 

generally in Old Norse as Garðar, the plural 

of garðr [‘yard; fenced or walled area; a 

property; town; realm’; cf. Russian gorod 

‘town’ < Proto-Slavic *gradъ < *gardu that 

is, ultimately, the same word], which was 

later commonly replaced by the secondary 

formation Garðaríki [‘Realm of Towns’]. As 

discussed above, Scandinavians seem to have 

initially been at the centre of the 

establishment of many of these polities. As 

will be discussed below, the same 

phenomenon seems to have involved the 

mobility of Finnic-speaking groups and the 

spread of Finnic dialects especially to the east 

and north. The chronology and mechanisms 

of the Slavicization of the region are subject 

to debate.
12

 However, the mid-10
th

 century 

disruption of the silver trade seems to have 

played a key role in this process. 

In the Middle Ages, the North Russian 

region was subject to rule by several 

emerging Slavic states. These developed 

around the most influential towns that 

competed for the domination of the 

surrounding countryside and especially for 

control of northern regions where furs, 

waterways and people could be taxed. Most 

notably, Staraya Ladoga, Lake Beloye, 

Novgorod, Pskov, Rostov, Suzdal, Vladimir, 

Polotsk and Smolensk can be mentioned. The 

republics and principalities that developed on 

the basis of such towns had fluctuating 

borders and multi-ethnic populations. By the 

end of the 14
th

 century, Novgorod was just 

about the only one of these that was still 

independent. By the 15
th

 century, all of the 

Slavic states were subjugated to Muscovite 

rule. The gradual Slavicization of the area 

between the town centres has been 

investigated by Nikolaj A. Makarov (1997) on 

the basis of archaeological material from the 

watersheds between the major Northeastern 

European rivers. In the material assumed to 

be associated with the places where people 

portaged from one water route to another, the 

local artifact types associated with the Finno-

Ugrian groups are replaced during the Middle 

Ages by, for instance, turned ceramics 

associated with southern Slavic centres.  

From the perspective of linguistics, a 

central question regarding the early Slavic 
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populations has been the character of some 

Northern Russian language forms, most 

notably of the Novgorod and Pskov 

vernaculars, as intermediate language variants 

between West Slavic (Polish, etc.) and East 

Slavic proper (Russian literary language). 

Although the forms of Slavic in this region 

are presently classified as Russian dialects, 

they are still substantially different from 

Russian literary language or East Slavic 

proper (Zaliznjak 2004). There is firm 

evidence of early contacts between Finnic and 

Slavic languages that have taken place already 

before fundamental Slavic phonological 

changes such as the disappearance of nasal 

vowels and reduced vowels, or polnoglasie.
13

 

This can be considered to have taken place 

during the Iron Age, although dating on an 

absolute chronology is unclear. From a Finnic 

perspective, the Slavic borrowings form the 

youngest layer of the Proto-Finnic 

vocabulary, although in a few cases the 

boundary between Slavic and Baltic 

borrowings may appear slightly blurred due to 

the fact that they evolved from a common 

antecedent and in a sense, owing to some 

common features rooted in the Balto-Slavic 

period, the Slavic languages represent a 

“further developed Baltic” (Kortlandt 1977). 

Significant Slavic language contact with 

Finnic seems to correlate chronologically with 

the opening of the Eastern Route or the 

following period and Finnic speakers 

borrowed their core vocabulary related to 

Christianity via these contacts (Kallio 2006b: 

156–157). On the other hand, the ethnonym 

for the Scandinavian group called Rus’ as 

well as many for Finnic groups appear to have 

been borrowed into Slavic via Finnic rather 

than via Scandinavian dialects (Sv1 and 

Finnic groups below).  

Sv1: Novgorodians 

What we refer to as Novgorod emerged as a 

major trading centre in the 9
th

 century. In 13
th

-

century historical sources, Novgorod seems to 

be conflated with Gorodišce or Rjurikovo 

Gorodišce. The latter pre-urban site with a 

fortification was established on the north of 

Lake Ilmen and seems to have exerted control 

over the trade route to the north and developed 

a pronounced Scandinavian presence with 

resemblances to Birka (Hedenstierna-Jonson 

2009: 160–161). According to the Primary 

Chronicle, Scandinavians subjected tribes of 

the region to pay tribute in 859, and the entry 

for 860–862 reports that these Scandinavians 

were driven out but, because the different 

cultural groups were divided by conflicts and 

in-fighting, they invited princes of the 

Scandinavian Rus’ to come and rule them. 

This was done by three brothers who ruled 

from Novgorod (or more probably Rjurikovo 

Gorodišce), Lake Beloye and Izborsk, but two 

of the brothers died within two years and 

control of these areas purportedly then fell to 

Novgorod. The request to be subordinated by 

a Scandinavian rulership is, without doubt, a 

retrospective authorization of a more 

aggressive conquest.
14

 Historians today 

generally agree that the Scandinavians had a 

significant role in early Novgorod as an upper 

class, although many details remain obscure. 

The Hypatian codex of the Primary 

Chronicle presents Staraya Ladoga in the 

place of Novgorod in the account of the three 

Scandinavian rulers of the Rus’, and it 

describes how the king subsequently founded 

Novgorod [Ru. ‘New Town’]. The logic of 

this account may be deceptive. Novgorod is 

known in Old Norse as Hólmgarðr [‘Fortified 

Island’]. This designation seems most likely to 

have referred (at least originally) to Rjurikovo 

Gorodišce, the site of which became an island 

seasonally (Price 2000: 265; cf. Callmer 

2000: 38), although it seems in Scandinavian 

sources to refer to what is later understood as 

the political entity of Novgorod.  

Novgorod became the most prominent 

political and economic centre of North Russia 

across the Viking Age, apparently extending 

authority over the nearby proto-urban centres 

of Staraya Russa, Staraya Ladoga and Lake 

Beloye that had been founded already quite 

early. It seems that the Novgorodians were 

also oriented to assert control to the south. It 

is possible that the chronicles could 

exaggerate the position of Novgorodian 

princes in what may have begun as some sort 

of politico-military confederation (cf. 

Hedenstierna-Jonson 2009: 166), but the 

outcome was control of the silver trade to the 

north and from there to Scandinavia. 

Novgorod developed into a major economic 

and political power in the east. According to 
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the Russian Primary Chronicle, Christianity 

was adopted there in AD 989. The city 

became a significant population centre during 

the Middle Ages, with as many as 40,000 

inhabitants mentioned in some sources. From 

the mid-12
th

 century, it functioned as an 

independent principality that colonized large 

northern territories, most notably those 

around Lake Ladoga and Lake Onega as well 

as the Northern Dvina river basin.  

According to a historical document written 

when Novgorod emerged as a sovereign 

principality (the Ustavnaja gramota knjazja 

Cvjatoslava Olgoviča), northern parts of the 

Dvina basin were already under Novgorod’s 

control in 1137 (cf. Nasonov 1951; Makarov 

1997: 18–20). The population of those areas 

was certainly overwhelmingly non-Slavic. In 

addition to those exhibiting similarities to the 

area populated by the Finnic tribes (F15–17), 

some, such as those in the Kokšen’ga and 

Sukhona basins, had intensive contacts with 

groups of the Upper Volga region 

(Ovsyannikov 1980; Rjabinin 1997; Kolpakov 

& Ryabtseva 1994). (Saarikivi 2006: art. 2, 

pp. 7–8.)  

The language of Novgorod has been 

preserved well thanks to multiple birch bark 

documents (cf. Zaliznjak 2004). These also 

preserve the oldest texts in Finnic languages 

(Laakso 1999). The dialect spoken in 

Novgorod and its colonized areas exhibits 

several archaic or West Slavic characteristics 

that deviate notably from the Russian literary 

language of later times. In addition to Slavic, 

there seems to have been a wide array of 

Finnic and probably other West Uralic 

language speakers residing in Novgorod and 

adjacent areas. This is, among other facts, 

visible in that a quarter of Novgorod was 

referred to as Čudskij konec [‘Čud’ Part’] (on 

Čud’s, see E1 below). 

In Old Russian sources, the inhabitants of 

Novgorod are referred to as the Rus’, which is 

in turn the ethnonym for the ruling 

Scandinavian group, and which has become 

the present ethnonym for Russians today. This 

early ethnonym presents a complex problem. 

The Slavic form is now widely agreed be a 

borrowing of a Finnic ethnonym for 

Scandinavians or, more specifically, for the 

Svear (later attested in all Finnic languages; 

cf. Fi. Ruotsi [‘Sweden’], Ruotsalainen 

[‘Swedish’]).
15

 This pattern of borrowing 

would be consistent with the number of other 

ethnonyms borrowed from Finnic for groups 

along the Eastern Route. The term has been 

considered likely to be borrowed from the 

first element of a Scandinavian denomination 

roþs-karlar or roþs-män [‘row-men’]. 

Although a final consensus has yet to be 

reached concerning the precise etymology of 

the Finnic ethnonym (cf. Anderson 2007), it is 

generally agreed that the Finnic term is of 

Scandinavian origin for the group with which 

they first had significant contacts, somehow 

associated with the toponym Roslagen (cf. 

Brink 2002: 765–766), and most likely 

initially referred to the Svear (e.g. Andersson 

2007: 7). The Norse ethnonym Ruz (Ryz in 

eastern dialects), found referring only to the 

Rus’ and not to people in Scandinavia (cf. 

DONP, s.v. ‘ruz’), seems in its turn to be a 

loan derived from the use in Slavic. 

Sv2: Central Russian Principalities 

In the Middle Ages, the core area of present-

day Russia was controlled by several 

independent principalities (Rostov-Suzdal’, 

Vladimir, Jaroslavl’) that competed with 

Novgorod in the colonization and taxation of 

the Northern Finno-Ugrian regions. These 

principalities collapsed under the emerging 

Muscovite rule earlier than Novgorod. 

Nevertheless, they were significant players in 

the ethnohistorical map of the 11
th
–13

th
 

centuries. In the dialects of the Arkhangelsk 

region (cf. F15–17, E5), two waves of Slavic 

influence can be discerned corresponding to 

two different colonization centres, those of 

Novgorod and Rostov-Suzdal (Komjagina 

1997). 

The opening of the Eastern Route into 

Central Russia during the 9
th

 century is 

indicated through especially Scandinavian 

presence (Duczko 2004), but even at this 

stage the development should not be assumed 

linguistically homogeneous. For example, 

Timerëvo (superseded by the founding of 

Jaroslavl’ a few kilometers away in ca. AD 

1000) seems to have developed as a multi-

ethnic polity that was likely characterized by 

a collective identity (Androshchuk 2008: 

523). It may be assumed that the area was 

originally inhabited by the Meryans (E2), but 
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the prominence of Scandinavian presence in 

the first half of the Viking Age was followed 

by a shift to Slavic during the Middle Ages. 

Similar Scandinavian burial customs have 

also been documented at Lake Beloye 

(Makarov 1993; cf. Sv4), suggesting they 

were part of the same contact network (cf. 

Ahola et al. 2014: 255, 260). A distinctively 

Ålandic (G3) funerary rite appears along the 

Eastern Route only in Timerëvo and the 

surrounding area, where it was adapted into a 

local form that became remarkably prominent, 

suggesting a different ethnic and presumably 

dialectal Scandinavian component.
16

 The 

constellations of groups forming these polities 

were not uniform and they developed on a 

local basis leaving the relative prominence of 

languages and dialects uncertain.  

Among these principalities, names for two 

areas are attested in Old Norse. Rostov 

appears as Rostofa, which does not appear to 

be of Scandinavian etymology, but a Slavic 

etymology is also not clear. Suzdal’ appears 

as Súr[s]dalar and Suðrdalaríki [‘Realm of 

the South Valleys’]. The element dalar (gen. 

dala) is the plural of dalr [‘valley, dale’] and 

would be unsurprising for an Old Norse place 

name. The first element is uncertain (cf. súrr 

[‘sour’]) and the attested forms could reflect 

folk-etymologization of a non-Norse element 

(Valleys of X) or of a fully foreign toponym. 

The toponym could also be a Slavic 

formation, in which case it would mean 

‘founded by Suzda’ (in which the personal 

name would not appear to be Slavic). 

Sv3: Principality of Pskov 

Pskov formed an independent republic up to 

the mid-13
th

 century and Pskov retains its 

character as a dialect area up to the present 

day. In a similar manner to Novgorod, Pskov 

also presents an independent language form 

and cultural area that, however, represents 

characteristics closer to the Novgorod dialect 

group than to Russian literary language or 

East Slavic proper. The Pskov principality 

consisted of those lands closest to Estonia that 

were most likely Slavicized early on, 

probably motivating the breakup of the Proto-

Finnic language area. The exact mechanisms 

of the Slavicization of this area are not 

known, but there are grounds to suggest that 

some parts of Southern Estonia were 

linguistically Slavic in the Middle Ages, as 

proposed already by Harri Moora (1982). The 

overwhelmingly Slavic settlement names of 

the Seto area (Kiristaja 2013) seem to 

corroborate this hypothesis.  

Sv4: Lake Beloye (Beloozero or White Lake) 

Lake Beloye is one of the three centres of 

political control identified in the foundation 

myth of the Rus’. Archaeological evidence 

points to a strong Scandinavian presence 

(identified through types of clothing and 

weapons) in this area beginning from the 8
th

 

and 9
th

 centuries (Makarov 1993). However, 

references to it in Old Russian chronicles 

suggest that it became integrated into the 

political sphere of Novgorod. The Primary 

Chronicle mentions that people called the 

Ves’ resided in this area and it has thus been 

customary to interpret the Finnic peoples in 

the vicinity of Lake Beloye as Vepsians (F9). 

Lake Beloye is by now entirely Russified 

linguistically, but not far away from it there 

are Vepsian settlements in the west of the 

Vologda region even today. Since this is the 

only area customarily considered as Finnic-

speaking in the Volga basin (otherwise the 

Finnic languages are only spoken along the 

waterways that flow to the Baltic Sea), it has 

been argued that it probably functioned as a 

contact zone between Finnic languages proper 

and the extinct Finno-Ugrian languages of 

Central Russia, most notably Meryan (E2). 

In the toponymy, no Scandinavian elements 

are discernible. There is, however, a very rich 

Finnic toponymic substrate and, in addition, 

there are probably some toponyms from other 

Uralic languages (Makarova 2012). 

Sv5: Staraya Ladoga  

One of the most important centres for trade 

along the eastern route is now commonly 

known as Staraya Ladoga, known in Old 

Norse as Aldeigjuborg [‘Fortified Town of 

Ladoga’] and described in some sources as 

ruled by a king. Dendrochronology dates its 

founding to ca. AD 750 (Kuz’min 2008). This 

is also not surprisingly the area where the 

earliest Scandinavian finds along the Eastern 

Route appear concentrated (Androshchuk 

2008: 520). The site appears to have centrally 

developed as a Scandinavian outpost or settle-

ment in a Finnic cultural area. Scandinavian–



 

79 

Finnic contacts were thus initially predominant 

whereas the Slavic contacts became 

significant here later (Duczko 2004: 64). 

Staraya Ladoga seems to have developed into 

a multi-ethnic trading community that was an 

important site for contacts along the Eastern 

Route. Its status as a polity and its history of 

political alignments nevertheless remain 

obscure. The possibility that Novgorod was 

founded by a king of Staraya Ladoga (Sv1) is 

a curious possibility, but it seems more likely 

that Novgorod developed out of a trade centre 

that emerged as an independent polity. 

Staraya Ladoga came into the field of 

Novgorod’s authority at an early stage, but it 

is unclear when or how this may have 

occurred (cf. F8). Vepsian is still spoken in 

the upper reaches of the rivers flowing into 

Lake Ladoga and a strong Vepsian substrate 

prevails in the toponymy of the Pasha and 

Volkhov Rivers in the vicinity of Staraya 

Ladoga (cf. Mullonen 1994; 2002). 

Baltic Groups Relevant as Neighbours of 

Finnic Speakers 

In comparison with the Germanic and Slavic 

groups, the Baltic groups are relatively little 

studied and there is also less direct evidence 

of their language. Finnic languages were in 

direct contact with the Baltic languages in an 

early period, and it has been proposed that the 

contact was of a substrate character – i.e. that 

the Finnic languages spread into an area 

around the Baltic Sea where Baltic languages 

were spoken at that time (Kallio forthcoming). 

There is an old assumption that the Baltic 

contacts are older than the Germanic contacts, 

and this is corroborated by the fact that the 

Sámi languages likely did not have direct 

contacts with Baltic (cf. Saarikivi 2009; Aikio 

2012). From the point of view of comparative 

Indo-European studies, the Baltic languages 

are very conservative, and it is thus not 

always possible to distinguish Baltic 

borrowings from other early satemized Indo-

European languages. On the other hand, 

Baltic borrowings are not always easily 

distinguished from Early Slavic borrowings, 

which is understandable in view of Slavic 

characterized as a “further developed Baltic” 

(Kortlandt 1977).  

The main linguistic division within the 

Baltic groups has been that between Western 

and Eastern Baltic. The living Baltic 

languages belong to the Eastern type, and the 

now extinct Western languages were 

substantially different from them. 

B1: Curonians 

The Curonions are well attested in medieval 

sources, called Kúrir living in Kúrland in Old 

Norse, and Curones living in Curland in Latin, 

as for example in Henry’s Chronicle. They are 

associated with the Courland Peninsula on the 

eastern side of the Gulf of Riga. Although 

there are no direct sources for Curonian 

languages, some scholars (for instance, 

Vytautas Mažiulis) classify them as Western 

Baltic. Valentin Kiparsky (1939) was of the 

opinion that the Curonians did not form a 

unified group but consisted of diverse people 

residing on the Curonian Peninsula. Multiethnic 

immigration from Scandinavia established 

settlements in the area of Grobiņa apparently 

from the beginning of the 7
th

 century, and 

these seem to have been or come under Svear 

authority in the 9
th

 century when rebellion 

compeled an expedition to regain authority 

(Callmer 2000: 29; Ferguson 2009: 110–111). 

However, the fact that the region is currently 

Latvian-speaking and, in the north, Livonian-

speaking (F1) is a strong argument for the 

Eastern Baltic character or (partly?) Finnic 

character of Curonian language forms. More 

arguments are probably to be found in the over-

whelmingly Baltic toponymy of the region. It 

has also been pointed out by some Estonian 

scholars that in the Chronicle of Henry of 

Livonia, there are Finnic words associated 

with the Curonians (cf. kiligunden ~ Estonian 

kihelkond [‘administrative division’]). 

B2: Old Prussians and Other West Baltic 

Tribes 

The Old Prussians are the only Western Baltic 

group whose language has been attested in 

writing. There are numerous literary 

documents in Old Prussian including 

catechisms, word lists, prayers, etc. and these 

allow a preliminary reconstruction of the Old 

Prussian language. It was notably different 

from both modern Lithuanian and Latvian. 

The nucleus of Old Prussian was in the area 

of the present-day Kaliningrad enclave of 
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Russia and Northwest Poland. The language 

has likely been closely related to other 

Western Baltic languages, most notably 

Sudovian and Galindian, and was spoken 

probably until the beginning of the 18
th

 

century when it was replaced by German. The 

region inhabited by the Old Prussians seems 

to correspond to the region inhabited by the 

tribes of the Aestii described by Tacitus and 

the later location of Estland and the Este in 

the 9
th

 century account of Wolfstan (on 

which, see Valtonen 2008: 402–447). 

B3: Semigallians 

The Semigallians are a Baltic group involved 

in conflicts with the Scandinavians, Germans 

and likely also with Finnic peoples that seem 

to be mentioned in a number of early sources. 

This is unambiguous in the Chronicle of 

Henry, where the Semigalli of Semigallia are 

noted for their long-lasting resistance against 

the Crusaders. It is inferred that Semigallia is 

identical to the place(s) referred to as Samland 

in Old Norse, Semland in Adam of Bremen’s 

work and Sembia in Saxo Grammaticus’s 

Gesta Danorum. The name and identity of the 

Semigallians live on in the name Zemgale 

denoting a region in southern Latvia. The 

sources suggest that this group had close 

contact with Samogitians, another Baltic tribe 

in the territory of present-day Lithuania. 

B4: Lithuanians 

The most influential of the Baltic tribes 

formed a kingdom (later a Grand Duchy) in 

the mid-13
th

 century. The Lithuanian kingdom 

was the last major state in medieval Europe to 

become Christian and was involved in 

multiple conflicts with the Teutonic Knights, 

Kievan Rus’ and Poland. The heyday of its 

might was the 14
th

 century, when Lithuania 

was one of the largest countries in Europe, 

extending from present-day Lithuania to the 

Black Sea, although only a small part of this 

region has been Baltic-speaking. There is 

enough evidence of a continuum of Baltic 

dialects from the region of present-day 

Lithuania eastwards, up to the Middle Volga 

area where, in the medieval period, a group of 

Galinds (Old Russian Goljad) resided (cf. 

Trubachev & Toporov 1962). The character 

of these language forms vis-a-vis present-day 

Lithuanian and other Baltic languages is not 

known, however. The Lithuanian language is 

traditionally considered the most archaic of 

the currently-spoken Indo-European languages. 

It exhibits several archaic features, most 

notably in declension and accentual 

paradigms, but also in vocabulary. There are 

two present main variants of Lithuanian, the 

lowland dialect (Samogitian) and the highland 

dialect (Aukštaitian). 

B5: Selonians 

The Selonians are a Baltic tribe mentioned in 

several medieval sources, including the 

Chronicle of Henry. The area of the Selonians 

was between the Semigalls, Latgalls and the 

Lithuanians. However, little is known about 

the cultural traits that may have differentiated 

the Selonians from these other groups. They 

are mentioned by Henry as the allies of the 

Lithuanians, and their region has likely been 

subject to the rule of the Slavic principality of 

Polotsk. The name of the Selonians is 

preserved in the place name Selija, denoting a 

region in southern Latvia. 

B6: Latgalians 

An ancient Baltic tribe that has a modern 

offspring in the Latgalian ethnic and minority 

group of Latvia. The Latgalians were subject 

to influences both from the Teutonic Order as 

well as the Pskov principality. Of those Baltic 

tribes mentioned by Henry, the Latgalians 

were the easternmost. It is widely assumed 

that a substantial part of the former Baltic-

speaking area east of present-day Latvia has 

been Slavicized, and a number of Baltic 

etymologies have been put forward for 

Belarus and Pskov hydronyms that would 

bear witness to earlier Baltic habitation in this 

area (Trubachev & Toporov 1962). 

Hunter-Fisher Cultures of the North 

In ca. AD 1000, the majority of today’s 

Finland, Karelia and large parts of the 

Scandinavian Peninsula were inhabited by 

groups that had mobile ways of life, without 

fixed settlements. As a consequence, these 

groups were generally not clearly defined or 

described in early written sources. They are 

(weakly) discernible in the archaeological 

record, which exhibits patterns of continuous 

change from the Stone Age up through the 

Metal Period, with far-reaching networks 
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transporting metal artifacts from the Urals and 

beyond to present-day Finland (Makarov 

1997; Saarikivi & Lavento 2012). These 

groups were significant participants in the 

economy of the north and had on-going 

contacts and relations especially with the 

North Finnic groups who progressively 

expanded through their areas of habitation. 

S: Sámi groups 

The Sámi are well attested through sources 

and informants of Scandinavia although the 

sources are highly problematic in many 

respects. The Sámi appear generally referred 

to as Finnar, adapted into Old English as 

Finnas and into medieval Latin as Finni. In 

eastern dialects of Old Norse, this term seems 

to shift its referent to inhabitants of Finnland 

(F11) and mobile groups became designated 

with the term Lappir (cf. Mundal 2000; Aalto 

2014). The late 9
th

 century account of Ohthere 

of Halogaland is exceptional for his 

references (in Old English) to Finnas and 

Terfinnas on the Kola Peninsula. The latter 

term can be considered to differentiate a 

subgroup or tribe within the broad category of 

Finnar, especially as Ter- seems to 

correspond to the later attested ethnonym for 

the Ter Sámi of the Kola Peninsula and a 

toponym of the relevant region (Valtonen 

2008: 381–386; cf. SámiKld Ta’rje [‘Eastern 

part of the Kola Peninsula’] ~ Russian 

toponym Old Russian Tьrъ > Modern Terskij 

bereg ~ Finnish Turja, Tyrjä; SSA III: 334). 

Already at the end of the 1
st
 century AD, 

Fenni is attested in Tacitus’s Germania (ch. 

64), where it is identified with the most 

primitive culture of the North; the term later 

became an ethnos mentioned in Classical 

literature on geography, especially in a 

compound that appears cognate with later Old 

English Scridefinnas.
17

  

Although the Fenni mentioned by Tacitus 

are commonly interpreted as speakers of 

Proto-Sámi (cf. Valtonen 2008: 75), later 

attestations of the Scandinavian term reveal it 

to be a broad category of culture without clear 

reference to language: the term is applied to 

mobile groups with livelihoods based on 

hunting, fishing and gathering without fixed 

settlements. Current knowledge of the spread 

of Proto-Sámi suggests that Tacitus is rather 

early to presume that the Fenni as learned 

through Germanic groups would have been 

associated with speakers of an earlier form of 

Sámi. Ante Aikio (2012: esp. 76) has recently 

argued that Proto-Sámi’s intensive contacts 

with Germanic speakers only began in ca. AD 

200 at the earliest. There is no reason to 

assume that Tacitus’s term Fenni was used 

with reference to speakers of either Proto-

Sámi or Proto-Finnic; it seems more probable 

that Germanic speakers would have used the 

term primarily for other mobile groups with 

which they had more immediate contacts 

(Ahola & Frog 2014: 48). 

In the later sources, Norsemen were clearly 

involved in reciprocal economic relations 

with Finnar. However, these sources almost 

invariably present a constructed image of 

Finnar that seems largely divorced from 

ethnographic realities. In Old Russian 

chronicles, it is impossible to determine 

whether some mentions of Čud’s (E1) might 

refer to Sámi language groups (cf. Frog 

2014b: 443), and it is possible that other 

groups referred to in medieval literature could 

have been Sámi-speaking (F18). The Old 

Russian ethnonym Lop’ or Lopari seems not 

to be attested before the 14
th

 century (first 

referring to ‘Lop’s and Čud’s’ in the Northern 

Dvina River basin), although the terms 

become frequent in 16
th

 century tax registers 

etc. (Korpela 2008: 48). 

In later Swedish sources, the term Lapp 

should be understood mainly as a notion 

denoting the hunter-fisher population that 

paid tax in fish, whereas the agricultural 

population paid tax in cereals. These sources 

reveal multiple cases where people have 

shifted from Nybonde to Lapp or vice versa 

(cf. Barth 1969). The primary distinction of 

these groups by their livelihoods or ways of 

life makes it possible or even probable that 

Sámi speakers living in fixed-settlement 

communities would have been referred to by 

other ethnonyms. Although there was a 

cultural differentiation between the 

agriculturalists and the Lapps of Häme and 

Satakunta already in the Middle Ages (Salo 

2002), the cultural Fennicization of the Sámi 

population continued up to the 20
th

 century in 

Finnish Lapland, roughly following the 

change in settlement patterns.  
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Notable toponymic and historical evidence 

regarding the Sámi is found in the Finnish 

Lakeland Region (F12). The toponymic data 

has been discussed by, among others, T.I. 

Itkonen (1948), Alpo Räisänen (2005) and 

Ante Aikio (2007). However, no up-to-date 

monographic treatment of the topic has been 

published so far. In addition to toponymy, there 

are multiple historical accounts of lappalaiset 

[‘Lapps’] in the Finnish Lakeland regions and 

in the Finnish forests. Corresponding Sámi 

substrates are observable in Karelia from 

western and northern areas around Lake 

Ladoga up to the White Sea (Kuzmin 2014). 

In the Northern Dvina River basin, there is 

toponymy that has been considered as Sámi 

(Matveev 2001–2007; Kabinina 2012), but it 

has also been argued that it rather represents 

an extinct branch of Uralic that shared 

features with both the Finnic and Sámi 

languages (Saarikivi 2004). In the later Swedish 

evidence, there is every reason to believe that 

the Lappar or the inland hunter-gatherers 

consisted mostly of the speakers of Sámi 

languages and their spread would seem to be 

similar to the area of Sámi toponyms. The 

emergence of the Finnic-speaking population 

in the Finnish Lakeland and especially Savo 

has traditionally been considered the result of 

rapidly expanding slash-and-burn agriculture, 

but recently Korpela (2012) has suggested 

that a cultural assimilation and language shift 

of the Sámi speakers played an important role 

in the process. 

Although it still remains common to use 

‘Sámi’ (or ‘Lapp’) as though it refers to a 

linguistically and culturally homogeneous 

group, this image is artificial. Dialectal 

diversity is already apparent in Proto-

Scandinavian loans prior to the Viking Age 

(Aikio 2012: 77–78). When considering Sámi 

groups in ca. AD 1000, it warrants stressing 

that there was certainly linguistic diversity 

among Sámi speech communities at that time, 

even if cultural diversity may have been 

greater than diversity of dialects (Aikio 2012: 

94; cf. Saarikivi & Lavento 2012: 200–201). 

In this regard, it should be noted that Sámi 

dialects on the Scandinavian Peninsula are not 

necessarily the result of a geographical 

extension of the language area from the north. 

The Sámi languages of Central Fennoscandia, 

Southern and Ume Sámi, have been argued to 

have spread to their present area from 

Southern Finland across the Baltic Sea 

(Häkkinen 2010).
18

 In this case, these Sámi 

languages have backgrounds in different 

Proto-Sámi dialects (cf. Aikio 2012: 88–92). 

The etymology of Finnr (pl. Finnar) has 

been much debated (see e.g. Grünthal 1997). 

Many of the arguments are somewhat 

romantic and are problematized by the 

appearance of Fenni in Tacitus. Fenni (sg. 

*Fennus) suggests a Germanic form *Fennaz 

or *Finnaz already in the 1
st
 century or earlier 

(depending on the source of the information, 

which could potentially have been a written 

work). If Fenni is considered related to Old 

Norse Finnar, many proposed etymologies 

would require a different form in that period. 

Consensus on the etymology has yet to be 

reached. The etymology of Old Norse Lappir 

similarly remain obscure (Aalto 2014: 206 

and works there cited). Although the Old 

Russian Lop’ could be a Scandinavian loan, it 

seems more probable that it derives from a 

Finnic language (Lappi [‘Lapp (language)’], 

Lappalainen [‘Lapp’]) as with many other 

ethnonyms for Uralic groups. There are 

approximately 1,000 toponyms derived from 

the term Lappi in most parts of Finland and 

Karelia. Many are without doubt an indication 

of an earlier Sámi habitation (cf. Saarikivi 

2004; Aikio 2007), but it might well be that 

others are to be derived from lap(p)e(a) 

[‘side; brink’]. A borrowing from Finnic to 

Scandinavian would also not be surprising if 

Scandinavians first designated Finnic 

speakers in Finnland as Finnar and developed 

their differentiation of these groups from 

Lappir through those contacts. 

The word Sámi, in turn, derives from the 

Sámi endonyms Sápmelaš and Sápmi [‘Sámi 

area’]. These words have an ethnonym 

cognate in Finnish, the tribal and province 

name Hämäläinen, Häme (F12) that point to a 

south-western part of inland Finland. Many 

further etymologies have been proposed for 

these words, most of them either related to the 

concept of ‘even land’ (~ Baltic, cf. Latv. 

zeme) or ‘dark people’ (~ Proto-Germanic 

*sǣma-) (Kallio 1998; cf. SSA I: 207). It has 

been argued that there is an oral tradition 

related to the Fennicization of the Sámi in 
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Upper Satakunta (the region of present-day 

Tampere; Salo 2000: 49) and that this would 

explain the use of the same ethnonym by both 

Finnic and Sámi people (SSA I: 207), 

although there is no reason to believe that 

such local oral history would have a time-

depth of roughly a millennium. 

MG: Mobile Groups 

An ambiguous areal identification for ‘mobile 

groups’ appears on Map 2 to indicate regions 

where cultural groups practicing livelihoods 

based on hunting, fishing and gathering 

without fixed settlements were active. The 

movements of these groups should not be 

assumed free and random but probably at 

least in most cases followed customary 

geographical patterns interfaced with the 

seasonal livelihoods of the individual group 

or network of groups. The languages of these 

groups cannot be determined with certainty. 

By AD 1000, the majority of these groups 

would probably have spoken forms of Sámi, 

but the language situation to the north of 

clearly Germanic and Finnic language areas is 

highly ambiguous in the Late Iron Age. Proto-

Sámi seems to have spread in the centuries 

surrounding the beginning of the present era 

and across the first millennium AD and it 

would seem likely that also the spread of the 

Sámi languages to their present area is related 

to this process. The Proto-Sámi area has 

probably been somewhere around Lake 

Ladoga in inland Karelia and/or Finland. 

When Sámi began to spread, there was likely 

a great deal of linguistic diversity in the 

regions of the north. A substrate or substrates 

of Palaeo-European language(s) can be 

identified through non-Uralic (and non-Indo-

European) features in Sámi languages, as has 

been extensively explored especially by Ante 

Aikio (e.g. 2012; see also Aikio 2004 and works 

there cited). There may be a similar though 

notably less strong substrate interference also 

in the Finnic languages (cf. Saarikivi 2004). 

Aikio (2012: 80–88) has recently offered 

compelling evidence for the main period in 

which shifts to Proto-Sámi from Palaeo-

European language(s) occurred in northern 

Fennoscandia. He also takes the position that 

this period would correspond to the extinction 

of Palaeo-European languages in these 

regions, dating the process’s completion to 

the beginning of the Viking Age at the latest 

(2012: 87, 106). The present authors consider 

the inference of extinction improbable. The 

ability to correlate the main period of 

language shift with the period of Proto-

Scandinavian loans allows it to be situated on 

an absolute chronology as transpiring in AD 

200–700 (Aikio 2012: 87) or perhaps 

continuing as late as ca. AD 800 (cf. Schalin 

2014: 405). This correlates with a period of 

AD 250–800 during which the lack of 

evidence in the archaeological record makes it 

impossible to assess what was happening 

culturally in the present Sámi area (Aikio 

2012: 104). According to this model, the 

language shift would appear to have been 

completed before Germanic (via the Barents 

Sea) and Finnic (via inland waterways) trade 

routes to the White Sea region became active. 

It is nevertheless probable that linguistic 

diversity was maintained across these areas 

and that later language shifts of additional 

speech communities had little or no impact on 

broader dialect networks, especially once 

Proto-Sámi had been equipped with 

vocabulary to refer to relevant features of 

ecology and livelihoods.
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Finnic Groups of Today’s Estonia 

Among the 13
th

 century written sources, 

groups inhabiting regions of today’s Estonia 

are addressed in the greatest detail. These 

sources corroborate archaeological evidence 

that the Finnic polities south of the Gulf of 

Finland were more significant to 

Scandinavian groups than those farther north 

or east, which easily blur into the fantastic (cf. 

F15). For example, Óláfs saga Tryggvasonar 

reports that King Óláfr Tryggvason was 

captured as a child by Estonian Vikings when 

fleeing with his mother to Novgorod and thus 

spent six years as a thrall in Eistland 

(Aðalbjarnarson 1941: 230). Accounts of the 

conversion of the different groups of Estonia 

are presented in especially rich detail in the 

account of the Baltic Crusades in Henry of 

Livonia’s Chronicle, written in the early 

decades of the 13
th

 century (although Henry’s 

work should not be confused with 

ethnography; Kivimäe 2011). 

In his treatment of Finnic peoples of this 

region, Henry seems to address them according 
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to three main categories. Most tribes or 

polities are described with terms related to a 

particular region or political area which may 

be discussed as having a clear division into 

distinct districts (provinciae) but the people 

are still referred to more generally as Estones 

[‘Estonians’] (F3–7). Old Norse Eistland, 

Latin Aestland and their variations are well 

attested. However, Henry does not refer to the 

Lyvonenses [‘Livonians’] (F1) as Estones, nor 

does he normally refer to the Osilienses 

[‘Oeselians’] (F2) in this way.
20

 This three-

fold division between ‘Estonians’, ‘Livonians’ 

and ‘Oeselians’ seems to be generally present 

in the western medieval sources, although its 

precise basis is not entirely clear. 

It may be preliminarily observed that 

Estonian toponymy, with no discernible pre-

Finnic substrate of any kind (at least in the 

light of present research) suggests that all 

regions of today’s Estonia were 

predominantly Finnic language areas in ca. 

1000. Estonia represents a notable number of 

pre-Christian anthroponyms present in 

toponyms and their main bulk must date from 

Finnic prior to AD 1000 (cf. Kallasmaa 1996–

2000; Saar 2008). The identification of groups 

in Estonia as Finnic-speaking is therefore 

fairly secure, although the area has been 

inhabited by various groups, none of which 

can be considered as the forefathers of the 

present Estonian ethnos in any 

straightforward sense. In the archaeological 

record, there appears a broad divide into two 

cultural areas: one spans from Saaremaa and 

adjacent coastal areas across the northern part 

of Estonia (F3–4, F10) and the other is a 

southern, inland cultural area (F5–6) (see 

Tvauri 2012: 323–325). These seem to 

roughly correspond to the dialectal boundary 

between Central and South Estonian. The 

medieval Swedish language areas of Estonia 

are generally thought to be the result of 

immigration beginning in the 13
th

 century 

following on the political and religious 

changes imposed in the Northern Crusades 

(e.g. Rendahl 2001: 153), in which case these 

language areas emerged slightly later than the 

Swedish-speaking areas of Finland (but see 

also the view in Markus 2004). 

The terms designating ‘Estonia’ and 

‘Estonians’ have a complex background 

(terms for Livonians and Oeselians will be 

discussed in the relevant sections). The Old 

Norse ethnonym Eistr [‘Estonian’] and its 

Latin equivalent seem to make its first 

appearance in Classical sources. At the end of 

the 1
st
 century AD, Tacitus refers to the 

Aestiorum gentes [‘tribes of Aestii’], 

apparently situated on the southern part of the 

Baltic Sea, and whom Tacitus considers 

culturally similar to Germanic peoples but 

linguistically different (Germania 46). 

Although the plural Aestii is normally 

interpreted as an ethnonym, it could also be a 

toponym for the place inhabited by these 

groups (Valtonen 2008: 74). The Aestiorum 

gentes appear to correspond to the Este of 

Estland described in the Old English account 

of Wulfstan from the late 9
th

 century where 

the location is geographically quite precisely 

situated in the south-eastern corner of the 

Baltic Sea, identifying what was most likely a 

Baltic language area (Valtonen 2008: 414–

420). The toponym and ethnonym therefore 

seem to have been used for different cultures 

and places by different groups and at different 

times (Grünthal 1997: 215–222; cf. also F2 

below). The evidence of these terms is too 

limited to allow a chronology for the use of 

the toponym and ethnonym in different areas 

(cf. also F12). A satisfying etymology of the 

ethnonym has yet to be found (for discussion, 

see Grünthal 1997: 213–240). However, it 

would seem quite likely that the ethnonym of 

the Estonians is the same as the denomination 

of the presumably Baltic tribes called Aestii or 

Aestiorum gentes by Tacitus. 

F1: Livonians 

Livonia and Livonians have a central position 

in the Chronicle of Henry of Livonia. The 

toponym is known in Old Norse as Lífland 

(Simek 1990: 343), also found on a 

commemorative rune stone from 

Södermandland, Sweden (Sö 39), and the 

Livonians are referred to as Lib’ or Ljub’ in 

Old Russian chronicles (Grünthal 1997: 247). 

Some early possible references to the 

Livonians or uses of an equivalent ethnonym 

(Leuonoi/Levoni) might be found already in 

the Classical period, but these are 

problematic.
21

 At the time when Henry was 

writing, Livonians occupied the region north 

of the Western Dvina or Daugava River and 
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they formed a significant group along this 

access to the Eastern Route. The fortified 

town of Uexküll or Ykskylä [lit. ‘One-

Village’, although the etymology of the 

toponym is likely something else] formed a 

major centre especially in the first stages of 

Christianization until it was superseded by 

Riga. Livonians were centrally involved in the 

Baltic Crusades, first as adversaries and then 

as allies of Christianity. Livonia (and its 

variations) then came to designate the 

majority of these regions, but this should be 

regarded as a political outcome of the 

crusades which considerably expanded its 

territory. 

Livonians survived in the Salaci River 

basin into the early 19
th

 century, when their 

language was described to some extent 

(Winkler & Pajusalu 2009). In Curonia, the 

Livonian language has been preserved into 

the 21
st
 century. The ethnic group and their 

language appears to have a direct continuity 

from the medieval period. There has been a 

very notable difference between Livonian 

spoken in Courland and the Livonian in 

Northern Livonia. A noteworthy number of 

Finnic toponyms found throughout Northern 

Latvia bear witness to an earlier Livonian 

population residing in the region (Boiko 1993). 

F2: Saare / Sýsla / Oeselians 

The Oeselians are well attested in early 

sources. The island of Saaremaa was called 

Eysýsla in Old Norse and Oeselia in Latin 

with ethnonyms derivative from these. Henry 

of Livonia clearly and consistently differentiates 

between the Oselians and Estonians (Kivimäe 

2011: 95–96). As an island, the geographical 

space referred to appears unambiguous. Within 

the context of his Chronicle, this suggests that 

he perceived a marked ethnic or cultural 

divide rather than merely a distinction of 

polities. Some traces of such cultural difference 

can also be observed in the material record 

(cf. Tvauri 2012: 106, 136, 140, 179–180, 

196–197, 213, 264, 289, 322–323). Later, the 

nobility of Saaremaa formed its own house 

within the Baltic nobility alongside Estonian, 

Livonian and Courland houses. Although all 

of the coastal areas exhibit ongoing contacts 

with Scandinavia, the mainland shows 

evidence of contacts with south-western 

Finland while Saaremaa maintained contacts 

in the direction of Courland and Livonia 

(Tvauri 2012: 327). The contacts with 

Saaremaa are likely also the reason why the 

Livonian language was preserved on the 

Courland Peninsula into the 20
th

 century (F1). 

Sources from the 13
th

 century suggest that the 

Oeselians were viewed as a formidable 

political, military and economic power at that 

time, and that they were known especially as 

a sea power. This position seems to develop 

with an unbroken continuity across the Viking 

Age (cf. Tvauri 2012: 322). 

Some of the features that set Saaremaa 

apart also seem to be shared with the coastal 

territories of Rotalia or today’s Läänemaa 

province on the mainland. This area is 

attributed with a centre in Lihula and had 

strong ties with Saaremaa. The Rotalians are 

mentioned by Henry as a maritime group 

politically associated with the Oeselians 

(HCL XV.2, 5; XIX.1, 3). In Old Norse 

sources, Eysýsla is paired with Aðalsýsla 

(Rotalia?)
22

 as another region, which seems to 

be the mainland rather than the other major 

island Hiiumaa. Although Guta saga tells that 

Gotlanders immigrated to Hiiumaa at some 

point during the Iron Age (G2), this island 

seems to be lacking archaeological sites from 

the Viking Age (Tvauri 2012: 322). The 

toponym Sýsla also appears in the sagas and 

has commonly been inferred to be identical to 

Eysýsla, but might also be a broader area 

including Ey-sýsla and Aðal-sýsla (and Sýslir 

varies with Eysýslir [‘Oeselians’] in 

manuscripts of Óláfs saga helga). In the 

reconstruction of areas of Finnic groups in ca. 

AD 1000, this ambiguity made it appear 

reasonable to tentatively consider Eysýsla 

(Saaremaa/Ösel) and Aðalsýsla (Rotalia?) as a 

networked region (Sýsla?), even if there were 

likely differences between the island and 

mainland cultures. The island of Hiiumaa is 

included in this cultural and political sphere 

because, even if it was not a significant 

settlement area, it appears that by the Viking 

Age “Saaremaa had become one of the most 

densely populated regions in Estonia” (Tvauri 

2012: 322) and Hiiumaa was most likely 

utilized for its natural resources by inhabitants 

of both Saaremaa and the adjacent mainland 

coast (cf. Heininen et al. 2014b).  
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Henry’s chronicle includes quotations 

ascribed to the Oeselians, such as Laula! 

Laula, pappi! [‘Sing! Sing, priest!’] (HCL 

XVIII.8). The expression is unambiguously 

Finnic and supports the identification of 

Oeselians as a Finnic language group. This is 

further corroborated by the Finnic toponymy 

that does not seem to include substantial 

earlier substrate layers (at least in the light of 

research today; cf. Kallasmaa 1996–2000). 

Being an island culture may have impacted 

language development much as in the case of 

Gotland (G2) and Åland (G3) mentioned 

above (cf. Ahola et al. 2014a: 251–253). The 

different contact networks in which Oeselians 

engaged suggests that their dialect was 

inclined to develop in different directions 

from those on the mainland. In later periods, 

dialects spoken in Rotalia on the mainland 

exhibit a great resemblance to dialects spoken 

on Saaremaa (Pajusalu et al. 2002). 

The name Saaremaa is semantically 

transparent: ‘Island Land’ (-maa ‘land’ 

referring here to a largish island, in a similar 

manner to the island names Hiiumaa, 

Muhumaa, etc.; Saaremaa could thus be 

interpreted meaning roughly ‘archipelago 

land’). In Old Norse Eysýsla, the first element 

ey means ‘island’ while the first element aðal 

in Aðalsýsla could refer to nobility in some 

sense but most likely denotes its referent as 

primary – i.e. ‘Sýsla Proper’ as opposed to 

‘Island Sýsla’. In Old Norse, sýsla can either 

refer to activity or business or refer to an 

administrative district, although the former is 

unlikely for structural reasons.
23

 Viewing 

sýsla as ‘district’ would potentially make 

Eysýsla semantically equivalent to Saaremaa 

with a meaning ‘Island District’ and seems 

likely to be how the name would be 

interpreted by 10
th

 century Norsemen. 

However, the etymology is not satisfying 

when a) there is no evidence that Eysýsla was 

seen as a district of a larger polity or even 

geographically as part of Eistland; b) this 

interpretation does not produce a satisfying 

explanation for Aðalsýsla [‘District Proper’?]; 

c) use of sýsla for an administrative area is 

found to the west but only infrequently and 

late in Sweden, which makes it generally odd 

in the Baltic Sea region; and d) sýslur are 

relatively small stewardships to which 

Saaremaa seems disproportionately large and 

which makes the term rather incongruous as a 

naming element for a foreign polity.
24

 

In his Old English translation of the 

Orosius, King Alfred states that Wenda land 

is called Sysyle and situates it geographically 

on the southern end of the Baltic (Sweet 1883: 

16). If Old English Sysyle is etymologically 

related to Old Norse Sýsla, the latter would 

have been established in Scandinavian 

dialects prior to syncope, and thus presumably 

by roughly AD 600. In this case, the Sýsla of 

Eysýsla and Aðalsýsla would appear to be 

connected to a toponym and culture at the 

southern end of the Baltic Sea, paralleling 

what is also observed for Estland (above). 

This would also correlate well with the fact 

that the theonym Tharapitha identified as a god 

of the Oeselians by Henry in several contexts 

appears to correspond to the theonym Turupið 

of the Wends according to Knytlinga saga 

122 (see also Sutrop 2004: 34–37). In its turn, 

the ethnonym associated with the Wends in 

Germanic languages (e.g. Norse Vinðr, Old 

English Winedas) pops up in the Finnic 

languages as the denomination of the Russians 

(Fi. Venäjä, Est. Vene < Proto-Finnic *Venät). 

F3: Revala / Härjamaa 

Revala is attested as a district or polity on the 

northern coast of Estonia around the city 

known today as Tallinn and also as a name for 

the city itself. The names is well attested from 

the 13
th

 century onward. It is Rafali or 

Rafaland in Old Norse sagas, where it may be 

referenced in accounts of journeys and events 

purportedly occurring in the Viking Age or 

earlier (Simek 1990: 341–343; Tvauri 2012: 

31), and where it is better attested in a number 

of variations in Latin sources (e.g. FMU 100, 

155, etc.). In the 13
th

 century Liber census 

Daniae, there is an account that the area of the 

Reval province consisted of around 16,000 

hectares of arable land, which is considerable 

for that period. A major sailing route between 

the trading centres of Birka in the Mälaren 

region of Sweden and Staraya Ladoga passed 

along this coast in a contact network that 

seems to have had a long history (see e.g. 

Schalin with Frog 2014). It can be inferred 

that this was a central region of Finnic-

speakers already before the Middle Ages. 

Henry of Livonia also refers to Revala in a 
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number of contexts, addressing it as a tribe or 

polity of Estonia (e.g. HCL XV.3). The 

Christianization of Revala appears to have 

been associated with the Danes and resulted 

in this region initially falling under Danish 

control (e.g. described as a Danish fortress: 

HCL XXIX.7). 

From the point of view of language, the 

region represents the Northern Estonian 

heartland. The language of Tallinn has sub-

sequently become the Estonian written standard. 

The area seems to have originally consisted 

of two entities, Härjämaa in the inland (the 

denomination of which the Estonian province 

name Harjumaa subsequently derives) and 

Revala along the coast. Both names likely 

originally derive from personal names. Härjä-

maa probably derives from a personal name 

Härkä [‘ox’] (used in a toponym; cf. surnames 

such as Finnish Härkönen, Härkänen). 

Similarly, Revala is likely derivative of a 

personal name Repa that originally denoted 

‘fox’ (cf. Estonian personal names Repane, 

Rebbase (Rajandi 2005), Finnish Repo, 

Reponen (SN, 536) from repo or **repä). 

Other names for the town of Tallinn are also 

attested: Kesoneemi, Lindanuse (probably 

*Litnanaluse, i.e. Linnanalusen with a sense 

like ‘downtown’ as the place below a fortified 

settlement), Kalõvan and Tallinn, each with 

its own history of emergence.  

F4: Virumaa 

Virumaa [Est. ‘Viru-land’] is the eastern 

major historical province of Estonia clearly 

attested from the 13
th

 century as a polity also 

along the eastern route. The Old Norse form 

Vírland is weakly attested in saga literature 

but mentioned on three commemorative rune 

stones in Sweden (Tvauri 2012: 31–32) and 

corresponding forms are found in other/later 

Germanic languages. It is referred to as 

Vironia in Latin. Henry of Livonia mentions 

in his chronicle that an elder of the Viru was 

baptized by Gotlanders (HCL XXIII.7). Later, 

Henry arrives with a companion to spread 

Christianity through the population, but as 

representatives from Riga, this produces 

conflict with the Danes; the conflict is 

resolved by having the Danes carry out the 

baptisms (HCL XXIV.1–2), which was 

tantamount to subjecting the population to 

Danish political control. Henry preserves the 

names of Viru fortified settlements 

(Tarvanpää, Agelinde; HCL XXIX.7) as well 

as personal names of Viru inhabitants 

(Kyriavanus, Tabelin of Pudiviru; HCL 

XXIII.7). Henry makes repeated reference to 

Vironia consisting of five districts which 

seem to form some type of unified polity: 

Virumaa seems to have formed a notable 

entity of its own with a complex internal 

political structure. 

Virumaa had intensive ties with both the 

Votic and Ižorian populations of Ingria as 

well as across the Gulf of Finland with the 

Karelian, and later Kymenlaakso settlement. 

Later, the Estonian dialect spoken in this area 

shows significant resemblance to Finnish 

dialects. A recent detailed investigation shows 

that the resemblance is mainly to dialects 

spoken on the other side of the Gulf of 

Finland rather than with dialects in Ingria 

(Björklöf 2012; Söderman 1996). 

The ethnonym Viru has also given the name 

of Estonia to Standard Finnish language (Viro). 

Regarding its further origin, several theories 

have been put forward, none of them very 

reliable (cf. SSA, s.v. viro; Grünthal 1997). 

F5: Sakala 

Saccalia and the Saccalians are mentioned in 

medieval sources and especially in the 

Chronicle of Henry. Henry frequently refers 

to Saccalians simply as Estonians, but also 

uses an ethnonym derivative of Saccalia for 

them (e.g. HCL XII.6). As elsewhere, he 

refers to personal names (e.g. the elders 

Lambito and Meme; HCL XV.1) as well as, 

for example, the province name Aliste 

(today’s Hallist; HCL XV.7). The 

identification of provinces suggests a 

relatively complex political structuring of 

Saccalia before the introduction of 

Christianity. According to Henry, when the 

Ugandians (F6) conceded to the hostile 

pressures of the Germans and asked for 

baptism, the Saccalians also asked for baptism 

in order to avoid a similar fate. 

By today, the area is (northern) Estonian-

speaking but the dialects of the region (Mulgi) 

bear traits of substrate influences from 

Southern Estonian hinting at a different 

character of the local language form in the 

Middle Ages (Pajusalu 1996). 
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F6: Ugandi 

The Ungania and the Ugandians are first 

referred to in Henry’s Chronicle; 

corresponding names are not known from 

either Scandinavian or Old Russian sources 

(Grünthal 1997: 205–206). Although Henry 

uses an ethnonym derivative of the toponym 

for the Ugandians, he also refers to them as 

Estonians (e.g. HCL XII.6). Within the 

archaeological record, this region belongs to 

the relatively homogeneous inland, but it also 

appears that the waterways of Lake Peipsi and 

of the Emäjõgi River were the channels 

through which cultural influence from 

Novgorod and Pskov spread (Tvauri 2012: 

86). Old Russian chronicles also recount the 

conquest of the region by Jaroslavl’ the Wise 

in the 11
th

 century. Slavic influences on this 

region thus appear more significant and more 

direct than farther north and northeast. Henry 

claims that, in the early 13
th

 century, forces 

from Novgorod and Polozk invaded Ungania, 

at the outcome of which a number of 

Ugandians were baptized (HCL XIV.2). 

However, Henry later goes on to describe 

how they were under duress from Germans 

and they surrendered and asked for baptism 

from them (HCL XIX.4). 

Toponymy of the region mentioned by 

Henry suggests a Finnic language area. For 

example the fortress Odenpäh [‘Bear Head’] 

seems to have been a, if not the major centre 

for the territory. In more recent times, this is 

the region of the South Estonian speaking 

groups, Võru and Seto. The eastern parts of 

the region are the area inhabited by the 

Orthodox Seto groups. The rich Slavic 

substrate nomenclature of South Estonian 

constitutes significant evidence of the 

Slavicization of the region (Kiristaja 2013). 

The historical Ugandi extended up to the city 

of Tartu, which would still seem to have been 

largely South Estonian in terms of language 

even in the 17
th

 century. The great linguistic 

difference between the dialect spoken here 

and Estonian proper has been preserved up to 

the present era. 

The name Uguani is historically related to 

Latvian Igaunija as the common term to 

denote Estonians. The Latvian term appears to 

be generalized from the polity or tribe with 

which they had direct and ongoing contact. The 

relationship between the terms is nevertheless 

not entirely clear and it is interpreted in 

relation to the reconstructed etymology, but 

the name is probably ultimately of Slavic 

origin, deriving from the word root denoting 

‘south’ (see further Grünthal 1997: 207–213). 

F7: Minor Finnic Groups in Estonia 

Additional Estonian provinces are mentioned 

in the historical sources, most notably in the 

Chronicle of Henry. These have been small 

units but have nevertheless usually been 

considered independent mini-states that had 

their own groups of elders as authorities, their 

own strongholds and to have formed alliances 

independently. These provinces have been 

referred to as ‘small provinces’ 

(väikemaakonnad) and they included the 

Central Estonian Alempois, Jogentagana, 

Mõhu, Nurmekund, Soopoolitse and Vaiga 

(cf. F10). Some of the names of the small 

provinces have archaic Finnic traits pointing 

to the fact that many Estonian sound changes 

had not yet occurred by the 13
th

 century in the 

relevant dialects. It is also possible that other 

similar small semi-independent formations 

have occurred, although there are no historical 

accounts regarding them. It remains unclear 

how these minor polities should be viewed in 

relation to the districts of larger regional 

polities. 

Finnic Groups on the Eastern End of the 

Gulf of Finland and in the Ladoga Region 

The present Finnish language represents an 

amalgam of the types of old Finnic 

vernaculars. It is reasonably clear that 

whereas one of them entered Finland from the 

south across the Finnish Gulf, others came via 

the Karelian isthmus and the Ladoga region. 

These latter areas have a very notable 

evidence of the early presence of Finnic 

groups both in the archaeological record 

(Uino 1997) as well as in the anthroponymic 

types from pre-Christian periods (cf. Saarikivi 

2007). The division of the Modern Finnish 

language area to two entities is visible in the 

division line between the eastern and western 

dialects through a number of isoglosses of 

different features. From the point of view of 

cultural history, the western dialect area has 

been associated with the networks of the 

emerging Swedish state and the Western 



 

89 

Church, and the eastern with Novgorod and 

the Eastern Church. The inner Finland 

Lakeland area stands between these two areas 

and is where Savo dialects are today spoken. 

Linguistically, these belong to the eastern 

dialects, but from the point of the history of 

statehood, the Savo region was integrated into 

Sweden early on. The mechanisms of the 

Fennicization of this region, where Sámi 

languages were likely preserved longer than 

in the western or eastern core areas, still 

remain to be clarified (cf. Korpela 2012). 

F8: Karelians (and Ižorians / Ingrians) 

The Karelians and Karelia are mentioned in 

Norse, Slavic and Latin sources beginning 

from the 13
th

 century (Grünthal 1997: 78–80). 

References in western sources are only 

occasional, often ambiguous and lack reliable 

linguistic or ethnographic information. Old 

Norse sources situate Kirjálaland [‘Land of 

the Karelians’] as the next ‘land’ after 

Finnland in a topogeny circumnavigating the 

Gulf of Bothnia (Egils saga 14; on this 

topogeny, see the discussion of Finnland 

below), or otherwise situate it on the Eastern 

Route before Garðaríki (Fagrskinna K27). 

The Gulf of Finland in Old Norse was 

Kirjálabotn [‘Bottom/Gulf of the Karelians’] 

(Hálfdanar saga Eysteinssonar 15–16, 24–

26), as in Icelandic today. (See also Grünthal 

1997: 79.) The extent to which Kirjálaland 

was understood to extend to the east and north 

is difficult to assess. The 14
th

 century 

Erikskrönikan, for example, situates Karelia 

to the north of Lake Ladoga (Klemming 1865: 

51). Slavic Korela [‘Karelia’] is first and 

foremost an ethnonym but geographically it 

refers to the north-eastern coastal areas of the 

Gulf of Finland and areas around Lake 

Ladoga. At least in the 13
th

 century sources, it 

is not normally considered to extend to 

control of the Neva river, beyond which 

would be Ižora [‘Ingria’] (Korpela 2008a: 46–

47).  

Western sources generally leave the 

political status of Karelia ambiguous, 

although a late 13
th

-century Old Norse 

account mentions that it was subject to 

taxation by Novgorod around that time (Kjær 

& Holm-Olsen 1910–1986: 623). However, 

especially Slavic sources suggest that Korela 

was independent of Novgorod into the mid-

13
th

 century (Korpela 2008a: 46–47).
25

 This 

would account for characterization of 

Karelians through their alliance with the 

Novgorodians or Rus’ (even if subject to 

taxation), undertaking joint military action 

(cf. Grünthal 1997: 78–79), as well as being 

attributed with the destruction of Sigtuna in 

1187 as an independent action.
26

 Indications 

of longstanding independence suggest that 

‘Karelians’ formed a distinct polity or 

confederation of polities already by ca. AD 

1000. 

The concept of Karelian language is an 

ambiguous one. It comprises different types 

of Eastern Finnic language forms. Some of 

the current forms are classified as Finnish 

dialects and others as Karelian language. 

Today’s Ludic dialects are classified as an 

independent language form in the Finnish 

research tradition and as a dialect group of 

Karelian in the Russian tradition. And those 

dialects considered as Karelian form a 

complex dialect continuum between Finnish 

and Vepsian dialects. The probable historical 

core area of the Karelian tribe, at the eastern 

end of the Gulf of Finland, has, in the 20
th

 

century, been Finnish-speaking: much of the 

original population was displaced to Central 

Russia in the 17
th

 century when the region 

was seized by Sweden. It is not quite clear 

what the relationship between this earlier 

population and the Ingrian ethnos has been to 

the Karelian community that subsequently 

evolved. In the 13
th

 century, Ingrians or 

Ižorians also appear as an ethnic group to the 

south of the River Neva in Ižora or Ingria. 

However, the Ižorian language appears to 

have developed from a dialect of Karelian and 

there is evidence that at least some Ižorian 

speakers had earlier used the ethnonym 

Karielaizet for themselves (Nirvi 1971: 137). 

Many questions remain open about the 

cultural history of the Ižorians, but it is in any 

case not clear that they formed a distinct tribe 

or polity already in AD 1000 and they are 

therefore not differentiated on Map 2. 

The Karelian community seems to have 

centrally spread from the western and 

northern shore of Lake Ladoga in many 

directions, for instance to the Kemi river 

valley on the northern end of the Gulf of 

Bothnia (Vahtola 1980), through Northern 
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Karelia (Kuzmin 2014) and probably also to 

the coast of the White Sea. This can be 

correlated with an archaeological culture that 

established settlement areas on the Karelian 

Isthmus and also around accesses to inland 

water routes to the northwest and north from 

Lake Ladoga, with the implication of a 

capacity to exert regulatory control over those 

water routes (Heininen et al. 2014a: 313). 

Later evidence of language spread would thus 

be connected to the association of Karelians 

with precisely these inland routes to the Gulf 

of Bothnia and the White Sea. The 

background of these groups that became 

Karelian by ca. AD 1000 seems to be 

complex. Immigrant groups arrived from 

Southwest Finland in the 8
th

 century and 

settled in the areas identifiable with Karelians, 

where they merged with indigenous groups, 

becoming a distinct culture in the 

archaeological record across the Viking Age 

(Uino 1997). This process accounts for the 

pronounced western substrate in later 

Karelian linguistic heritage that separates the 

cultures of Finland and Karelia from those of 

other Finnic groups (Frog 2013). Viking Age 

Karelia thus appears to have at least initially 

been a multi-ethnic environment. 

It has been proposed that the Finnic 

toponym Karjala [‘Karelia’] (and ethnonym 

Karjalainen) derives from karja with the affix 

-la commonly used in forming toponyms. 

Thus, it is fairly clear that the name Karjala is 

originally a toponym but we do not know the 

original denotation of that toponym, 

something that makes the attempts to 

etymologize it fairly suspicious. The likely 

etymology of karja is from a Proto-Germanic 

or North Germanic *χarjaz [‘army, host, 

crowd, mob’], which would originally have 

been borrowed presumably in the Roman Iron 

Age.
27

 There are, however, notable arguments 

against the etymologization of Karjala from 

karja. For instance, the commonly spread 

name form Kariela that, on the basis of the 

Russian early written forms, could be the 

original form of the toponym and would point 

to some other kind of stem word for the 

etymology. Judging by the ethnonym 

structure, the most likely explanation is that it 

is derived from a settlement name. The 

original settlement could have been that of the 

fortress of Korela, the later fortress of 

Priozersk/Käkisalmi. In this case, the 

Karelians of the early documents were a 

group of Eastern Finnic speakers centred 

around a particular fortified settlement, in a 

manner somewhat similar to several 

communities of early Slavs (cf. Sv1). 

F9: Vepsians / Ves’ 

The Ves’ are mentioned in a number of 

contexts in Old Russian sources and the 

ethnonym seems to appear as Wasu in an 

Arabic travelogue (Grünthal 1997: 103–104, 

106–107). Jordanes may nonetheless refer to 

the same group as Vas already in the 6
th

 

century (Getica 23) at the beginning of a 

series of peoples that appears to represent a 

trade route to the east:
28

 Thiudos Inaunxis 

Vasinabroncas Merens Mordens Imniscaris.... 

When ethnonyms are distinguished from 

(probable) prepositional phrases identifying 

locations in this text, it can be read: ‘Thiudos 

in Aunus Vepsians in Abronkas(?) Meryas 

Mordvins in Meštšora...’. Possible but 

problematic references to Wizzi are found in 

Adam of Bremen’s Latin History of the 

Bishops of Hamburg-Bremen: he states that 

the Albini speak Wizzi, but the two terms look 

suspiciously like the respective Latin and 

German words for the colour ‘white’ 

(Matthews 1951: 40). It is striking that the 

ethnonym is not found in lists of Finnic 

groups in annals or ecclesiastical documents 

(e.g. FMU, 84), and the ethnonym does not 

seem to appear in medieval Scandinavian 

sources.
29

 

If Jordanes does in fact present a topogeny, 

this would suggest that the Vas (in the 6
th

 

century, too early to distinguish Vepsian 

language) were between the Thiudos and the 

Merens along that route. In the Old Russian 

chronicles, the Ves’ are mentioned already in 

the Primary Chronicle as located on Lake 

Beloye, whereas Čud or more specific ethnic 

terms are used for closer groups (Grünthal 

1997: 104–105; cf. E5). If Jordanes’ Merens 

indeed is related to Merya (although see note 

52), this location (or direction) would seem 

consistent with his topogeny. Arabic sources 

also would appear to situate the Wasu 

considerably to the east (Grünthal 1997: 106–

107). The geographic remoteness of this 

group would help explain why the ethnonym 
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is not attested in Scandinavian sources. On 

the other hand, this location does not accord 

with the area south and east of Lake Ladoga 

with which Vepsians are associated in more 

recent times. In these areas, there appears to 

be a correlation between toponymy of early 

Vepsian habitation and landscapes suitable for 

the variety of agriculture practiced there, 

suggesting a correlation between language 

and culture/livelihoods in the region (Kuzmin 

2014: 287–291). Archaeology has also 

considered that the area on the south-eastern 

shore of Ladoga that is characterized by the 

type of mound graves called sopkas would 

have been the core of Vepsian settlement. The 

later identification of Finnic groups in the 

Ladoga region with this ethnonym indicates 

that either ethnonym of a tribe or another 

language group has been inherited by the 

Finnic-speaking Vepsian population 

(Mullonen 2002), or that the current Vepsian 

population is a direct continuation of the 

historical Ves’. 

This picture can be developed by reverse-

engineering the background of Vepsian 

language areas on the basis of linguistic data. 

Terho Itkonen (1983: 216–217) has argued 

that a substrate of another Finnic language 

can be detected in Vepsian, a substrate that 

has resulted from the spread of Gulf of 

Finland Finnic to the east. Investigation into 

Vepsian toponymy suggests that the Olonets 

Karelian and Ludic language areas emerged in 

an area of earlier Vepsian habitation 

(Mullonen 1994; 2002). The Vepsian 

language area was thus much more 

considerable in these western regions at an 

earlier time. This would confirm Itkonen’s 

hypothesis that there is a Vepsian substrate in 

Olonets Karelian (cf. Mullonen 1994). 

Detailed investigation into the toponymy of 

the Lake Beloye region has confirmed some 

parallels with Vepsian vocabulary, but also 

other types of substrate, most notably 

parallels with what has been considered the 

Meryan core area in Russian toponymic 

research and also some parallels with Sámi 

toponyms (Makarova 2012; Saarikivi 2004). 

When the ethnonym Ves’ is attached to 

groups in this region and only later to groups 

in the core region of the Vepsian language, it 

can be inferred that Ves’ probably earlier 

designated a different group and (whether or 

not that group underwent a language shift to 

Vepsian) contacts with that group seem to 

have somehow led the ethnonym to be 

transferred to Vepsian speakers in other 

cultural areas. 

The etymology of this ethnonym remains 

obscure (Grünthal 1997: 108–109), and even its 

language of origin has not been convincingly 

identified. In the 20
th

 century, only a group of 

Southern Vepsians used this ethnonym to 

refer to themselves; other Vepsian-speaking 

groups employed the ethnonyms Lydiläzet 

[‘Lude’] or Cudid [‘Čud’’]. 

F10: Vatja / Vod’ 

The earliest reliable references to the Votes 

are from the 13
th

 century in Old Russian 

chronicles and in a few references in Latin. 

Perhaps the most prominent use occurs in the 

15
th

 century: when Novgorod fell to Moscow 

and its territory was divided into five districts, 

one of these was called the Vodskaja pjatina 

[‘Votic Fifth’]. This is a testament to use of 

the ethnonym. The region that it describes 

extends north from Novgorod through Ingria, 

between Lake Ladoga and the border of the 

Swedish realm, and continues to the north of 

Ladoga (thus including Korela/Kirjálaland; 

F8). The ethnonym had already earlier been 

used for a volost’ [‘district’] of Novgorod and 

a similar concept appears to be behind 

references to Watland beginning from the first 

half of the 13
th

 century (e.g. FMU 84; see 

Grünthal 1997: 123–125). The ethnonym is 

also associated with a different region to the 

west called Vaiga (etymologically related to 

Vatja), mentioned already in the Chronicle of 

Henry of Livonia; Vaiga is on the north-

western side of Lake Peipsi, beyond the scope 

of the Novgorod Fifths (Grünthal 1997: 125–

127). In more recent times, Votes and the 

Votic language are situated in the culturally 

complex region of Ingria alongside Ižorians 

(F8) and later also groups of the so-called 

Ingrian-Finns who immigrated from north of 

the Gulf of Finland (most notably from Savo) 

probably in the 17
th

 century, following the 

Stolbova peace agreement and mass 

emigration of the earlier orthodox inhabitants 

that were linguistically likely close to the 

Ižorians.
30

 The area associated with the Votes 

in more recent times is only a tiny area within 



 

92 

the Votic Fifth. It is unclear how prominent 

the Votes were in the period of the Fifth’s 

formation as its designation could be based on 

the naming of the earlier volost’. The earlier 

volost’ seems unlikely to have originally 

included Korela/Kirjálaland insofar as this 

seems to have remained largely or wholly 

independent at least through much of the 13
th

 

century (F8). The Votic volost’ therefore 

presumably did not originally extend beyond 

the River Neva on the Karelian Isthmus. 

The Votic language is a Finnic language 

that, in many respects, can be considered an 

intermediate language between the eastern, 

southern and northern groups of Finnic. It is 

clearly distinct from Ižorian and so-called 

Finnish-Ingrian dialects as well as from 

Estonian. Many questions about the historical 

background of this linguistic and ethnic group 

remain open. This is also true of defining its 

boundaries in the context of many intertwined 

language forms of Ingria. For instance, the 

Kukkosi dialect has traditionally been 

considered Votic, although it lacks many 

central features of Votic language such as the 

affrication of the *k and its speakers have not 

used the corresponding ethnonym. In the 

archaeological record, certain burial types in 

the Vaiga region of north-eastern Estonia 

from the 12
th

 century and later have been 

interpreted as Votic or Votic and Slavic 

(Grünthal 1997: 117–118). However, 

cremation burials predominated in these 

regions in the Viking Age, which aligns the 

region with North Finnic cultural areas and 

distinguishes it from territories of Estonia 

(Tvauri 2012: 268). 

Most of Ingria reveals an old agricultural 

region that is also reflected in the old 

settlement names derived from pre-Christian 

personal names (Kepsu 1995). The Vaiga 

region east of Lake Peipsi has traditionally 

been viewed in scholarship as the ethnic 

homeland of the Votes. S.A. Myznikov 

(2003) points to the peculiar character of the 

Finnic lexical substrate in the Russian dialects 

of this area that supports the hypothesis that 

this region was inhabited by a distinct cultural 

group. 

The etymology of the ethnonym Vatja has 

a long history of being interpreted on the 

basis of phonetic similarity to a word meaning 

‘wedge’ (~ Fi vaaja < Proto-Finnic *vakja), 

which has in turn been linked to the Old 

Russian expression Čud’ v Klinu [‘Čud’s in 

Wedge’] as a reference to Votes, where Klin 

would be a calque. The ethnonym vatja also 

has a somewhat dubious etymological 

counterpart in Sámi, a hapax legomena 

wuåwiåsh: wuåwiåha [‘Lapp person’] that is 

only mentioned in the (1787) dictionary of 

Christfrid Ganander (cf. Korhonen 1981: 43); 

this word has been connected to a Lule Sámi 

word denoting to a wedge (vuoi`ve). In earlier 

scholarship, this etymology had been pushed 

into an interpretation of not ‘wedge’ but 

‘club’ with a fanciful idea that it referred to 

some sort of baton as a mark of identity or 

authority. This interpretation has been 

debunked (Koivulehto 1997), but not before 

being linked to the obscure Old Norse 

ethnonym Kylfingar.
31

 Riho Grünthal has 

argued for an alternative etymology linking it 

(or the toponym Vaiga, from which the 

ethnonym could derive) to a Latvian 

ethnonym for Germanic peoples (Lv. Vācija, 

Lith. Vókia [‘Germany’]; cf. SSA III: 418), 

which raises questions about the history of 

this group and the region. (See Grünthal 

1997: 113–149 and works there cited.) 

Western North Finnic Groups 

For territories north of the Gulf of Finland in 

today’s Finland, the few early historical 

sources provide almost no information about 

the indigenous language and culture. A few 

general remarks are warranted about the 

Finnic language groups identified in this 

section. First, toponymy reveals that the 

Swedish language areas of Finland were only 

established from the 12
th

 century onwards, 

even if a few scattered micronyms might be 

open to question (e.g. Schalin 2014; Heikkilä 

2014b; Pitkänen 1985).
32

 Toponymic 

borrowings from Finnic languages into Old 

Swedish suggest that communities practicing 

fixed-settlement livelihoods and co-occurring 

funerary practices in these territories were 

Finnic speaking at the time Swedish language 

areas in present-day Finland became 

established. Sámi language presence in 

present-day Southern Finland is indicated by 

Finnic toponyms and dialectal vocabulary of 

substrate character (Aikio 2007; Aikio 2009). 
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The substrate becomes increasingly 

observable to the north of the archipelago area 

and inland through areas where the fixed-

settlement culture of the Häme region was 

gradually expanding. The relationship of this 

Sámi habitation to the present Sámi groups 

and the chronology and mechanisms of the 

Fennicization of the area of present-day 

Finland remain poorly investigated. 

More than a century ago, Alfred Leopold 

Fredrik Hackman (1905) argued that the 

Finnic language entered Southwest Finland in 

the Iron Age due to a migration from Estonia. 

This ‘migration theory’ (maahanmuutto-

teoria) remained the basic paradigm for the 

prehistory of Finland up to the 1970s and 

1980s when it was replaced by a ‘continuity 

theory’ (jatkuvuusteoria), which attempted to 

prove that the early contacts between the 

predecessors of Finnish and the Indo-

European languages, most notably Germanic, 

took place in Finland during the Bronze Age 

or even earlier. During the 2000s, the 

continuity theory has been increasingly 

criticized (e.g. Aikio & Aikio 2001), and the 

paradigm has been gradually shifting again to 

dating the arrival of Finnic languages in 

Finland to the Iron Age or even into the 

present era, as will be discussed in a future 

article in this series. However, the arrival of 

Finnic languages is presently not understood 

as simple migration, but as a more complex 

phenomenon. 

On the basis of abundant pre-Christian 

anthroponyms in the toponymy of Finland 

Proper (F11), Häme (F12) and Satakunta 

(F13), it is clear that this region received a 

bulk of Finnic-speaking settled population 

well before Christianity. In this respect, these 

regions are also notably different from other 

regions of Finland. However, when 

considering the historical language situation 

and language contacts, Christianization has 

potential relevance, not least by incorporating 

polities and populations into a broader 

cultural sphere of communication and shared 

practices. The change to inhumation burial 

practices across ca. 1000–1150 has been 

customarily interpreted as the general 

conversion of Finnic populations to 

Christianity (Huurre 1979: 224). However, 

there is nothing to suggest that this change in 

burial practices was directly connected with 

the Church or even with organized missionary 

activity.
33

 The areas under consideration were 

extremely peripheral both politically and 

economically at that time, before Christianity 

had secured its position in the emerging states 

of either Sweden or Russia, and long before 

the Baltic Crusades. These changes in 

practices should therefore be assumed to be 

linked to internal social, religious and 

political changes in the networks of these 

groups (cf. Ahola & Frog 2014: 42–43, 68). 

The change in practices remains noteworthy, 

however, because the first inhumation graves 

appear in cremation cemeteries at the same 

time through the regions of Finland Proper 

and Häme (Wessman 2010: 78): whatever 

languages were spoken by in the local polities 

at that time (most likely, already predominantly 

Finnic), they were clearly closely networked 

in interaction. The rate of spread of cultural 

practices through these networks suggests 

some type of shared or convergent identities. 

The Old Norse term Finnland appears to 

refer to territories inhabited by Finnic 

speakers of southwest Finland with continuity 

through the present day. The name Finland 

(its eastern form) appears on commemorative 

rune stones in Uppland, Sweden (U 582, lost, 

undated), and on Gotland (G 319, 13
th

 

century). The ethnonym Finnlendingar 

[‘people of Finnland’] is found in a skaldic 

verse dated to the early 11
th

 century (Sigv 

Víkv 3
I
.3).

34
 From the 13

th
 century onwards, 

the toponym is attested in various written 

sources in Latin and Old Norse.
35

 The precise 

geographical space that it designated in the 

Viking Age and early Middle Ages 

nevertheless remains rather vague. Old Norse 

sources written in distant Iceland generally 

seem to present Finnland as across the Baltic 

Sea from the lands of the Svear (e.g. Ynglinga 

saga 19) and probably adjacent to Kvenland 

(F18) (Orkneyinga saga 1) or between 

Kvenland and Kirjálaland [‘Land of the 

Karelians’] (F8) (Egils saga 14), and perhaps 

north(?) of Eysýsla [‘Saaremaa/Ösel’] (F2) 

(Óláfs saga Helga 8–9).  

In Old Norse topogenies listing a 

geographical series of ‘lands’, these may refer 

only to spaces characterized by fixed-

settlement habitation without necessarily 
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mentioning wilderness areas between them. 

Thus Finnland could be next to Kirjálaland 

because there seems to have been no settled 

area of note between them (e.g. Huurre 1979: 

158–159).
36

 This observation is relevant 

because the location of Kvenland remains 

uncertain and thus so does the northern extent 

of Finnland. It is equally unclear whether or 

to what extent Finnland may have included 

the archipelago (see also G3). Nevertheless, 

only two Old Norse terms for large territories 

of later Finland are attested – Finnland and 

Tafeistaland (F12) – of which the latter later 

refers to the inland areas of Finnic habitation 

whereas Finnland seems to have had a more 

coastal referent. Later Swedish names for 

other districts seem to be of medieval origin 

rather than having continuity from the Viking 

Age. This implies that the areas were not 

toponymically distinguished at that time. 

Thus the Scandinavian term Finnland seems 

to have been rather broad in scope. 

The name Finnland is etymologically more 

or less transparent: it is a compound Finn-

land of which the latter part indicates an 

inhabited territory and the former element is 

Old Norse Finnr (S) with the meaning ‘land 

of the Finnar’. Where Old Norse sources 

narrate about the inhabitants, they call them 

Finnar and present narrative plot-types 

associated with that ethnonym (cf. Aalto 

2014: 216–218) or describe only marshal 

conflicts rather than cultures (cf. Schalin 

2014: 422–425). When this toponym was 

established and who the Finnar were at that 

time (cf. S) remain obscure, but the formation 

suggests a land or geographical space 

inhabited with fixed settlements by people 

that the Scandinavians called Finnar (Aalto 

2014: 214). In the development of a 

geopolitical relation with these groups, 

dialects of (Central) Sweden adopted a new 

term Lappr to designate the mobile groups for 

which the term Finnr had been used 

previously (S). It is not clear how this 

ethnonym shifted from one group to another, 

whether groups identified as Finnar were 

practicing fixed-settlement livelihoods and 

later underwent a language shift to Proto-

Finnic or arriving Finnic groups were initially 

called Finnar as a broad category of ‘other’ 

and the political and economic relations with 

them gradually motivated distinguishing them 

from the mobile groups. 

The authors wish to stress that the four 

cultural areas of Western Finland considered 

here for ca. AD 1000 follow from territorial 

divisions customary to research traditions. 

These research traditions build centrally from 

the archaeological record and have evolved in 

dialogue with (and have sometimes been 

conflated with) historical provinces with the 

relevant designations. Patterns in the 

archaeological record have supported 

distinguishing these cultural areas (cf. 

Raninen & Wessman 2014: 331). It must 

nonetheless be stressed that each contained 

multiple communities, some of which exhibit 

settlement continuity from the beginning of 

the Iron Age (Asplund 2008: 365), others 

emerged through at least some degree of 

immigration from Scandinavia in earlier 

centuries (Wessman 2010: 35) while others 

emerged and/or expanded during the Viking 

Age. The communities in each region should 

not be considered culturally uniform and it 

cannot be assumed that they were 

linguistically homogeneous. It does not 

appear that any of these regions experienced a 

centralization of power under a single king. 

The networks formed by different polities 

remain only poorly understood.  

F11: Suomi / Finland Proper 

The Scandinavian term Fin(n)land and 

corresponding Finnic Suomi seem to have 

been established early on. Although not 

before the 16
th

 century, they became general 

terms to denote the whole of what in the 

Middle Ages was called the Swedish 

Österland, or the Swedish territories east of 

the Baltic Sea. By or around AD 1200 

(Sjöstrand 2014: 95), the bishopric was 

established in Åbo/Turku in the Aura River 

valley at the heart of what became the 

medieval province of (Finnish) Varsinais-

Suomi or (Swedish) Egentliga Finland 

[‘Finland Proper’]. These factors suggest that 

this region was considered central in the 

integration of territories north of the Gulf of 

Finland into the emerging Sweden. In the 

Viking Age, the cultural area seems also to 

have extended farther to the west into what is 

now western Uusimaa / Nyland (Haggrén 

2011). This territory consists now of both 
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Finnic-speaking and Swedish-speaking areas, 

mainly in the archipelago. Toponymic 

evidence reveals that the Swedish-speaking 

population did not develop before the 12
th

 

century (e.g. Heikkilä 2014b) but 

archaeological evidence of this process east of 

Åland remains limited (Asplund 2008: 377–

381). A pronounced Finnic substrate 

toponymy points to Germanization during but 

not before the 13
th
–15

th
 centuries (cf. Pitkänen 

1985). It is unclear when Finnland and Suomi 

converged to refer to the same geographical 

space. The identification of ‘Finland Proper’ 

nevertheless identifies a core area from which 

‘Finland’ was generalized. Prior to the 12
th

 

century, Finnland does not seem to have been 

complemented by terms for other territories 

along the coast whereas the Finnic term most 

likely (at least initially) referred to a culturally 

defined space as perceived by its inhabitants. 

It is possible (but speculative) that, near 

the beginning of the present era, the Greek 

geographer and historian Strabo offers the 

earliest attestation of the name Suomi [Fi. 

‘Finland’] (Ζούμοι / ‘the Zūm-M.PL’) as an 

ethnonym for a northern tribe (see Grünthal 

1997: 53). This would however only attest to 

continuity of the term likely connected with 

place rather than indicating either the culture 

or language of the tribe in question. A more 

probable attestation is the appearance of 

Suomi as a personal name in a list of names in 

a Frankish annal from AD 811 (Grünthal 

1997: 54).
37

 The term Sum’ appears as an 

ethnonym in Old Russian chronicles. 

Although not all uses of this ethnonym seem 

consistent, the Sum’ are identified as allies of 

the Swedes in connection with the Battle of 

Neva (AD 1240), in which context Sum’ 

could quite possibly be a rendering Suomi 

(Korpela 2008: 45–46). Forms of Suomi are 

also found in most Finnic languages as 

referring to Finns and Finland (Grünthal 

1997: 51). 

Considering the cultural area identifiable 

with Suomi/Sum’ as Finland Proper 

concentrates it around the Aura River valley 

and surrounding region. On the basis of the 

archaeological record, it is generally agreed 

that this area has been continuously settled by 

a Finnic-speaking population since at least the 

7
th

 century AD, even if scholars have held 

different views on how long Finnic languages 

had been spoken in the region prior to this 

(e.g. Hackman 1905; Lehtosalo-Hilander 

1984; Edgren & Törnblom 1993; Salo 2000). 

The area at the northern end of the 

archipelago known as Vakka-Suomi appears 

to be part of this broad territory, and Finland 

Proper seems to have been closely networked 

with the inland region of Häme / Tafeistaland, 

for example in the more or less simultaneous 

widespread appearance of inhumations in the 

cremation cemeteries under level ground 

(Wessman 2010: 28). At the same time, this 

region does not appear to have been 

completely homogeneous: Vakka-Suomi 

maintained particular connections to north-

eastern areas of the Åland Islands (Heininen 

et al. 2014b: 332, 334, 339), and whereas 

Finland Proper and Häme / Tafæistaland both 

exhibit silver hoards beginning in the 11
th

 

century (Talvio 2014: 135), Vakka-Suomi 

aligns with Satakunta in the lack of evidence 

of such hoarding (Raninen & Wessman 2014: 

331). 

The origin of the name Suomi has been 

variously interpreted, mostly as a borrowing 

(meaning ‘low land’ or some kind of a 

person) from Baltic or another Indo-European 

language (cf. Grünthal 1997; Kallio 1998; 

SPK, 430 for various etymologies). The early 

attestation of Suomi as a personal name is not 

counter-evidence to its earlier connection with 

a geographical entity. On the basis of 

analogies, it seems likely that such an entity 

would not have been a territorially large one. 

Toponyms derived from suomi or its cognates 

are also found outside the area of modern 

Finland, most notably, in Estonia (Grünthal 

1997: 53–55) and could perhaps shed more 

light to the issue despite the long history of 

research on this topic. 

F12: Tafeistaland / Tavastia / Häme 

The core area of the culture of the so-called 

Lake District of inland Finland had a 

sedentary settlement centred around the 

Kokemäki River basin and the southern part 

of the Lake Päijänne area (cf. also Raninen & 

Wessman 2014: 331). This area later becomes 

identified as Häme in Finnish, which is 

correlated with Old Norse Tafeistaland and 

Latin Tavastia; it is not clear that the region is 

referred to in Old Russian sources.
38

 The 
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cultural area of ca. AD 1000 seems to have 

extended into northern parts of what is now 

western Uusimaa / Nyland (Haggrén 2011; cf. 

F11). The name’s earliest appearance is in an 

11
th

 century commemorative runic inscription 

(Gs 13) and it begins appearing in other 

written sources in 1237 (Schalin 2014: 416–

418).
39

 Especially the Kokemäki River basin 

has a very rich layer of pre-Christian 

settlement names that point to continuous 

sedentary habitation from the Iron Age. 

Review of these names has led to a theory that 

the distinctive Finno-Karelian mythology 

developed in this region before spreading to 

dialect areas in the Ladoga region (Siikala 

2012). In later periods, the Häme manor 

houses (kantatalot) had large wild forest and 

taxation areas in Keski-Suomi and 

Ostrobothnia. It has been argued that migrants 

from Häme had an important role in the 

settlement of the latter areas. It has also been 

demonstrated on the basis of the spread of 

toponymic types that Häme was the core area 

from which migrants spread to the Tornio 

River valley and the lower Kemi River valley 

(Vahtola 1980). 

Although Finnish Häme and Swedish 

Tavastia now translate one another, the 

history that led to their identification remains 

unclear. The province name Häme derives 

from the tribe name Hämäläinen that is an 

etymological cognate of the name of the Sámi 

people, Sápmelas. It has been argued that 

Häme was inhabited by Sámi (or Lapp) 

people who subsequently Fennicized (Salo 

2002; Aikio 2012; cf. also Korpela 2012). The 

Scandinavian name appears to have been 

Tafeistaland (or Tafæistaland in eastern 

dialects) which seems to follow a common 

pattern of an ethnonym *Tafeistr in genitive 

plural followed by land (Jackson 1993: 43; 

Schalin 2014: 416–421). This finds support in 

the Latin ethnonym Tavastus (e.g. FMU 82) 

of which the Latin toponym Tavastia appears 

to be derivative.
40

 The etymology 

nevertheless presents difficulties, but Johan 

Schalin (2014: 416–421) has recently argued 

for the basis of the toponym on an ethnonym 

(eastern dialectal) *Taf-æistr [‘luggard(?)-

Estonian’], pointing out that this appears as a 

name or designation in runic inscriptions (U 

467; U 722). The later adoption of the Latin 

Tavastia into Swedish may have developed 

under influence of the spread of the Church 

and role of ecclesiastical discourse from the 

time of the medieval Swedish immigration. 

F13: Satakunta 

The toponym Satakunta is first mentioned in 

1331 (Salo 2000: 108). The language of 

groups in this area in ca. AD 1000 is inferred 

especially through toponymy correlated with 

evidence of cultures in the archaeological 

record. The broad territory exhibits some 

degree of distinction from the regions of 

Tafaistaland and Suomi in the absence of 

evidence of hoarding silver, yet more scales 

have been found in Satakunta than in the rest 

of Finland combined (Talvio 2014: 134–135). 

The Kokemäki River seems to have been a 

route by which, according to the earliest 

cemeteries, the culture on the coast advanced 

into ancient Häme in the 4
th

 century AD (Salo 

2000: 85). The burial type of the area is 

characterized by earth-mixed cairns with 

cremations and a cremation cemetery under 

level ground is also found in the river valley 

(Wessman 2010: 33, 78). The Kokemäki 

River valley was likely an independent centre 

of Finnic settlement already in the Iron Age 

(Salo 2000). This is demonstrated by the rich 

layer of pre-Christian anthroponyms in the 

settlement names, pointing to a pre-Christian 

sedentary settlement. Toponyms have also 

been used to argue for traces of “early 

Germanic migration” into the area (Vahtola 

1986; Salo 2000: 84–88). However, the 

evidence is very limited and not 

unproblematic; the few indisputable 

etymologies on the basis of anthroponyms do 

not reveal the language of their bearers (cf. 

Schalin 2014: 401). 

Finnic cannot be considered the exclusive 

language of this region in the Middle Ages. 

There is notable evidence of Sámi settlement 

in the area in the toponymic material (Salo 

2002).
41

 It seems likely that there was in some 

period some kind of an ethnic boundary 

between the Finnic population in the lower 

Kokemäki River and the Sámi population in 

the water basins upstream. Not far to the 

south, the area around Lake Pyhäjärvi in 

Lower Satakunta along the Eura River stands 

out in the archaeological record. When 

elsewhere throughout Finland burial practices 
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were based on cremation, inhumation 

cemeteries begin appearing here in the at the 

end of the 6
th

 century, some of which are used 

continuously into the 13
th

 century (Lehtosalo-

Hilander 1984: 297). Although various 

Scandinavian burial practices seem to have 

influenced cultural areas in Finland in the 

Migration and Merovingian periods (e.g. 

Lehtosalo-Hilander 1984: 272–284), these 

cemeteries suggest a more significant impact 

of Germanic funerary customs more likely 

indicative of at least some degree of 

immigration (see also Wessman 2010: 35 and 

works there cited).
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 This distinctive cultural 

area can be viewed in relation to immigration 

to Åland (G3) and population expansion in 

Svealand (G1) during the same period. The 

general absence of Germanic toponymy apart 

of anthroponymic settlement names from 

before the medieval immigrations 

nevertheless suggests that these communities 

did not speak a Scandinavian dialect in the 

Viking Age. If they spoke a Finnic dialect, the 

archaeological record still suggests a marked 

distinction from the communities in the 

Kokemäki River basin. 

The toponym Satakunta does not designate 

an ethnic group, yet it is of interest because it 

could mean ‘hundred-company (of men)’ as a 

calque for a Germanic hundare or ‘hundred’ 

found widely in Germanic place names. A 

hundare was a political area subject to the 

military subscription system requiring the 

polity to organize a ‘hundred’ (then 120) men 

on demand for military support in war or 

raiding. This etymology would suggest that 

the territories of coastal Finland were under 

obligation to the kingdom of the Svear. (See 

Salo 2000: 114–128.) This would not be 

surprising considering the geopolitical 

situation of Finland in relation to the activities 

of the Svear (G1), particularly when relations 

between the culture of the Lake Pyhäjärvi 

area and the Svear might have had a longue 

durée (Heininen et al. 2014a: 298–299, 300–

301). The etymology nevertheless remains 

uncertain.  

Satakunta might also have originally 

simply referred to a ‘harbour place’: Fi. 

satama likely derives from a Germanic *staþa 

[‘shore; landing place’] (SSA III: 160, 

LÄGLW III: 224-225) and kunta, [orig. 

‘group of men’] has denoted both an entity of 

people as well as a land area or (later) an 

administrative district (Heikkilä 2014a: 181–

199). This etymology is phonetically 

appealing, but it is difficult to account for 

why it would be generalized to the larger 

inhabited area. The region was not 

characterized by harbours (cf. Salo 2000: 92, 

100), was more generally remote from major 

sailing routes (Heininen et al. 2014b: 333), 

and the major settlement areas were inland, 

apparently remote from e.g. the harbour on 

the Kokemäki River rather than characterized 

by it (cf. Wessman 2010: 32). This presents 

one possible explanation for the toponym, but 

the grounds for calling either this region or 

formalized administrative district ‘Harbour 

Place’ remain more arbitrary than compelling. 

F14: Kyrö Culture 

The northern-most cultural area in the Baltic 

Sea region that can be tentatively inferred as 

Finnic-speaking in the Mid-to-Late Iron Age 

is the early centre of habitation in the Kyrö 

River valley in Southern Ostrobothnia. This 

area exhibits cremation cemeteries under level 

ground (Wessman 2010: 20, Figure 4, sites 2 

and 4), although exceptional water-burial 

cemeteries appear in relatively close 

proximity to each of these (ibid., sites 1 and 

3) and other burial types are also found. The 

cemeteries under level ground are a 

distinctive cultural type customarily identified 

with Finnic speakers. They are found in the 

respective cultural areas of Satakunta, Häme 

and Finland Proper, and are observable also in 

Karelia where their appearance is considered 

a relevant indicator of immigration from these 

western regions beginning from the 8
th

 

century (Uino 1997: 174–179). Similar 

practices also appear in Estonia from roughly 

the same period as those in Finland (Jonuks 

2009). The spread of these practices to the 

area of the Kyrö River are therefore 

suggestive of Finnic language presence, but 

this is not unproblematic.  

This type of burial seems to have spread 

through contact networks. The cemetery type 

is also found on the Courland Peninsula (cf. 

B1) and more recently may have been found 

in Svealand in Central Sweden (Wessman 

2010: 21). The cemetery type can be 

correlated with Finnic-speakers in most areas 
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where it occurs in Finland and it seems 

associated with Finnic language areas in 

Estonia and (possibly) on the Courland 

Peninsula. Nevertheless, it cannot be 

considered as an uncontroversial criterion for 

language identification in the fairly remote 

area of the Kyrö River. More significantly, 

use of the burial grounds in this northern 

periphery gradually declines prior to the 

Viking Age and the culture of this area 

becomes very unclear in the archaeological 

record by ca. AD 1000 (e.g. Huurre 1979: 

128–136, esp. Maps 15–17; Edgren & 

Törnblm 1993: 229–233), leaving the 

language spoken in this area uncertain. 

No ethnonym for this culture has been 

identified. There is the possibility that the 

people could have been called ‘Kvens’, 

insofar as Kvenland can seem to be a 

geographical territory of a fixed-settlement 

polity adjacent to Finnland to the north 

(Orkneyinga saga 1). However, the referents 

of Kvenr and Kvenland are so problematic 

that the possibility remains speculation (see 

F18). The ethnic and linguistic character of 

the Kyrö region is disputed, but Vahtola 

(1980) suggests that some Finnic toponymic 

types have spread from this area to the Tornio 

River valley in the north. 

Poorly Attested Finnic Groups 

In addition to those groups well attested in the 

historical sources that have offspring 

associated with documented Finnic languages, 

there is notable evidence on extinct and 

Russified Finnic groups both in the 

Scandinavian sagas as well as in the Russian 

chronicles. The toponymic investigation into 

Northern Russian nomenclature has 

corroborated that the spread of Finnic 

languages in the medieval period was 

substantially different from the present (cf. 

Matveev 2001–2007; Saarikivi 2006). 

F15: Bjarmians 

With the Viking Age, a sailing route opened 

to circumnavigate the northern coast of 

Norway and the Kola Peninsula to the White 

Sea. In this area, the Norsemen encountered 

groups with fixed settlements and practicing 

some form of agriculture there were referred 

to as Bjarmar, and have customarily been 

identified as Finnic-speaking. The earliest 

record of encounters with these groups is that 

provided by Ohthere of Halogaland recorded 

in Old English in the late 9
th

 century: Ohthere 

mentions different groups of Finnar (S) and 

contrasts them with the Bjarmians (see 

Valtonen 2008). References to the Bjarmians 

and Bjarmaland [‘Land of the Bjarmians’] are 

subsequently found in the histories and 

literature of Scandinavia in both Old Norse 

and Latin. The Bjarmians appear as a 

historical group or groups in the White Sea 

region, but they also became popular as a 

semi-fantastic ‘other’ dwelling at the 

periphery of the inhabited world, in which 

case they are depicted with a society and 

culture paralleling those of the Norsemen (see 

e.g. Jackson 1993; Koskela Vasaru 2008). 

Many accounts of the Bjarmians nonetheless 

appear ultimately rooted in historical encounters 

with fixed-settlement groups on the White Sea. 

The precise location of the Bjarmians is 

not consistent. The term Bjarmar is contrasted 

with Finnar, apparently to distinguish groups 

in the region according to fixed-settlement 

and mobile ways of life. As noted above, 

Finnar was used as a broad category that 

could include a variety of linguistic-cultural 

groups. The Norsemen only refer to two 

categories of culture in the White Sea region. 

Use of the term Bjarmar in this way makes it 

probable that it referred to just such a broad 

category of culture type without necessary 

reference to language. In other words, 

Norsemen would most likely refer to any 

fixed-settlement group on the White Sea as 

‘Bjarmians’, whether they spoke a Finnic, 

Sámi or some other language. 

The primary grounds for identifying the 

Bjarmians as Finnic speaking are problematic. 

This identification has developed on 

suppositions that: a) the extent of the Finnic 

language area in the Viking Age was more or 

less the same as it is today; b) there were only 

two languages in the region, ‘Finnish’ and 

‘Sámi’; and c) language can be directly 

correlated with culture-type. When these are 

premises, it is quite natural to conclude that 

the mobile Finnar were all Sámi-speaking 

and the fixed-settlement agriculturalist 

Bjarmar were ‘Finnish’-speaking.  

Ohthere reports that the Bjarmians spoke 

almost the same language as the Finnar 
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(Finnas in OE; Sweet 1883: 17). This has 

been interpreted as a contrast between Sámi 

and Finnic as uniform languages (e.g. Jackson 

1993). However, it could equally represent a 

contrast between different Proto-Sámi dialects 

or between different Uralic languages of the 

region.  

Two Old Norse texts present raids on 

temples of the god Jómali (infl. Jómala) among 

the Bjarmians.
43

 This theonym has long been 

considered a loan from a Finnic jumala 

[‘god’] and thus treated as evidence of the 

language spoken by the Bjarmians, which 

would be consistent with Ohthere’s comment 

on the Bjramian language (e.g. Koskela Vasaru 

2012: 42).
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 Outside of a few macrotoponyms 

of the region (e.g. the Vína River; cf. Ter- in 

the discussion of Sámi above), Jómali seems 

to be the only non-Norse name or term 

associated with the Bjarmians in these or 

other sources. The earlier of these sources was 

written more than two centuries after the 

events described, while the second is set in 

mytho-heroic time and quite probably 

dependent on the first (Koskela Vasaru 2008: 

303–304). Both sources present the name in a 

popular mytho-heroic legend plot about a raid 

on a pagan temple (Power 1985). It is 

improbable that a Bjarmian theonym would 

circulate for centuries in the oral tradition 

when corresponding anthroponyms and 

toponyms did not. The theonym was most 

likely simply added to a popular plot in a 

historical saga to give it a more authentic 

touch (which is common for this literature), 

and then borrowed directly into the fantastic 

saga. The name Jómali may be a Finnic loan, 

but cannot be taken to indicate that the 

Bjarmians were Finnic-speaking. Instead, it 

suggests that the Bjarmians had a culture-type 

for which a fixed-structure temple and 

(exotic) Finnic god could be appropriate. The 

borrowing of Jómali itself most likely reflects 

contacts in the Baltic Sea region. (Frog 

2014b: 443; cf. also Schalin with Frog 2014: 

286–289.)  

Neither the comparison to the language of 

the Finnar by Ohthere nor the theonym 

Jómali in sagas provide reliable evidence that 

Bjarmians spoke a Finnic dialect. If the term 

Bjarmar is accepted as referring to cultures in 

the White Sea region according to fixed-

settlement lifeways, then Finnic-speaking 

groups practicing the appropriate culture 

would be called Bjarmar – even if not all 

Bjarmar were necessarily Finnic-speaking.  

Several Old Norse sources situate the 

Bjarmians on the river Vína, which is 

generally identified with the Northern Dvina 

(see e.g. Jackson 2002: 7–8). An early and 

noteworthy Finnic-speaking population has 

been demonstrated in the Dvina basin on the 

basis of toponymic evidence (cf. Matveev 

2001–2007; Saarikivi 2006). There are 

thousands of relatively well-studied substrate 

toponyms denoting both macro- as well as 

micro-objects in this region. They derive from 

at least two different types of substrate 

languages, namely Eastern Finnic languages 

and other, phonematically archaic West Uralic 

languages that exhibit resemblance to South 

Estonian and also to Sámi (Saarikivi 2007). 

Thus, irrespective of the exact cultural 

character of the Bjarmians, there should be no 

doubt that many parts of the Dvina basin, 

such as the Pinega basin (Saarikivi 2007), the 

Lower Dvina (Kabinina 2012) and the Vaga 

basins had substantial Finnic settlements. 

Presently, a rich oral tradition everywhere in 

the Dvina basin tells about the Čud’s – white-

eyed original inhabitants of the region who 

fought with the Novgorodians and, in some 

cases, escaped to more remote lands or were 

buried under ground (Saarikivi 2007: 11). 

Some parts of the Finnic settlement of this 

region may be of relatively recent origin, for 

instance, those ethnotoponyms pointing to 

Karelian immigration. However, the stratified 

character of the toponymy, as well as early 

Finnic–Permian contacts both point to a 

relatively early presence of a West Uralic 

language form bearing resemblance to Finnic 

and Sámi in this region (cf. Saarikivi 

forthcoming). 

In addition to the Scandinavian sources, 

Slavic literary sources are also suggestive of 

Finnic speakers in the Dvina basin in several 

connections, including chronicles, admini-

strative documents and hagiographies. In the 

Primary Chronicle, the inhabitants of the area 

are called Zavolockaja Čud’ [‘Čud’ beyond 

the portage’, i.e. in the next water basin 

(presumably beyond the Baltic Sea basin)]. 

The denomination is derived in connection to 
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the ethnonym Čud’ that is also mentioned in 

the Primary Chronicle (cf. E1) as one of the 

constituent tribes of Russia. Dvinskaja letopis 

also mentions the Zavoločkaja Čud’ as a 

population residing in the Dvina area: the 

Zavoločkaja Čud’ were baptized and were 

then called the Dvinjane [‘Inhabitants of the 

Dvina’] (cf. Saarikivi 2006: 29 and works 

there cited). The Dvinjane would seem to 

correspond to the culture associated with the 

Finnic language toponymy of this area and 

can also be inferred to be the Bjarmar of the 

Vína River in Old Norse sources.
45  

At least some parts of the Finnic 

population in this region (those associated 

with Karelians and other clearly Western 

tribes) would be the result of migration. These 

can be contextualized in the movements of 

Finnic populations in the Viking Age 

associated with the rise of the fur trade as well 

as changes in climate that enabled agriculture 

in new areas (Ahola & Frog 2014: 47–48, 66–

67). However, the relatively large number of 

Western Finnnic borrowings into Komi-

Zyryan and other Permian language forms 

suggests that such an explanation cannot 

account for the toponymic phenomenon in its 

totality (cf. Saarikivi forthcoming). If the 

identification of the Vína River with the 

Northern Dvina is correct, then the Finnic 

groups encountered here would most likely 

have been regarded as Bjarmar by the 

Norsemen. However, it should be stressed 

that the economic draw of these northern 

regions was not exclusive to any one language 

or culture. The toponymy shows a social 

prominence of Finnic dialects, but it should 

not be underestimated that Iron Age 

immigration to the region was most probably 

multiethnic from the outset. It also seems that, 

within a few centuries, Slavic languages 

became common in the region (Saarikivi 

2006: 295). 

On the basis of phonetic similarity and 

proximity to the White Sea, Bjarmaland was 

identified with Old Russian Perm’ or Perem’ 

by scholars already in the 17
th

 century (see 

further Koskela Vasaru 2008: 31–59). The 

Old Russian term is attested already from the 

13
th

 century and could be connected with a 

large geographical area extending from the 

White Sea to the Ural Mountains (Koskela 

Vasaru 2008: 394). An etymological 

relationship between the terms is not 

improbable, but the etymology itself remains 

opaque. Comparison has also been made with 

the Finnish term permi used to refer to traders 

coming from Viena Karelia (cf. Koskela 

Vasaru 2008: 43–44) – i.e. from the Russian 

side of the border of the region extending to 

the White Sea. All of these terms may be 

historically related through the multiethnic trade 

networks that connected the cultures of this 

region, but the etymology seems irresolvable. 

F16: Sura poganaja 

Old Russian chronicles also refer to the 

Pinežane and Sura poganaja [‘pagans of the 

Sura River’] inhabiting the river basin of a 

tributary of the Northern Dvina. The area has 

a rich layer of Finnic toponyms, and there is a 

notable oral tradition regarding the Čud’s of 

the area. There is no doubt of the Finnic 

character of the Iron Age settlement in the 

area even if the details are fairly scarce (on 

the historical sources, see Saarikivi 2006). 

F17: Važane and Additional Possible Finnic 

Settlement Areas 

The Važane are mentioned in Old Russian 

chronicles as inhabiting the Vaga River basin. 

The spread of Finnic language groups to river 

basins on the Baltic Sea and to the east 

suggest that additional settlements were also 

established in intermediate regions, but the 

toponymy of these areas has not yet been 

sufficiently explored. For this reason, the 

Važane and possible additional groups of this 

type are not identified with specific locations 

on the map. However, the Vaga region is 

especially rich in substrate toponyms of 

Finnic origin. Old maps also indicate that the 

river valley has been densely inhabited. A 

birch bark letter from 1315 mentions three 

persons with Finnic names from the Vaga 

region (Saarikivi 2007). 

F18: Kvens 

The Kvenir [‘Kvens’] in Old Norse
46

 (> Cwenas 

in Old English) are identified in various 

sources as travelling overland from the 

northern end of the Gulf of Bothnia to raid in 

northern Norway; in other sources, they 

appear to be on the eastern side of the Gulf.
47

 

Since the 19
th

 century, there has been a 
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presumption that these groups were Finnic-

speaking. This interpretation seems to have 

been arrived at on the basis of the Kvens 

being distinguished from Finnar (interpreted 

as Sámi) and also from Norsemen, in which 

case the only other linguistic group inhabiting 

the region acknowledged at that time was 

Finnic (cf. F15). This evolved an etymological 

identification of Kvenr with the Finnish 

toponym Kainuu and ethnonym Kainulainen 

[‘Kainu-person, person of Kainuu’]. Although 

Kainuu now designates a region inland and to 

the east, it is argued to have originally 

designated a coastal territory of the northern 

part of the Gulf of Bothnia (see below). These 

groups can also be compared with the Kajan’ 

in Old Russian sources: the Kajan’ seem to 

have been in eastern areas at the northern end 

of the Gulf of Bothnia, at the outlet of river 

routes from Karelia. (Valtonen 2008: 386–

389.) Possible references to the same culture 

in Latin sources (e.g. as Adam of Bremen’s 

terra feminarum [‘land of women’]) have also 

been suggested, but these are problematic 

(Valtonen 2008: 76–77, 390n).  

The location of Kvenland [‘Land of the 

Kvens’] also seems inconsistent in the 

sources.
48

 The Norse toponym element -land 

suggests fixed settlement livelihoods. The 

difficulty may be that the Kvens were not 

strictly identified with any particular polity 

but were rather seen in contrast to the mobile 

groups referred to as Finnar. Use may thus 

have varied, but it is noteworthy that 

information about the Kvens does not seem to 

be recorded among groups who encountered 

them on the Baltic Sea. Whether use of the 

term varied in different dialects is less 

relevant here than whether the term, which is 

never distinguished through language in any 

source, would be identified with Finnic 

language groups.
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A crucial problem for identifying the 

Kvens with Finnic language groups is that 

there is little reason to believe that Finnic-

speakers had spread to the northern end of the 

Gulf of Bothnia already in the 9
th

 century in 

order to undertake the overland raids into 

Norway described by Ohthere and in Egils 

saga. On the other hand, some of these 

sources also situate Kvenland adjacent to 

Finnland along the Gulf of Bothnia (Egils 

saga, Orkneyinga saga). Just as Bjarmar were 

contrasted with Finnar on the White Sea, it 

may be that Kvenir were contrasted with 

Finnar on the Gulf of Bothnia, in which case 

the culture of the Kyrö River valley (F14), at 

a geographical remove from other groups in 

Finnland, could also have been called Kvenir 

living in Kvenland. 

During the early Middle Ages, Finnic 

groups gradually spread to the north both in 

the east and the west. This can be seen as a 

continuation of Finnic mobility and spread 

that characterized the Viking Age, but the 

precise mechanisms and chronologies as well 

as the degree of these processes are not clear 

(Ahola & Frog 2014: 56). The overland trade 

routes from Karelia (F8) may have resulted in 

more permanent settlement or the establishment 

of Finnic dialects on the Gulf of Bothnia.
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The identification of the Kvens as one or 

more Finnic language groups in ca. AD 1000 

remains problematic, and a clear identification 

of Kvens in the archaeological record is 

lacking (cf. Kuusela 2014). However, the 

contact networks of trade with which this 

region was linked suggest that there was at 

least some penetration of Finnic language into 

the region in much the same way that Slavic 

and Scandinavian languages were penetrating 

into Uralic language areas elsewhere. The 

Kvens have therefore been listed as 

tentatively associated with the Finnic 

language here, although it is quite possible 

that the Cwenas mentioned as coming 

overland into Norway in the 9
th

 century may 

have spoken a dialect of Sámi. 

The etymology of Old Norse Kvenr is 

obscure and problematic. Its similarity to Old 

Norse kven [‘woman’] is almost certainly 

coincidental. The phonetic similarity to Finnic 

Kainu- does not offer a good reconstruction of 

a loan from either language into the other 

(Koivulehto 1995). The Finnic term is 

generally argued to be a loan. The proposal 

that it derives from a Proto-Germanic 

(*χwainō) or later derivative word referring to 

‘lowland’ has found appeal but is phonetically 

problematic; Jorma Koivulehto (1995) has 

made an interesting argument that the Finnic 

word derives from a Proto-Scandinavian 

*gain- and was applied in the sense of ‘gap’ 

to the northern part of the Gulf of Bothnia, 
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offering an account that is phonetically viable 

but semantically problematic (see Kylstra et 

al. 1997–2012: II: 11–12). 

(Extinct) Non-Finnic West Uralic Groups 

In addition to groups that can be identified 

with the Finnic language, several other groups 

can be identified in the historical sources with 

West Uralic languages that were probably not 

Finnic-speaking, although the precise 

relationship of their languages to surviving 

Uralic languages is not necessarily clear. 

E1: Čud’ 

For the purposes of the present discussion, 

Čud’ is used as a practical term to designate 

the cultural group or groups between clearly 

Finnic language areas and Novgorod and that 

were described as Čud’ in the chronicles 

without other ethnonymic identification. 

However, the ethnonym Čud’ and its cognates 

present a number of difficulties. 

The earliest potential attestation is from the 

topogeny in Jordanes’ Getica mentioned above 

(F8): Thiudos inaunxis. The term Thiudos is 

often viewed as referring to Čud’s (cf. 

Grünthal 1997: 153–154). If in here is a 

preposition, this would seem to read ‘Thiudos 

in Aunus’. If this is both correct and Aunus 

was in roughly the region it is today (which 

cannot be assumed), Jordanes would seem to 

situate the Thiudos somewhere in the vicinity 

of Lake Ladoga. However, the prepositional 

phrase could also be read with the following 

ethnonym Vas, as pointed out above (F9). An 

equivalent ethnonym does not seem to be found 

in Norse sources and later Latin materials. In 

Old Russian sources, Čud’ appears as broadly 

applied to a category of cultures whereby it 

could be used interchangeably with more 

specific ethnonyms for West Uralic groups. 

Different ethnic groups could also be 

distinguished as Čud’s of a particular type or 

location – e.g. Čud’ v Klinu (F10) or the 

Zavoločkaja Čud’ (F15). In this respect, the 

term functioned similarly to Old Norse terms 

like Finnar and probably Bjarmar and Kvenir. 

In later evidence, Čud’ and its cognates 

appear widely in folklore as an ethnonym for 

various groups of ‘others’ in many regions, a 

number of which can be identified as Finnic-

speaking, as has been discussed with regard to 

the Zavolockaja Čud’ above (F15). The term 

appears in North Russian folklore in regions 

where Čud’s were known in the chronicles, 

rendering fantastic accounts of their 

disappearance from the region (Davydov 

2009: 20–21). It has been used by parts of the 

Vepsian population as an endonym (Grünthal 

1997: 152, cf. 150) and groups in the Northern 

Dvina River basin continue to distinguish 

themselves as Čud’s as opposed to Russians 

although they speak the Russian language 

(Saarikivi 2007: 11). A cognate in Sámi is 

often translated as e.g. ‘enemy’ and appears in 

folklore to refer to a people who subjected the 

Sámi to taxation and engaged with them in 

hostile conflicts and warfare (Saarikivi 2007: 

11; cf. Itkonen 1948: 537–545). These tales 

may refer more specifically to ‘Russian 

Čud’s’ or ‘Karelian Čud’s’, and in northern 

Norway these are groups coming ‘from the 

east’ (see e.g. Drannikova & Larsen 2008). 

The term equally appears in Komi folklore to 

describe primal beings at the beginning of the 

world (Konokov et al. 2003: 57–58) and it has 

also been used of the old inhabitants of the 

Komi-speaking area that partly assimilated to 

Komi, or escaped to the other regions, in a 

similar manner to Čud’ in Russian folklore. 

The area east of Lake Peipsi (Russian 

Čudskoe ozero [‘Čud’ Lake’]) has been 

identified with the Čud’ tribe already in the 

Russian Primary Chronicle. Substrate place 

names of the area were first investigated in 

detail by Pauli Rahkonen (2011), who argues 

that this toponymy is attributable to a non-

Finnic group speaking a West Uralic language. 

Rahkonen stresses the prominence of Čud’ as 

an element in the toponymy of the region. The 

toponymic material treated by Rahkonen is 

not of the best quality and he is somewhat 

inclined to construct Čud’ as a clear historical 

linguistic group and ethnos rather than simply 

applying the term as a practical tool to refer to 

a broad linguistic group as done here. Taking 

into account that the assimilation of the Čud’s 

east of Peipsi must have occurred relatively 

early, many of the substrate toponyms must 

have disappeared and it is probably not 

possible to study them without archive materials 

deriving from fieldwork. Rahkonen’s findings 

must therefore be considered to remain 

conditional on the degree to which the data 

used is indeed representative. 
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Nevertheless, Rahkonen (2011: 227) 

observes a geographical boundary in the 

distribution of hydronyms that can be assigned 

a clearly Finnic etymology, which suggests 

some type of marked linguistic distinction. 

This boundary roughly extends east from 

Lake Peipsi. This boundary in the toponymy 

also roughly corresponds to the boundary of 

the so-called Long Barrow Culture in the 

region (Rahkonen 2011: 209–210). The latter 

cultural phenomenon in the archaeological 

record penetrates only into the periphery of 

later Finnic language areas of Southwest 

Estonia or the edge of the Ugandi territory 

(cf. Tvauri 2012: 270, Fig. 199). It otherwise 

generally appears to extend to the south and 

east of unambiguously Finnic language areas. 

It has been a subject of debate whether the 

long barrows should be considered as 

culturally Slavic (as suggested by Sedov, e.g. 

1997) or Finnic (as suggested by, for instance, 

Selirand or Tvauri, e.g. 2008). 

As the area is in the vicinity of many 

notable centres of Novgorod Slavs, it has 

likely been a subject of a relatively early 

Slavicization. V.L. Vasil’ev (2005) has 

convincingly argued that the Slavic habitation 

around Novgorod is fairly old on the basis of 

many old Slavic anthroponymic types. 

However, the spread of this type of burial 

practice into territories of south-eastern and 

eastern Estonia in the second half of the 6
th

 

century would antedate significant Slavic–

Finnic language contacts by more than two 

centuries (cf. Kallio 2006b). The linguistic 

evidence does not support Slavic cultures 

extending into Finnic language areas and 

becoming their south-eastern neighbours 

significantly prior to the Viking Age.  

The etymology of the term Čud’ remains 

obscure. Outside of the possible hapax 

reference in Jordanes’ Getica, it has been 

proposed that the ethnonym has only had an 

established place in Sámi and Russian 

languages, of which cognates in other 

languages are derivative; however, the term 

cannot be reduced to a clear loan from either 

one of these two languages into the other 

(Grünthal 1997: 164–171). In Russian, the 

ethnonym becomes associated with the partial 

homonym čuda [‘wonder, miracle’] which 

has given rise to a folk-etymology of the term 

having an earlier sense of ‘strange, foreign’. 

Different forms of the term are found in all 

Sámi languages (Grünthal 1997: 164: 

Kulonen et al. 2005: 57). Evidence of the 

term in Sámi and also in Komi make it 

probable that the ethnonym was borrowed 

into Slavic dialects. Thiudos in Jordanes’ 

Latin exhibits a striking correspondence to 

Gothic þiuda [‘people’],
51

 which is derivative 

of Proto-Germanic þeudō [‘people’]. This 

would be quite natural as an endonym (cf. de 

Castro 1998). Insofar as such an ethnonym 

would not be expected east of the Baltic, this 

should be viewed with caution: it could also 

reflect a Germanic interpretation of a 

phonetically similar term in another language. 

The etymology of Čud’ should be left open. 

E2: Meryans 

The Merya is a tribe mentioned in the Old 

Russian literature on several occasions. This 

ethnonym has also been interpreted as the 

same as the Merens referred to by Jordanes 

among different Finno-Ugric peoples (F10).
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Already the Russian Primary Chronicle notes 

that the Meryans reside in the vicinity of Lake 

Plesceevo and Lake Nero. They are thereafter 

mentioned in the sources up to the 15
th

 

century and there is even a layer of 

archaeological findings attributed to Iron Age 

and medieval Meryans (Leont’ev 1997). Their 

relatively late survival appears interesting in 

light of the fact that the Meryans resided in 

the core area of the emerging Moscow 

principality, which subsequently developed 

into the core of modern Russia. Toponymic 

evidence shows that the Meryan language 

area extended to the Lake Beloye region 

(Makarova 2012). 

In the scholarly sources on Russian 

ethnohistory, it has usually been taken for 

granted that the Meryans were a Finno-Ugric 

tribe. Several attempts to reconstruct the 

Meryan language on the basis of toponyms, 

dialectal vocabulary and jargon lexicon have 

been made, and practically all of them 

consider Meryan as an independent extinct 

branch of Finno-Ugric (cf. Tkachenko 1985). 

A.K. Matveev (1996) stresses the many 

parallels between Meryan and Mari toponymy, 

whereas Arja Ahlqvist (2001) has considered 

Meryan to be more closely related to the 

Finnic languages. However, Ahlqvist also 
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points out some notable differences, such as 

the river names with a word-final element –

gda. Tkachenko (1985) and others consider 

Meryan to be a more independent branch of 

Uralic, and Rahkonen (2012) points to a 

probable sound shift (Uralic *a > vo in anlaut) 

that connects Meryan to the Sámi languages. 

Most of the linguists who have considered 

the etymology of Merya, have connected it 

with the Indo-European borrowings in the 

Uralic languages indicating ‘people’, as in 

Mari ‘man’, Komi mort, Ud-murt ~ Fi. 

marras (: marta-) [‘person; mortal’]. On the 

basis of careful analysis of the early context 

of the Meryan people in the Central Russian 

lake district, Ahlqvist (1998) has argued for 

an alternative etymology from a compound 

meaning ‘people of the big lake(s)’ (the 

hydronym *Enä-järvi > Nero > MerV). 

E3: Muroma 

Another tribe known from Old Russian 

sources to inhabit areas between modern 

branches of the Finno-Ugric languages are the 

Muroma. Less is known about the Muroma 

than about the Meryans. They are first 

mentioned in the Russian Primary Chronicle, 

where they are said to be the first inhabitants 

of the centre Murom (mentioned as Moramar 

in Old Norse) and to be more generally on the 

Oka River. They are said to pay tribute to the 

Rus’, but the geographical area they were 

associated with as well as their ethnic and 

linguistic character and possible cultural 

attributes all remain extremely hypothetical. 

Pauli Rahkonen (2013) has recently argued 

on the basis of toponymic evidence that 

Muroma was linguistically quite close to 

Meryan and that these could have been two 

dialects of the same language. However, such 

positions are highly problematic, not least 

because of the limitations of the sources 

concerning the historical groups. The question 

requires further investigation and the detailed 

analysis of archive materials deriving from 

fieldwork. It also may prove that definitive 

answers to this question are impossible. 

E4: Meščera 

The Meščera are another tribe known from 

Old Russian chronicles that inhabited 

territories that later underwent Slavicization. 

Little is known of this group and the area they 

inhabited is difficult to define. Rahkonen (2013) 

has argued on the basis of substrate toponymy 

that the Meščera were a Permian tribe. 

E5: Tojmicy poganaja 

The heathens of the Tojma River have been 

mentioned in the preserved fragments of the 

Slovo o pogibeli Russkoj zemli [‘Story of the 

Fall of the Russian Land’], where they are 

mentioned as people residing near the north-

eastern border of the Rus’ on both the Upper 

and Lower Tojma, tributaries of Northern 

Dvina in the vicinity of Komi. The Tojmicy 

have been considered a Permian tribe by A.I. 

Turkin (1989). There is, however, almost 

nothing known of this group. 

Conclusion 

Many of the groups above that have been 

placed on Map 2 are mentioned in the earliest 

historical sources related to the area of the 

present Finnic-speaking region. Some of these 

sources (some oral poetry of the Scandinavian 

sagas, Old English literature) antedate the 

estimated time period of the map, AD 1000, 

by some hundreds of years. Others (Russian 

and Latin chronicles, saga literature) are 

slightly later and mainly date from about AD 

1200 and later. In addition, some groups have 

been included on the maps that are not to be 

identified on the basis of such early texts, but 

that have certainly existed as observable in 

concomitant archaeological material. The 

authors have made an effort to linguistically 

identify the groups under consideration on the 

basis of the research tradition, ethnonyms, 

toponymic data and, above all, historical 

descendant reconstruction of the later 

linguistic map. 

As far as is known, none of the literary 

sources referred to above have been written 

by the Finnic-speakers themselves. Thus, the 

groups portrayed above are, first and foremost, 

identified by representatives of the other, 

culturally dominant groups. The ethnonyms 

are thus exonyms used by merchants, priests, 

warriors, chronicle writers, etc. Although the 

explicit aim of the authors of this article was 

to provide a map of the linguistic groups, the 

languages of many of the groups treated above 

cannot be identified with great certainty. 

Moreover, there are many grounds to believe 

that, in fact, many of the groups mentioned in 
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the medieval written sources were not 

linguistically uniform nor did they form 

monolingual speech communities or exclusive 

and clearly definable language areas.  

It is equallylikely that the languages 

spoken by a number of the groups in question 

have not been direct predecessors of present-

day language forms. It is now often assumed 

in scholarly literature that the linguistic 

diversity in the past (especially among hunter-

gatherers) has been greater than at present. 

This is an inevitable conclusion related to the 

absence of forces such as communications 

technologies, literary languages, formalized 

education and so forth that create and 

maintain linguistic similarity in the present. 

Many lines of development of Finnic, Sámi, 

Germanic, Baltic, Slavic and other languages 

have certainly also died out. Today, such 

extinct language forms are discernible mainly 

either as some peculiarities in dialects that 

have intruded as borrowings into the present 

language forms or as (for the most part little-

studied) linguistic substrates (cf. F9). Especially 

in the case of substrate languages of Northern 

Russia, it has been proposed that there have 

also been languages that represent character-

istics of both Finnic and Sámi, which should 

be considered an independent course of 

development of Uralic languages that have 

gone extinct (cf. Saarikivi 2004b). It is likely 

that Meryan, Muroma, Meščera and other 

similar tribes mentioned in early Russian 

chronicles may have also represented similar 

extinct language groups. 

There are certainly many problems related 

to the identification of the groups on the Map 2, 

yet this cartographic visualization still 

highlights many aspects of linguistic history 

that are of importance for understanding of 

the present linguistic map of the eastern Baltic 

Sea area. The working model remains a 

heuristic sketch that has been developed to 

provide a broad framework for multi-

disciplinary discussion of culture formations 

in the past, a stetch to be refined and developed 

through future discussion. Although general 

and still hypothetical in many respects, this 

model nonetheless brings some significant 

points into the light. 

First, it underscores the degree to which 

language areas have changed during the last 

millennium and that the present (Map 1) and 

past (Map 2) linguistic maps do not resemble 

each other very closely. This observation is 

natural on the basis of analogies from other 

regions. One must still remember that the 

changes in the linguistic map between the 

approximately AD 1000 and the present 

occurred not only because of migrations and 

the displacement of earlier linguistic groups 

but, more notably, because groups changed 

their languages. This also reminds the reader 

that the groups presented on the map are far 

from uniform and stable: they have been 

subject to a continuous flux of people, multi-

lingualism, and multi-language networking that 

have connected them with their neighbours. 

Second, the map reveals the wide Finnic 

and Uralic periphery to the east of Finland 

and Estonia that has been relatively little 

discussed in scholarly literature. Most of the 

discussion regarding the ethnogenesis of the 

Finns and Estonians has taken place in their 

respective countries, but this has been done 

by researchers more familiar with Germanic 

than non-Finnic Uralic languages. A notable 

amount of information regarding the Finnic 

languages east of the Baltic Sea area has thus 

been left without thorough scrutiny. If the 

Finnic language area today stretches some 

1,200 kilometers from south to north in a stretch 

some 500 kilometers wide, in the Iron Age 

and early Middle Ages, the opposite has been 

the case: the language area has probably been 

more than 1,000 kilometers from east to west 

but substantially less so from south to north, 

while north of the Finnic area, Sámi languages 

and unidentifiable substrate languages of 

Northern Fennoscandia were spoken.  

Third, the map points to the fact that the 

historical centre of the Finnic languages, and 

the centre of Finnic linguistic diversity, is 

south of the Gulf of Finland. There is a long 

tradition of considering the whole region 

surrounding the Gulf of Finland as the Proto-

Finnic homeland (cf. Itkonen 1983; 

Koivulehto 1983). Notable arguments against 

this hypothesis have been put forward since 

the turn of the new millennium (Aikio & Aikio 

2001; Saarikivi 2006; Häkkinen 2009), as will 

be discussed in the next article in this series.  

The model presented here has concentrated 

on groups or populations that can be 
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reasonably identified as speakers of particular 

languages with varying degrees of 

probability. This has been possible in large 

part because the target period of the map is 

relatively close to numerous written sources 

referring to the groups and even to their 

languages. The farther removed from those 

sources reconstruction becomes, the more 

abstract, hypothetical and problematic it is to 

identify language with specific groups or 

cultures attested through other types of 

materials. The next articles in this series will 

address the longer-term perspective according 

to two interreated aims. The Urheimats of 

different branches of Uralic and how those 

can be situated on a map will be explored, 

locating Finnic and Sámi language families in 

relation to other Uralic and non-Uralic 

language families. Reverse-engineering the 

dispersal of Finnic languages and antecedent 

Proto-Finnic dialects will also be done with the 

goal of targeteting a particular period in that 

history for cartographic representation: ca. 

AD 1. The model developed for rendering 

Map 2 above provides essential information 

for considering parts of that reconstruction.  
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Notes 
1. The Viking Age in Scandinavia is customarily dated 

to ca. AD 800–1050. The VAF project led to the 

proposal of a calibrated dating for Finland to ca. 

AD 750–1250 on the basis of historical processes 

east of the Baltic Sea and especially the later 

Christianization (see Ahola & Frog 2014). 

2. The standardizations are in essence reconstructions 

that have become established in the scholarship. 

Especially in cases of infrequent terms, the recon-

structed forms have been shaped by interpretations or 

by prioritizing certain sources: they require a thorough 

review. Here, uncertainty mainly concerns vowel 

quantities, which were often not indicated in early 

manuscripts (e.g. in Jómali), and some diphthongs 

(e.g. Kven- often appears with the vowel -æ- and 

Kirjál- with the diphthong transcribed -ia-). Variant 

transcriptions are not listed: without manuscript 

contexts and their relations, the forms and their 

representativeness may be misleading (e.g. 

“Kyrialar”, “Karelar” and “Kereliar” for Kirjálar). 

Examples of transcribed forms can be found under 

the entries of the DONP (N.B. – some variant forms 

appear under separate entries). 

3. It may be noted that the earlier dominant research 

paradigm considered Proto-Finnic to be a 

phenomenon extending around the Gulf of Finland 

(cf. Itkonen 1983). In this connection, it was also 

assumed that the development of Finnic from Proto-

Uralic took place in the this area. This had the 

consequense that the areal linguistics of the Finnic 

language area was not considered relevant for the 

study of the early history of Finnic languages. 

4. The opening of the Eastern Route was not simply a 

function of changes in trade activity in the North. It 

is also associated with political changes that 

produced a demand for furs in the south (Kovalev 

2001) and changes in the geopolitical situation of 

intermediate regions that made trade routes through 

them viable (Talvio 2014: 132–133). 

5. Evidence of Finnic material culture found in areas to 

the west suggests contacts and probably some 

degree of mobility from east of the Baltic (e.g. 

Raninen & Wessman 2014: 336). Place names with 

the elements Finn- [‘Finn-’] and Est- [‘Estonian’] 

in Roslagen, eastern Central Sweden, may indicate 

evidence of Finnic speakers in the region connected 

with maritime networks (Sjöstrand 2014: 110n), 

depending on the interpretation of the toponymic 

type. Even if the individual toponyms are only from 

the medieval period and later, there is no reason to 

believe that the mobility of Finnic groups from the 

east only began with immigration from Sweden to 

Finnic language areas rather than during Finnic 

language spread in the Iron Age. 

6. Insofar as it is likely that the Svear sought, at a 

minimum, to extort taxes from groups in Finland, 

the fixed-settlement polities would be more 

comparable to Norse groups than to mobile Finnar 

or Sámi, and thus it becomes a question of whether 

and to what degree the systems applied to such 

Scandinavian communities might be transposed on 

non-Scandinavian communities. 

7. For the present discussion, it is not necessary to 

resolve whether immigration to coastal Finland 

happened under motivation or encouragement of 

the king of the Svear (e.g. Hellberg 1987: 274; 

Haggrén 2011: 160–163) or was undertaken by 
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peasants independently (Lindqvist 2002: 47; cf. 

also Sjöstrand 2014: 112–115). Emphasis is here 

placed on the implication that immigration, which 

spread through areas that had been depopulated 

during the Viking Age, was associated with 

geopolitical changes in the region associated with 

the Svear and can be assumed to have been initially 

within domains of Svear authority (and protection) 

in 12
th

-century Åland and Finland. The Swedish-

speaking settlements of Estonia have been generally 

believed to have been established slightly later, 

following on the 13
th

-century Northern Crusades, 

which established Christian political authority in 

these territories. However, the development of these 

populations remains poorly researched and little 

understood. Felicia Markus (2004) has argued that 

the Scandinavian language population in Estonia 

may have been established already in the Viking 

Age (cf. B1). 

8. Interpretations like ‘out-pourer of semen’ as a self-

reference emphasizing virility remain speculation. 

Interpretation is further problematized by the fact 

that the ethnonym corresponds to a theonym 

identified as the mythic progenitor of the race 

(identified with Odin in later evidence: see e.g. de 

Vries 1956–1957 II: 41–42). The link to a theonym 

has led, for example, to interpreting the ethnonym 

as having religious significance (North 1997: 139–

143). A mythological frame of reference also 

multiplies the potential significations: effusion of 

fluid was symbolic of the expression and transfer of 

mythic knowledge, supernatural power and poetry, 

symbolized as an intoxi-cating drink (also 

associated with spittle/semen). 

9. The island-name Jomala (in Swedish) has been 

interpreted as deriving from a Finnic jumala 

[‘god’], but this is not unproblematic. A similar 

toponymic type is attested in Finnic-speaking 

regions and in regions with Finnic substrate. On 

this etymology and the relevant place names in 

Swedish, see Sjöstrand 2014: 97–100; Schalin with 

Frog 2014: 284–289. 

10. For a possible localized (Scandinavian) name in 

Åland that may have been established in the Viking 

Age, see Heikkilä 2014b: 310–311. 

11. For discussion and a review of the literature, see 

Sjöstrand 2014; see also Ahola et al. 2014a: 229–238. 

12. For two fundamentally different perspectives, 

especially in respect to the ethnic affiliation of the 

so called long-barrow graves, see e.g. Sedov 1994; 

Tvauri 2007. 

13. Such loans may be fairly limited, but there are 

problems is assessing their precise number (Kallio 

2006b: 163 and note). 

14. This sort of mythologization of history to validate 

conquest can be compared to the description of 

Etruscan rulership in Roman histories or the 

Gotlanders’ account of their relation to the Svear 

mentioned above. 

15. On the complexity of the issue of ethnicity behind 

the term Rus’, see Lind 2007; on the borrowing 

from a Finnic dialect into Slavic, see e.g. Heide 

2006: 76; Schalin 2014: 428–429 and works there 

cited. 

16. Duczko 2004: 193; cf. also Callmer 2000; Ahola et 

al. 2014a: 255, 257; on the Ålandic rite’s 

development in this region, see Callmer 1994; 

Tarsala 1998; Frog 2014a: 379–398. 

17. The latter term is thought to render an Old Norse 

‘Skiing-Finnar’, but such a term is not attested in 

Old Norse among the many uses of Finnar, 

although it is found in a number of texts in Latin 

and Greek from earlier centuries (see Valtonen 

2008: 106–108, 246–248). 

18. Populations and cultures had been moving between 

Finland and the Scandinavian Peninsula already for 

thousands of years (cf. Ahola et al. 2014: 230) and 

thus the spread of Sámi language in this way is not 

at all surprising. 

19. Aikio (2012: 105–106) tentatively suggests that the 

rise of the Scandinavian fur trade was the probable 

socio-economic motivator for the spread of Sámi 

and the language shift of Palaeo-European speech 

communities. Although this may have been a 

relevant factor in some parts of the Scandinavian 

Peninsula, it should be observed that expansion of 

the fur trade seems to have been especially around 

the beginning of the Viking Age, which also seems 

to be the period a) when Scandinavian sailing 

routes began to reach as the White Sea region 

(Valtonen 2008), b) when Finnic groups were 

drawn to the same region, presumably for trade 

(Ahola & Frog 2014), c) when evidence in the 

archaeological record suggests a change in 

orientation of cultural activities from the coast on 

the northern Gulf of Bothnia to inland or to 

overland networks probably linked to trade 

(Kuusela 2014), and d) when the so-called ‘fur 

road’ of trade along the Eastern Route opened with 

transformative effects on the fur economy in the 

North (Kovalev 2001). The period identified as 

primary for the language shift on the basis of 

linguistic evidence would thus seem to conclude 

with the period when significant change in long-

distance fur trade began reaching especially the 

more remote regions where Sámi became dominant. 

Aikio’s proposal that the fur trade may have been a 

socio-economic factor in the processes of language 

change is not unwarranted, but viewed in this light, 

the Viking Age may have been a catalyst in the 

gradual eclipse of other languages by Proto-Sámi 

dialects. 

20. See Kivimäe (2011: 95–96), noting that there are 

places where Estones is used as a broader blanket 

term with reference to Oeselians in addition to other 

groups (e.g. the conflict described in HCL XV.2–

5), but this seems to be practically motivated by the 

context. Henry also makes reference to Vinlandia 

[‘Finland’] as the place from which another priest 

has come (e.g. HCL XIX.4). 

21. Ptolemy refers to the Leuonoi as the people 

inhabiting the centre of Scania, but the ethnonym 

appears to be based on a misreading or misspelling 

of Tacitus’s Suiones (G1), whose work seems to 

have been a source (Valtonen 2008: 80–81). Pliny 
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the Elder’s description of the Hilleviones inhabiting 

500 villages or districts of Scantinavia has been 

interpreted as a corruption of *Levoni, but this 

interpretation is based on comparison with 

Ptolomy’s Leuoni (Valtonen 2008: 69 and works 

there cited). 

22. In Ynglinga saga 32, Aðalsýsla seems to be 

presented as a part of Eistland. This is in the 

elaboration of a rather ambiguous verse in which 

the king attacks Sýslu kind [‘kin of Sýsla’] and is 

defeated by an eistneskr herr an [‘Estonian army’] 

(not necessarily Sýslu kind). The identification of 

Aðalsýsla with Eistland here may be the outcome of 

trying to interpret the verse and an etymologization 

of Old Norse sýsla as ‘district’ (see below). 

23. Eysýsla could thus mean ‘Island-Business’, which 

would conform to the economic activities of the 

Oeselians, but normally ey would be the second 

element in such a compound and this interpretation 

would not account for another location as ‘Business 

Proper’ (Aðalsýsla). 

24. There are, for example, seven sýslur in the Faeroe 

Islands (half the size of Saaremaa); on sýslur, see 

further Andersen et al. 1972. 

25. In some historical contexts, the name Karjala 

would also seem to point to the old fortress of 

Karela (drevnjaja Korela) by what is now the town 

of Priozersk in Priladozh’e (cf. below). 

26. This is attributed to Karelians in the 14
th

 century 

Rhymed Chronicle of Erik, which also appears to 

reference their alliance with Novgorod in that 

context (Klemming 1865: 17). It is not improbable 

that the Papal request for trade embargoes against 

the ‘un-Christian Russians’ until they stopped 

causing trouble for the ‘Christian Finns’ refers to 

activities also involving Karelians (FMU, 74–76). 

27. This would produce χ > k, after which χ > h (i.e. 

**harja). 

28. Napolskikh 2006; 2014; on early lists of ethnic 

groups linked to trade routes, see also Valtonen 

2008. This part of the text was interpreted as a list 

of ethnonyms and locations already in 1882, 

although identifying Thiudos with Čud’s and 

without viewing the list as an ordered topogeny (see 

the review of interpretations in Christiansen 2002: 

esp. 164–168, 176–177). 

29. Comparison with the Old Norse personal name 

Vísinn and Latin version Wisinnus found in Saxo 

Grammaticus’ Gesta Danorum (e.g. Grünthal 1997: 

105–106; Valtonen 2008: 367) is based on a 

reading of the ethnonym in Jordanes as Vasina. The 

Old Norse personal name (and its feminine 

counterpart Vísna) can be better explained on the 

basis of other possible Old Norse lexemes than on 

the basis of an otherwise unattested ethnonym. 

30. For a brief historical overview of the culturally 

dynamic region of Ingria, see Nenola 2002: 54–58. 

31. The ethnonym is found in a single chapter of Egils 

saga, where the Kylfingar (like the Kirjálar in 

another chapter of the saga) have arrived on the 

Scandinavian Peninsula from the east at the nothern 

part of the Gulf of Bothnia and are defeated by the 

hero’s men. It also appears as an element in a 

toponym in a geographical treatise in which 

Kylfingaland [‘Land of the Kylfingar’] is identified 

with Garðaríki – i.e. Novgorod (Einarsson 2003: 

15). The ethnonym Kolbjagi in Old Russian sources 

and Greek Κούλπιγγοι (Kūlpingoi) mentioned in 

Byzantine sources in association with the 

Varangians seem to reflect adaptations of the 

Scandinavian term, whether it is an ethnonym per 

se or designates some other form of league or 

society (see Koivulehto 1997: 152–155). 

32. Although this is generally accepted today, the topic 

was surrounded by political controversy in the past 

owing to the desire of the Swedish-speaking 

population of Finland to construct a heritage with 

linguistic and cultural continuity in Finland going 

back to the Viking Age. 

33. Traditions of a so-called First Finnish Crusade 

appear to be retrospective constructs, but some 

degree of organized missionary activity could 

potentially have been initiated already in the first 

quarter of the 12
th

 century, and certainly in the 

second half of that century (when place names 

borrowed into Swedish are established), with the 

bishopric of Finland being founded by or around 

AD 1200 (Line 2007: ch. 12; Sjöstrand 2014: 95). 

34. The ethnonym Finnlendingar is not attested in 

prose (it receives no entry in the DONP) and could 

have been produced for metrical reasons (cf. 

Schalin 2014: 422–425). It is nevertheless relevant 

as evidence of the toponym Finnland from which it 

is formed, which in this case is found in verses 

referring to contemporary events there. 

35. Some references that might be identified with 

Finnland are problematized by ambiguous use of 

the ethnonym Finnar/Finnas, as in the reference to 

Finna land [‘land of the Finnas’] in Beowulf 

(Valtonen 2008: 207–210). 

36. Recent research suggests some degree of probably 

Finnic-speaking habitation during the Viking Age, 

on which see Alenius et al. 2014. Johan Schalin has 

also been working on the question of the 

geographical scope of Old Swedish Finland at least 

back to the mid-12
th

 century. 

37. Suomi is also later found as a personal name in 

Finnish dialectal sayings and proverbs. 

38. Jukka Korpela (2008b: 20) has suggested a possible 

reference with the obscure ethnonym Jem’, but the 

Jem’ and their location remain mysterious and 

problematic (see Korpela 2008a: 44–45). 

39. The second vowel is unwritten in the runic 

inscription (reconstructed for the dialect 

asTaf[æi]staland) and is later attested in the 

Hauksbók redaction of Ǫrvar-Odds saga in the 

(West Norse) form Tafeistaland among a list of 

toponyms for non-Scandinavian places in the Baltic 

Sea region (Simek 1990: 343). Part of the runic 

inscription was earlier interpreted as referring to 

Tafeistaland being subject to the military 

conscription or taxation system of Sweden, but this 

reading is problematic and the inscription may 

instead indicate martial conflicts (see Williams 

2005). 
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40. The Latin toponym is not a straight loan from Old 

Norse per se, which would presumably yield 

**Tavastalandus (cf. Finlandus). Instead, it can be 

seen as formation for the realm of an ethnos with 

the ending -ia in the place of Scandinavian -land 

(cf. Old Norse Bjarmaland appearing as Biarmia). 

If the ethnonym were derivative of the Latin 

toponym, the people would be **Tavastiani rather 

than Tavasti (cf. Oselia and Oseliani). 

41. Unto Salo (2000: 49) has also argued on the basis 

of more recent oral history that the earliest groups 

in the region to practice slash-and-burn agriculture 

in Satakunta were Sámi speaking, but the period in 

question is so remote from the oral sources that use 

of this evidence is problematic in the extreme. 

42. Cf. also the question of genetic evidence in Salama 

2014: 357. 

43. Óláfs saga helga [‘The Saga of St. Óláfr’] 

(Aðalbjarnarson 1941–1951 II: 294) and Bósa saga 

ok Herrauðs [‘The Saga of Bósi and Herrauðr’] 

(Jiriczek 1893: 25, 29); we would like to thank Bent 

Chr. Jacobsen (e-mail 28.12.2007) at the Dictionary 

of Old Norse Prose for confirming that this term 

has not been identified in any additional Old Norse 

texts according to their archive index. 

44. The inference has seemed reasonable insofar as the 

development *juma [‘sky, god’] > *juma-la [‘god’] 

is only attested in Finnic languages. 

45. This theory was first put forward in the 19
th

 

century; see Koskela Vasaru 2008: 43 and works 

there cited. 

46. As observed in note 2 above, the form Kvænir is 

commonly found in West Norse manuscripts. 

47. They also appear in exceptional contexts, such 

when it is stated in Norna-Gests þáttr that the king 

of the Svear had to oppose threats from the Kvenir 

and Kúrir [‘Curonians’ (B1)]. Although the specific 

account is certainly fictionalized, it raises the 

question of whether the Svear were thought to have 

subordinated the Kvens at times as they did the 

Curonians. 

48. On different theories of the location of Kvenland, 

see e.g. Vilkuna 1957; Julku 1986. 

49. For an investigation of the routes across the 

Scandinavian Peninsula from the point of view of 

Sámi toponyms pointing to kainu ~ kvens, see 

Korhonen 1982; but see however Koivulehto 1995). 

50. The 13
th

 century annals reporting Kirjálir harrying 

in northern Norway (F8) suggests that, at least by 

that time, Karelians had been taking up activities 

earlier associated with Kvens. It is interesting that 

in the annals Karelians are mentioned with Kvens 

or only Karelians are mentioned, which may 

indicate a change in the significance and/or 

recognisability of Kvens in this role. 

51. Most recently, Napolskikh (2006; 2014) has 

revived this position and the interpretation that it 

represents an inflected common noun, reading it as 

introducing the list of ‘peoples’ rather than as an 

ethnonym. The latter interpretation has the benefit 

of reading the subsequent three ethnonyms as each 

paired with a location whereas reading Thiudos as 

an ethnonym presents four ethnonyms to three 

locations. This reading would be more compelling 

if it were corroborated by evidence that Gothic 

words with immediate Latin equivalents were used 

more widely in Getica. 

52. However, the ethnonym Merya is similar to terms 

for other groups such as Muroma (E3) and the 

attested groups Mari and Mordvin slightly farther to 

the east. Although Merens appears to correspond 

most closely to Merya, the specific identification 

remains speculative. The term Merens nevertheless 

resembles ethnonyms of Finno-Ugric groups 

concentrated in this region. 
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