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Mutual contacts and lexical relations
among the Finnic varieties of western
Ingria and northeastern Estonia:

Abstract The aim of this article is 1) to describe the historical
language contact situation between the genetically closely related
Finnic varieties of western Ingria, 2) to give examples of the nu-
merous loanwords originating from mutual contacts among local
Finnic varieties as well as areal diffusion, and 3) to discuss the
method of investigating contacts and borrowing among closely
related varieties. The data are taken from old dialectal materials
published in vocabularies and dictionaries as well as preserved in
archives. The words that are analysed and discussed etymologi-
cally in more detail are drawn from Vote, Ingrian, and Estonian.
Although it is often diffcult to confrm the direction of borrowing
among closely related varieties, | seek to determine the direction
of diffusion in the varieties whose development cannot be de-
scribed merely in terms of a traditional binary family tree model.
Examples of mutual borrowing between Vote, Ingrian, Estonian,
and Finnish are presented. Estonian loanwords in Vote and Ingrian
can usually be recognised by their distribution. Most vocabulary
originating as loans (in Vote, Ingrian, and Estonian) has been bor-
rowed from Finnish. Loans in both Vote and Estonian often have
a distribution not only in Ingrian but also in Finnish. Because of
the phonetic similarity of these varieties, the donor variety usu-
ally cannot be defned. Vote loanwords occur only sporadically in
Ingrian and Estonian: they may also form a substratum.

1. This study is written as a part of the research project “Language change in
multilingual Finnic”, funded by the Kone Foundation.
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The speakers of Finnic varieties in western Ingria used to
live in old rural communities with long-term multilingualism, vil-
lages with a mixed population, and vague language boundaries.
The arrival of new inhabitants from the countries, which ruled
this area and the foundation of St. Petersburg in 1703 changed
the ethnographic balance between different peoples in Ingria.
This increased linguistic diversity and altered the hierarchy of the
languages leading gradually to accelerating language and identity
shift of the local peoples of Ingria.

Keywords language contact, loanwords, etymology, dialectology,
family-internal borrowing, receptive multilingualism, \ote, Ingrian,
Estonian, Ingrian Finnish
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1. Introduction

The vocabulary of the Finnic varieties in western Ingria and north-
eastern Estonia refects the historical language contact situation of the
area in several ways. The closely related Finnic varieties spoken in the
area are Vote, Ingrian, Estonian, and Ingrian Finnish. When speaking
about these, | use the word “variety” instead of “language” in order
to stress the fact that their situation in their traditional speech areas
resembles more a dialect continuum, especially when it comes to Vote
and Ingrian.

The traditional settlements of speakers of Vote and Ingrian were
once located in western Ingria, the southeastern coastal area of the Gulf
of Finland between the Narva River and the present-day metropolis of
St. Petersburg. At the beginning of the 18t century, St. Petersburg was
established at a location that had been an ancient trading centre of
Finnic peoples. Over the centuries, both Russia and Sweden have gov-
erned the Ingrian area, whereas the local people have never formed
a politically independent state there. In the 17t century, Finnish speak-
ers migrated to Ingria, and following the foundation of St. Petersburg
in 1703 and the Treaty of Nystad in 1721, Russian migration increased
considerably. The most recent Finnic-speaking newcomers, Estonian
migrants, started to settle in the same area in the second half of the 19t
century. Historically, German was spoken in Ingria to some extent and
presumably, though more temporarily, Swedish was as well.

The arrival of new inhabitants from the countries, which have
historically dominated this region politically, changed the ethno-
graphic balance between different peoples in Ingria. This increased
linguistic diversity and altered the language hierarchy leading gradu-
ally to accelerating language and identity shift of the local peoples of
Ingria. Vote and Ingrian speakers were plurilingual and some of their
villages in the Vaipooli area (located in the Lower Luga area), namely
Jogoperd, Liivtsild, Luuditsa, and Rajo, had a mixed population.

In the easternmost Estonian parish of Vaivara there were also
contacts between Estonians and speakers of Vote, Ingrian, and Finn-
ish. The Fshermen in the Vaipooli area met other fshermen speaking
other Finnic varieties. (Ariste 1968: 14; 1981: 52-59, 79.) Presum-
ably, Vote was once spoken across a wider area than in the 19t and
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Map 1. The location of Ingria. Map from the back cover of Teinonen & Virtanen
(eds, 1999).
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Map 2. Parishes in northeastern Estonia and western Ingria, and the Gulf of Fin-
land islands. Map base from ALFE, markings by the author. Estonian parishes:
Joelahtme, Kuusalu, Kadrina, Haljala, Viru-Nigula, Liganuse, J6hvi, Vaivara. Finn-
ish parishes in Ingria: Kallivere, [Kosemkina]2, [Narvusi], [Kattila], [Soikkola], [Kaprio],
[Hevaa], Novasolkka, Moloskovitsa. Finnish islands: Suursaari, Tytarsaari, Lavansaari,
Seiskari. Vaipooli is located at the head of the bay in the parish of Kattila.

2. Finnish was not the main Finnic language in parishes written in [square brackets].
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20™ centuries and speakers of Vote lived alongside Estonian speakers
in the present-day Vaivara region and also somewhat more to the south
(Ariste 1965a: 110; 1965b: 92; Ernits 2005: 82, 83). Ingrian, on the
other hand, is supposed to have been spoken as far as the present-day
location of St. Petersburg and even to the Sestra River on the south-
ern Karelian Isthmus as well as to the Nazija River in the east (Ernits
2007: 13).

2. Hypotheses and aims

My main hypothesis is that there are numerous loanwords originating
from mutual contacts among local Finnic varieties; however, among
closely related varieties it is often diffcult to defne the direction of
borrowing. Nevertheless, the main aim is to ¥nd the origin of shared
words, which in some of these Finnic varieties result from areal diffu-
sion rather than descending directly from the common protolanguage.
Furthermore, | seek to determine the direction of the diffusion and to
reconstruct the language contact situation in Ingria in the 19t and 20t
centuries.

This article has a twohold objective. In section 6, | describe the
historical sociolinguistic situation in western Ingria, as this has not
been done to this extent before. The data are collected from various
contemporary writings. Section 7 deals with vocabulary and is divided
into two parts. | have gathered all the words with at least two Finnic
donor varieties found in previous studies and present them in the frst
part of the section. The latter part of the section is an attempt to de-
scribe the method of investigating mutual borrowing between closely
related varieties by analysing eight selected words. My aim is to make
the method more transparent and, if possible, to develop it somewhat.
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3. Data and methods

The empirical part of the current article is based on old dialectal word
materials on all Finnic varieties published in vocabularies and dictionar-
ies. In the case of Estonian and Finnish, the materials are still partly un-
published and are stored in archives. The materials were mostly collected
between the beginning of the 20t century and the 1970s and they repre-
sent the situation of these varieties at a point when the development of
multilingualism as well as language and identity shift had been ongoing
for a long time. The analysis and detailed etymological discussion in this
section focuses on words in Vote, Ingrian, and Estonian. Some words
are discussed in more detail in order to make the method more transpar-
ent, because often older works in etymology and especially etymological
dictionaries only give the conclusion, not the articulation leading to it.

The methods used are contact linguistics, etymology, lexicology as
well as comparative dialectology. In the case of closely related varieties
in contact, the classical criteria of etymology — phonology, semantics,
and areal distribution — unfortunately are not suffcient alone. Recognis-
ing borrowing between closely related varieties is complicated, because
there are only a limited amount of phonological features which can re-
veal loanwords. These are mainly found in Vote, for instance sound
characteristics suggesting a loan origin (see, Suhonen 1986; Lauerma
1993: 160). Furthermore, defning the direction of diffusion or the pre-
cise loan source is often diffcult and left unanswered in previous stud-
ies and vocabularies (Lauerma 1993; VKJo; VKKu; IMS).

When studying closely related varieties in contact, areal distri-
bution becomes a more signifcant factor. Additionally, knowledge of
the (cultural) history of the area in question and any sociolinguistic
information is crucial, because the context of the contact has to be
taken into consideration. As for the relationship between the Estonian
Northeastern Coastal dialects and Finnish, Suhonen (1979: 360-364;
2000: 373) has pointed out that the most important criteria to be taken
into consideration are the following: distributions of words, distribu-
tions of their meanings, contacts with neighbouring dialects, the origin
of the possible loan original (especially in the case of a young loan-
word), infectional types and categories, and the historical likelihood
of it being a loan. All these factors suggest what is possible and plau-
sible when investigating the direction of linguistic diffusion.
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As for the old sociolinguistic language contact situation, the ex-
isting principal resources are the writings of scholars who carried out
their feldwork in the 20t century. These include feldwork journals
written on the trips as well as articles based on the impressions while
out in the Feld but written and published later. My main sources are
the posthumously published texts of Paul Ariste, who conducted his
feldwork in Ingria in 1942-1980. His diaries did not appear in print
until 2005. Although Ariste conducted his work mostly during the So-
viet years, he is known to have written in a way which really did not
take Soviet censorship into consideration. Ariste’s notes can therefore
be considered relatively reliable and the fact that his journals were
written while out in the feld and immediately after the situations he
describes makes them exceptionally important. Another source are
the memoirs written by Lauri Kettunen about his feldwork. Kettunen
conducted feldwork with Vote speakers in 1911-1915. His book,
however, is written decades afterwards and it was most likely also
edited prior to its publication in 1945. Therefore, it cannot be consid-
ered as authentic or reliable as Ariste’s notes. My third source is the
Teld journal of ethnologist IImar Talve from a trip in 1942, published
in 1990. Talve translated the text from his native Estonian into Finnish
before publishing it. He does not mention editing the text and it has
maintained its travel journal style.

The historical mutual contacts of genetically closely related
Finnic varieties have received little attention in modern Finno-Ugrian
research. These three doctoral dissertations on morphology and pho-
nology are the only larger existing works addressing this topic: Helka
Riionheimo (2007) has studied the effects of contacts with Estonian in
the past tense formation of Ingrian Finnish speakers living in Estonia,
Ossi Kokko (2007) investigated the use of some cases in the speech of
Ingrian Finnish speakers living mostly in Estonia, and Petri Lauerma’s
(1993) dissertation focuses on Vote vowel harmony, but also exam-
ines loanwords with both Finnic and Russian origin (especially pp.
165-192). Viitso (1993: 526) has considered this study to be of great
importance for the study of Vote etymology. | am currently conducting
lexical research in the feld for my doctoral dissertation (a monograph
in Finnish) on the language contact situation in western Ingria and
northeastern Estonia from the viewpoint of internal borrowing within
a language family.

95



SOFIA BJORKLOF

4. The Finnic varieties analysed in this study
and their speech areas in western Ingria

In a broader context, the Finnic languages are closely related languag-
es forming a subbranch of the Uralic language family. This article fo-
cuses on Vote, Ingrian, and Estonian with a special emphasis on the
Estonian Northeastern Coastal and Eastern dialects.

4.1. Vote

Vote was spoken almost exclusively in western Ingria. Vote is tradi-
tionally considered to have four dialects: Western, Eastern, Kukkuzi,
and Krevin Vote (see Map 3; classical division of the dialects Kettunen
1915; Heinsoo 1998: 19-22; VKS). Western Vote, as the largest sub-
dialect, was spoken over the most extensive area. Modern research
divides Western Vote into two groups: Central Vote, which was spoken
in the Kattila region, and Lower Luga Vote, which is still spoken by a
couple of elderly people in the villages with a mixed population, such
as Jogoperd, Liivtsila, Luuditsa, and Rajo (Ernits 2005: 77; Muslimov
2005; Markus & Rozhanskiy 2011a; Kuznetsova et al. 2015: 130). In
the Finnish tradition, these groups have been referred to as the Kattila
and Vaipooli (or Vainpuoli in Finnish) dialects. Eastern Vote was spo-
ken in the villages of It8dpdiva, Mahu, livanaisi, Kliimettina, Koslova,
and Kaprio. When a particular word occurs in the eastern area then it
can be considered old and therefore especially noteworthy. The East-
ern dialect died out in the 1970s. Kukkuzi Vote spoken in Kukkuzi vil-
lage is, in fact, a mixed language: it has an Ingrian phonetic and lexical
superstrate with a Vote grammatical base (Suhonen 1985; Muslimov
2005; Markus & Rozhanskiy 2011b; 2012). Krevin was the dialect of
the Vote speakers who were relocated to Latvia in the 15 century and
which became extinct during the 19" century. There is only a small
amount of material on this variety, but it is important for investigating
the history and earlier stages of development of Vote.
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Map 3. Dialect areas of Vote and locations of villages. Extracted from the map by
Tiit-Rein Viitso in Heinsoo (1998: 28). Idavadja = Eastern Vote. The Kattila area is
divided into the Orko ‘valley’ and M&Zi (= Métsi) ‘hill’ areas. Rajo is not marked on
the map but it is located west of JogBperéd on the same side of the Luga River.
Liivéla = LiivtSula, Luucca = Luuditsa, ICapaivé = ItSapéiva. Laugaz = Luga River;
Jaama = Kingissepp.

97



SOFIA BJORKLOF

Map 4. Ingrian dialect areas and villages according to IMS (without the Oredez
area). Extracted from the map in IMS (VII). Dialect areas: IV Lower Luga Ingrian,
| Soikkola Ingrian, Il Hevaa Ingrian. The city of Narva should be marked on the
western side of the Narva River. Jaama = Kingissepp; Hevaanjoki = Hevaa River.

4.2. Ingrian

Ingrian has four main dialects: Lower Luga, Soikkola, Hevaa, and
OredeZ Ingrian (see Map 4; classical division of the dialects Porkka
18853; Laanest 1961; Nirvi 1961; 1971). Lower Luga Ingrian is still
spoken by some elderly people along the lower course of the Luga River
(and a mixed Finnish/Ingrian variety partly on the Kurkola peninsula
(Kuznetsova et al. 2015: 131)). Soikkola Ingrian is spoken by some el-
derly people on the Soikkola peninsula, Hevaa Ingrian was spoken in
the Hevaa River area, and OredeZ Ingrian was spoken along the upper

3. Although, according to Porkka (1885: 17-18), the Lower Luga dialect is not a
dialect of Ingrian. For criticism, see Laanest (1961: 200-202).
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course of the Luga River. The latter dialect is only fragmentarily docu-
mented, but it may be useful to research, as it could have preserved old
vocabulary, which in other dialects of Ingrian may have been replaced
with words from Ingrian Finnish dialects (Laanest 1970: 109). It has
been assumed that OredeZ Ingrian was formed when speakers of Ingrian
fed the Swedish regime to the distant OredeZ area in the 17t century.

4.3. Estonian

Estonian was spoken throughout all of Ingria at the beginning of the
20t century. The areas from which the Estonian-speaking immigrants
moved to Ingria remain unclear, but it is likely that they came from
all over the Estonian-speaking region. Estonian was spoken in west-
ern Ingria in the Kattila region and surrounding areas by over 2 000
people at the beginning of the 20t century, at least in the Vote villages
of It8apaiva (in the Eastern Vote area), Jarvikoistsula, Korvottula, Mati,
Pummala, and in the mixed population Vote villages of the Lower Luga
region (J8g0Operd, Liivtsula, Luuditsa, Rajo, and Kukkuzi) (Ariste 1987:
21-30; 1998: 15-16). At the end of the 19t century, in some parishes in
western Ingria even a third of the inhabitants were speakers of Estonian
(Hakamies 1991: 201; repeated by Leskinen 1995: 172). There were
already 64 1164 Estonians in Ingria in 1897 according to the popula-
tion census conducted in Russia that year. According to Ariste (1998:
15), the contacts between speakers of Estonian and Vote did not be-
come intensive until the second half of the 20t century. According to
Muslimov, the largest number of Estonians lived in Novasolkka® parish
(Mehmet Muslimov, p.c. 16 & 17 October 2015; see Map 6). Speakers

4. Of which, 12 238 in the city of St. Petersburg.

5. Muslimov has had Estonian language consultants in at minimum the following
villages in Ingria: Sakkola, Novesi, Zapalje, Ivanovskoje, Tikanpesd, Kattila, Kupanit-
sa, Viron-Priiskova (Rus. Krasnaja-Priiskova, not marked on the Finnish road map of
Ingria from 1992 (compiled by Roland Randefelt) but located between Venndin-Priis-
kova and Hakuli), Lopitsa, Moloskovitsa, Spankkova, Serepetta, Muhovitsa, Edasi (an
Estonian kolkhoz in Kikkeri), Uusi-Hinkkala (near Spankkova), Markkusi (Rus. Mar-
guzi), Simetsa (a village founded by Estonians), Arokylé (Rus. Ara-), Reskutsa (Rus.
Treskovitsa), Marvitsa, Suur-Rutja or Pien-Rutja (in either of the villages), Raakovitsa,
Saappola, Prompeli, Mustapéa, Keskikyl& (Rus. Srednje, not marked on the map but
located northeast from Klenna roughly by the number 12 on the Finnish road map
of Ingria), Ivanskoi, and possibly Asikka (Mehmet Muslimov, p.c. 17 October 2015).
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Map 5. Estonian dialect areas and parishes in the northeastern corner of Estonia ac-
cording to Pajusalu (1999). Map extracted from the map in Pajusalu et al. (2009: 56).
The Estonian Northeastern Coastal dialects were spoken in the parishes from Joe-
[ahtme to lisaku and Vaivara (J6e, Kuu, Hlj, VNg, Lug, J6h, lis (the abbreviation for the
dialect is lisR), Vai), the Estonian Eastern dialect in the parishes from lisaku to Maarja-
Magdaleena (lis, Trm, Kod, MMg, Pal, Lai). Kadrina and Rakvere (Kad, Rak) belong to
the Central dialect, Tartu-Maarja (TMr) and a part of Kodavere and Maarja-Magdalee-
na (the abbreviations for the dialects are KodT, MMgT) belong to the Tartu dialect.

of Vote, Ingrian, and Finnish came in contact with speakers of Estonian
mostly in or nearby the city of Narva in eastern Estonia, at the Narva-
Jbesuu harbour, and in the city of Jaama® in western Ingria, where the
Estonian congregation had 4 500 members. Inhabitants of Ingria also
worked in these places and went there to trade goods. (Ariste 1981:
52; 1987: 30; 1998: 17; Talve 1990: 64.) Conceivably, the dialect of
Vaivara parish is of special importance (Viitso 1993: 524). It has been
conjectured that an old Vote-speaking population in eastern Estonia has
left traces in the vocabulary of the Eastern and Northeastern Coastal

6. Jamburg in German, nowadays Kingissepp.

100



IC VARIETIES

MUTUAL CONTACTS AND LEXICA N
E RN ESTONIA

L RE
OF WESTERN |

dialects of Estonian and as a substrate in place names (Ariste 1965a:
109-110; 1965b: 92; Pall 1969: 6-7, 261-263, 303-304; 1970: 12-17;
1977: 16, 228-230). However, this assumption has been made mostly
on the basis of onomastics and archaelogy and has been criticised by
Grinthal (1997: 113-149, especially 119-121).

The main Estonian dialects historically in contact with Vote and
Ingrian are the Northeastern Coastal and Eastern dialects of Estonian
(see Map 5). The Estonian Northeastern Coastal dialects were spo-
ken in the parishes of J6eldhtme, Kuusalu, Haljala, Viru-Nigula, LU-
ganuse, Johvi, lisaku, and Vaivara; the Estonian Eastern dialect was
spoken in the parishes lisaku, Torma, Kodavere, Maarja-Magdaleena,
Palamuse, and Laiuse. The Northeastern Coastal dialects are divided
in the Coast dialect (J6e, Kuu, HIj, Vai) and the Alutaguse dialect or
Northeast dialect (VNg, Liig, J6h, lisR) (Pajusalu et al. 2012: 246).

5. Languages in contact with the Finnic varieties
examined in this study

Ingrian Finnish, that is, the Finnish dialects spoken in Ingrian terri-
tory, is considered a variety with close contacts with the other Finnic
varieties of this area. Russian, although not examined in this article,
also had a substantial effect on the Finnic varieties, while German and
Swedish did not.

5.1. Ingrian Finnish and other dialects of Finnish

Ingrian Finnish was the largest Finnic variety in Ingria in terms of
number of speakers and was spoken across this entire area. Only in
western Ingria was Finnish not the main Finnic variety. (Saloheimo
1991: 81.) Ingrian Finnish dialects are classifed as Southeastern dia-
lects of Finnish. The speakers of Ingrian Finnish had originally moved
to Ingria in the 17t century after the Treaty of Stolbovo in 1617, when
Sweden began to colonise Ingria. The newcomers from Ayrapaa par-
ish on the Karelian Isthmus were called ayramdiset, while the others,
whose precise origin is harder to defne and is not discussed here, were
called savakot and the Narvusi Lutherans. The main Ingrian Finnish
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Map 6. Ingrian Finnish dialects (northern parishes only partially shown) accord-
ing to SMS. Map base from ALFE, markings by the author. The dialect spoken on
Suursaari (Suu) belonged to the Kymi dialects; the dialects spoken on Tytérsaari,
Lavansaari, and Seiskari (Tyt, Lava, Seis) belonged to the Southeastern dialects
(South Karelian dialects) of Finnish proper. Dialects from Lliganuse to Vaivara are
dialects of Estonian. The Ingrian Finnish dialects spoken in Kallivere?, Kosemkina,
Narvusi®, Kattila, Soikkola, Kaprio, Hevaa, Novasolkka, and Moloskovitsa (Kall, Kose,
Nar, Kat, Soik, Kap, Hev, Nov, Mol) are considered the western group of Ingrian
Finnish by Muslimov (2009), followed by Kuznetsova et al. (2015 132-133). Kosem-
kina, Narvusi, Kattila, Soikkola, Kaprio, Hevaa are parishes where Finnish was not
the main variety. Vote speakers lived in the parishes of Narvusi, Kattila, Hevaa; In-
grian speakers lived in the parishes of Narvusi, Kattila (in the Vaipooli area), Soik-
kola, and Hevaa. The circled area is the main area — aside from the cities — where
Vote and Ingrian speakers would encounter each other most: on the islands this
was in connection with shing, on the mainland it was due to the location of the
areas in which they lived.

7. Interestingly, in Kuznetsova et al. (2015: 133), Kallivere is not mentioned in the
discussion of Ingrian Finnish dialects of western Ingria. Tyro is regarded as a west-
ern Ingrian Finnish dialect.

8. Kuznetsova et al. (2015: 133) call the Ingrian Finnish dialect spoken in Narvusi
parish the Lower Luga dialect. In fact, Kettunen (1930: 191, 193, 194, 195) also
writes in Finnish about the [Finnish] dialect of the Lower Lugans, the dialect of (the
Lutherans of) Lower Luga, the [dialect] group of Lower Luga, the Lower Lugans,
and the Lower Luga dialect.
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dialects were the ayramdis-dialects, spoken mainly along the coast of
Ingria, and savakko-dialects, spoken mainly inland. The smallest dia-
lect, the Narvusi or Kosemkina dialect, also classifed as the Finnish
dialects of Kurkola and Rosona (in Leppik 1966; 1972; 1973; 1975
and Mdgiste 1925), is strongly infuenced by the other Finnic varieties
of the area. The background of the Finnish dialects of Ingria was not
uniform and Ingrian Finnish in the 20t century was already a fusion
of different dialects. (Leskinen 1991: 230; 1995: 170-171; Savijarvi
1996a: 8-10; Riionheimo 2007: footnote 8, 18). Speakers of other
Southeastern dialects of Finnish were encountered while fshing on
Seiskari, Lavansaari, and Tytarsaari — islands in the Gulf of Finland.
In St. Petersburg, there likely were speakers of even more Finnish va-
rieties, for example the Southern Karelian dialects of Finnish. For the
Ingrian Finnish dialects in western Ingria, see Map 6.

5.2. Other languages of Ingria

The most widely spoken language in Ingrian territory was, of course,
Russian. Other Indo-European languages also have been spoken
in this area: Hakamies (1991: 200) conjectures that as 6 600 of the
11 490 Germans in Ingria in 1848 lived in Kronstadt and Narva (data
by von Koppen 1849; 1867), there were relatively few Germans in
the countryside and that they did not have contacts with or impact on
speakers of the Finnic varieties spoken there. Presumably, at one point
there were also Swedish speakers in Ingria, at least Krjukov (1993
[1987]: 24) mentions that the Swedes and Germans who moved to
Ingria in the 17t century, assimilated into other Lutherans (i.e., Finn-
ish- and Estonian-speaking people) in the 18™ and 19t centuries. For
example, the Swedish-speaking chronicler Thomas Hidrne (1638-
1678) of Livonia was born in Skuoritsa, central Ingria.

In comparison to the number of speakers of German, there were
5 148 Votes, 17 800 Ingrians, 76 069 Finns, and 3 522 Estonians living
in Ingria in 1848 when the peoples of Ingria were documented for the
frst time by ethnologist Peter von Képpen (von Kdppen 1867: 20, 41,
92, 105, 114).
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6. The historical sociolinguistic situation
in western Ingria

Sociolinguistically, in these Finnic-speaking rural communities, the
language boundaries were extremely vague. In fact, both Vote and
Ingrian speakers have repeatedly expressed the opinion that their dia-
lects are dialects of the same language (Ariste 2005: 47).

6.1. Plurilingualism and receptive multilingualism

In the Vaipooli area in western Ingria, the plurilingualism of the last speak-
ers of Vote and Ingrian can be described as receptive multilingualism:
they used their own language when communicating with each other (Ket-
tunen 1945: 237; Ariste 1957: 122; 1958: 148; 1981: 58). The traditional
use of the different Saami languages was also like this (Pasanen 2015),
and using one’s own language for contacts between speakers of the Saami
languages and speakers of Finnish was a traditional model in the Saami
area (M. Aikio 1988: 73—74, 77). These languages are, in principle, ge-
netically related but not mutually intelligible, and receptive multilingual-
ism is based on speakers living in the same area for a long time. Due to a
shared basic vocabulary and grammar the closely related Finnic varieties
have mutual intelligibility to some extent. However, receptive multilin-
gualism in western Ingria was based on and very much supported by the
fact that speakers of the different Finnic varieties of this region had lived
for an extended period of time alongside each other in an area consisting
of villages with mixed population and long-term multilingualism. Ariste
(2005: 69) also notes that the Ingrians, who had had more contact with ei-
ther Finnish-speaking or Estonian-speaking people, better understood the
language in question. Talve (1990: 64) notes that in 1942, almost all the
\otes in Vaipooli understood Estonian, because there had been Estonian
inhabitants in Vaipooli. At the end of the 19™ century, when even a third
of the inhabitants were Estonian speakers in some parishes in western In-
gria, Finnish speakers in western Ingria would even read Estonian books
when they did not have Finnish books (Hakamies 1991: 201).°

9. On receptive multilingualism in contemporary Finnish—Estonian interaction
see Harmavaara (2013; 2014; 2017; forthcoming). However, in spite of the studied
languages being closely related, the situation of Finns and Estonians brought up in
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Map 7. Finnic varieties spoken in the villages of western Ingria (extracted from the
map in Laanest 1964 4). The map shows the mixed Vote- and Ingrian-speaking
villages in the Lower Luga area. Otherwise, the map is prepared from the point of
view of the Ingrian variety, and therefore some of the Vote-speaking villages and
many of the Finnish-speaking villages are left unmarked, for example, Lempola,
Pummala, and Mahu, where both Vote and Finnish were spoken. Luutsa = Luu-
ditsa. Luuga j. = Luga River; Kingissepp = Jaama.

Explanations, @ Ingrian | O Vote | ® Finnish | © Vote & Ingrian | @ Finnish & Ingrian

In fact, many speakers of Finnic varieties — especially the Votes and
Ingrians — in western Ingria also spoke each other’s varieties. Accord-
ing to Kettunen (1930 [1915]: 7), this was the case for Vote and Finnish
speakers in Lempola, Pummala, and Mahu. In Luuditsa (Luucca, Luutsa

their own countries and then trying to interact with one another can not be compared
with the situation of western Ingria directly.
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on maps 3 & 7), there lived “truly bilingual Votes”, who were equally
profcient in Ingrian and Vote (Ariste 1981: 62). In Soikkola, Finnish
speakers could understand Vote (M. Paulaharju 2010: 142 [original
source S. Paulaharju 1915]). However, the data available are somewhat
ambiguous. For example, it has been said that in the past, speakers of
these four different Finnic languages usually did not learn each other’s
varieties because they got along by only speaking their own (Ariste 1957
122). In the 20t century, Ingrian became the more common language of
communication between Vote and Ingrian speakers, because there were
more speakers of the latter variety. Ariste states that the last speakers of
\ote in the Vaipooli area knew Ingrian but not vice versa. (Ariste 1981:
58.) It has also been said that services in Lutheran churches also had to
be held in Estonian, because Estonian speakers did not understand Finn-
ish (Kettunen 1957: 126-127); however, this is lik