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Preface
The Project, Goals, Methods and Outcomes

VIKING AGE IM FINLAMND

he chapters of Fibula, Fabula, Fact - The Viking Age in Finland are

intended to provide essential foundations for approaching the
important topic of the Viking Age in Finland. These chapters are oriented to
provide introductions to the sources, methods and perspectives of diverse
disciplines so that these resources and the history of discourse from which
they emerge are accessible to specialists from other fields, specialists from
outside Finland, and also to non-specialist readers and students who may be
more generally interested in the topic. Rather than detailed case studies of
specific aspects of the Viking Age in Finland, the contributors have sought to
negotiate definitions of the Viking Age as a historical period in the cultural
areas associated with modern-day Finland, and in areas associated with
Finns, Karelians and other North Finnic linguistic-cultural groups more
generally. Within the incredible diversity of data and disciplines represented
here, attention tends to center on the identification of the Viking Age through
differentiating it from earlier and later periods, and on contextualizing it
geographically in an era long before the construction of modern nations
with their fenced and guarded borders. Most significantly, the contributions
lay emphasis on contextualizing the Viking Age within the complexities of
defining cultural identities in the past through traces of cultural, linguistic
or genetic features.

Fibula, Fabula and Fact in the Pursuit of the Viking Age in Finland

In the title of this volume, Fibula, Fabula, Fact refers to the triangulation and
negotiation of ‘facts’ about the Viking Age in Finland, sorting through the
fibulae and fabulae of different disciplines. In addition to being a term for a
particular leg-bone, a fibula is a variety of brooch. The type of fibula depicted
on the cover of this volume is geographically associated with Finland and
chronologically associated with the Viking Age. It has thereby become
considered emblematic of Finland in the Viking Age. In the title, this fibula is
emblematic of material or tangible evidence of the Viking Age in Finland as
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one of two broad categories of data discussed in this collection. On the other
hand, this fibula is equally emblematic of aspects of evidence encountered in
different fields that point directly or indirectly to the Viking Age in Finland.
Thus, this type of fibula’s geographical and chronological associations
point to connections or continuities from the Viking Age and/or cultural
contacts with Finland even when the specific examples are found in later
or geographically remote burials. A fabula is a narrative or tale. The term is
here used to refer simultaneously to the narratives in medieval sources, such
as Old Norse saga literature, that offer early information on Finland in the
Viking Age, and also to the epics and other stories in vernacular folklore that
have been connected with the Viking Age. More generally, it is emblematic
of aspects of intangible culture and heritage including language, which
represent the other broad category of data discussed in this collection. In
addition, ‘fabula’ also refers to all of the fabulous tales that have circulated
in academic and popular writing about the Viking Age in Finland. It is
therefore simultaneously emblematic of the social construction of the image
of the Viking Age in Finland that remains vital and significant in the present
day. Sorting through the fibulae and fabulae of different disciplines makes it
possible to triangulate and negotiate facts about the Viking Age in Finland
and their reliability.

Every field, every discipline works with particular types of source
materials — facts’ of data that can be analyzed. However, the term ‘fact’ is thus
somewhat deceptive. It implies some type of absolute and incontrovertible
truth, when it really means that something is — or should be - accepted
as beyond controversy, or generally agreed to be ‘true. The reality is that
‘facts’ are socially constructed and negotiated. This does not mean that
nothing is ‘true but rather that accepted ‘facts’ can be questioned, tested and
contested from different perspectives and in relation to new data and new
methods. Even construing data from raw information can never be divorced
from interpretation: identifying a ‘fact’ of data is a process of interpretation
and categorization, separating what is considered relevant from what is
considered irrelevant — and perspectives may vary considerably over time
and by discipline. The facts’ that provide data for analysis and interpretation
in different disciplines are subject to these processes, both on a case by
case basis and more generally regarding the relevance and significance of
different categorical types, whether these are spear-heads in archaeology
or genres of folklore. Also subject to these processes are the broader
‘facts’ that provide fundamental backgrounds and frames of reference for
discussion, such as that there was indeed a “Viking Age, that during this
period, groups of individuals travelled literally thousands of kilometers
for trade, exploration and spiritual pilgrimage, and so forth. The fewer
the layers of interpretation between a ‘fact’ and raw information, the more
likely it will prove sustainable, but even something as simple as ‘a fibula was
found’ could be a misidentification, misinterpretation or even a strategic
misrepresentation. This is important to recognize because facts’ tend to be
taken for granted as eternal, when in reality they are placed in continuous
dialogue both within and across disciplines and fields of inquiry.
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Each type of source material presents its own potential evidence of
different historical cultures and historical periods. In fields dealing with
tangible evidence of cultures and physical processes, such as archaeology,
potential evidence may be situated in an absolute chronology. However,
this evidence is often extremely difficult to interpret in relation to cultures,
cultural practices and its significance to living communities. Potential
evidence from intangible aspects of culture, such as language and forms of
expressive cultural practice, is often only documented long after the Viking
Age. Such data can be much easier to interpret in relation to cultures,
cultural practices and significance in society, but the potential information
extractable from such data can often only be situated in a relative chronology
and/or very broadly and according to a degree of probability. A significant
problem has been that for the past several decades, disciplines have generally
negotiated the ‘facts’ of their data internally or only across closely related
disciplines. Opening discussion more widely across disciplines brings a
much more extensive and various range of ‘facts’ into dialogue. An inevitable
consequence of this increase of (sometimes inconsistent or contradictory)
‘facts’ in the discussion is that facts are tested, reassessed, negotiated. From
this will follow a more generally, cross-disciplinarily viable and relevant
understanding of the Viking Age in Finland, and of what can and cannot be
said about it from the perspectives of these disciplines.

The VAF Project and Its Goals

The recent international interest in the question of the Viking Age in Finland
has been frustrated by the language barrier. Any investigation faces the
challenge that the lack of early written sources from territories of Finland
and Karelia has resulted in enormous chronological gaps between the data
addressed by different disciplines. Thus even within Finnish scholarship, the
time between archaeological evidence and relevant evidence from linguistics
or folklore opens like a ravine that at times has seemed impossible to bridge.
The present volume is the product of the first stage of the interdisciplinary
research project Viikinkiaika Suomessa — The Viking Age in Finland (VAF).
The VAF formed as a cooperative group of scholars from different disciplines
and institutions across Finland and also internationally with a primary
concern of overcoming the problems of the plurality of data and working
toward a nuanced, multidisciplinary perspective on the question. Thanks
to the support of the Finnish Cultural Foundation, we brought together a
wide variety of specialists in order to give concentrated attention to this
topic and the methodological problems that it posed in an environment
of cross-disciplinary discussion. Among our goals was precisely to make
the outcomes of these negotiations internationally accessible, open to be
engaged by international scholars through the publication that you presently
have before you.

Rather than seeking to coordinate and build bridges between only two
disciplines, this project seeks to develop dynamic holistic models through
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the triangulation of as many relevant fields and perspectives as possible.
These models work toward a synthesis of insights, approaches and evidence
offered by diverse disciplines while taking into consideration both the
history of discourse surrounding the Viking Age as well as the strengths
and limitations of the contributions from each field. Rather than fixating on
whether specific features or details are or are not connected to the Viking
Age, we seek to recontextualize details and perspectives in a broader cross-
disciplinary perspective for the construction of a more comprehensive
overview of the Viking Age for Finno-Karelian cultures and cultural areas
of habitation. The present collection has been organized to meet the interest
and need to open and explore discussion on the Viking Age in Finland. This
is the first concerted effort to bring together representatives of these different
disciplines and to address and negotiate these issues.

The first phase of the VAF project has concentrated on constructing
a working definition of the Viking Age in Finland and an outline of the
significance of this era in cross-disciplinary perspective. This has been a
foundational endeavor for opening discussion across diverse disciplines
and for negotiating understandings between them. The title of the project
reflects its two sides: time and space. On the one hand, it is necessary to
consider what precisely the “‘Viking Age’ refers to with regard to Finland
and North Finnic cultures - for example, is it simply 800-1050 AD or, like
the Iron Age, should it be considered to begin and end at different times
than in Western Europe? Or is it indeed relevant at all? On the other hand,
it is necessary to consider what is meant by ‘Finland’ centuries before the
formation of national borders, and how or whether this should be regarded
especially in relation to (or as distinct from) Lapland and Karelia. At the
nexus of negotiations related to time and space has remained the central
question of people — the Viking Age was not simply a historical period; it was
a social phenomenon, and discussion inevitably returns to how it affected
peoples’ lives and cultures.

‘Relevant Indicator’ as a Working Tool

There is almost no direct evidence of the cultural circumstances in Finland
during the Viking Age. In order to construct an overall picture, it is therefore
necessary to seek and triangulate a plurality of diverse evidence and research
results associated with different fields. To use the emblems and metaphors
introduced above, the many fibulae and fabulae of different disciplines are
all potentially relevant to understanding aspects of culture in the Viking Age
in Finland. Assessing the relevance (and irrelevance) of particular fibulae
and fabulae to an aspect of culture, to a cultural practice or to any other
cultural phenomenon, inevitably involves interpretation. Placing different
fibulae and fabulae in dialogue both tests these interpretations and offers
the possibility of yielding new information and new perspectives on the
relevance of particular data within and across disciplines. The challenge
is sorting out which fibulae and fabulae from different disciplines should
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be placed in dialogue with one another. The VAF project approaches such
evidence in terms of relevant indicators — potential indicators of different
aspects of cultural reality that can be discerned from the data and findings
of different disciplines.

Within individual disciplines, data indexing strategies are easily organized
according to formal features. Across the past half-century in particular,
different disciplines have developed rich infrastructures for indexing data
of this type. These research infrastructures allow a single fibula or coin
found in an archaeological excavation to be easily situated on a chronology
because, with the vast number of examples, huge comparative surveys
showed correlations between formal types and historical periods. These
research infrastructures similarly allow such a fibula or coin to be situated
in relation to an overall geographical distribution of other finds of the same
type and the geographical distribution of places or regions where they were
produced. Corresponding infrastructures similarly allow a remarkably
detailed chronology of phonetic histories for different languages. In other
words, the history of linguistic research has developed something like a
‘map’ of sound changes that enable the reconstruction of the probable earlier
form of a particular word for any period in a language’s history. Potential
loan-words can then be assessed by comparing the probable phonetic and
semantic histories of words in different languages, looking for a point where
they might historically coincide. However, data indexing strategies according
to formal criteria tend almost invariably to be discipline-specific.

Formal features do not work as a foundation for cross-disciplinary
indexing because the data almost inevitably has different formal criteria.
For example, archaeological data, loan-words and motifs from mythology
may all reveal information about the historical assimilation of iron-working
technologies. However, these three groups of data will not share any formal
features and therefore cannot all be indexed for potential comparison
according to common formal criteria. In order to accommodate this, the
VAF project proposed relevant indicator as a discipline-neutral term that
provides a tool for relating diverse data from a plurality of disciplines. A
‘relevant indicator’ is direct or indirect evidence of cultural processes,
cultural practices or human activity. Although the relevant indicator
may be realized through formal features, such as the appearance of a
new style of fibula or a shift in stress in words of a language, the formal
features are indicators of socio-historical processes that occurred in real-
time cultural arenas. In some cases, the relationship to cultural features
may be considered self-evident - e.g. a fishing-hook is a relevant indicator
of fishing practices. However, correlation with other indicators related to
settlements, livelihoods, the symbolism of cultural expression, and so forth
can be triangulated for perspectives on the significance of fishing within the
culture. A single relevant indicator may also prove significant to multiple
developments simultaneously. For example, a new design used in jewelry
could simultaneously be a relevant indicator of changes in metal-working
technologies, cultural aesthetics, mythology in the images it portrays or
belief and ritual activity through patterns of use. Correlating diverse relevant
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indicators according to themes and areas of cultural practices brings them
into dialogue for the production of information. For example, the etymology
of the Finnish word for ‘hops’ can be identified as a Germanic loan that
was introduced into the language at some point during a long period in the
Iron Age, but it cannot be situated more narrowly on the basis of phonetic
evidence alone. When this etymological information is situated in relation
to palaeoecological data on hops in agricultural practices in Finland, the
linguistic loan can be situated in the Viking Age with a high probability.
(See HAKKINEN and ALENIUS.) The use of ‘relevant indicators” as a cross-
disciplinary indexing strategy is intended to help stimulate and advance
the negotiation of diverse data across disciplines as well as to assist in the
identification of bundles or clusters of relevant indicators that appear to be
interconnected with common historical processes.

Methods of the VAF Project

Opening discussion across diverse disciplines can be a feat far more
challenging than it may at first sound. Research disciplines do not exist in
isolation from one another and the seminars which produced this volume
highlighted again and again that every discipline involved was dependent
on others in order to develop informed interpretations of their own data.
However, tensions and difficulties arise because representatives of different
disciplines work from different frames of reference. Each is embedded in
a disciplinary discourse that shapes the concerns, priorities and even the
very language of its representatives — they may use the same words in
different ways and different words for common concepts. These challenges
were increased in the second half of the twentieth century, during the era
of disciplinary separatism. The same period that saw tremendous internal
advances in different fields was a period in which different fields stopped
talking to one another, and did not follow one another’s advances. The
resulting problem is strikingly encapsulated by an aphorism of Ludwig
Wittgenstein (2009: 235, 11.xi.327): “Wenn ein Lowe sprechen konnte, wir
konnten ihn nicht verstehen” [‘If a lion could talk, we would not be able
to understand it’].' In spite of their interrelationships and interdependence,
communication presents an obstacle between disciplines insofar as their
representatives — immersed in a particular academic discourse’s concerns
and priorities — effectively speak different languages. (Frog with Latvala
2012: 11-12.) Overcoming these thresholds and opening cross-disciplinary
discussions was a primary objective of the first phase of the VAF project.
This first phase was accomplished through multidisciplinary seminars
hosted by the Department of Folklore Studies, University of Helsinki, in 2011
(see further Aalto 2011). These two-day seminars were methodologically
oriented to opening cross-disciplinary discussion. All speakers were invited
and the seminars were made free and open to the public. In many seminars,
the central question of each participant in both presenting and listening
to papers is: ‘How is this useful to me?’ In our seminars, participants were
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asked to arrive with the questions: ‘How is what I do useful to scholars from
other disciplines? How can I help to make the data, resources and insights
from my field intellectually accessible to scholars from other fields? How
can I help scholars from other fields to avoid using data or resources from
my field inappropriately?” In order to promote discussion and facilitate
understanding, each twenty-minute presentation was followed by a forty-
minute period for questions. This seminar model provided a rich venue for
the lively negotiation of perspectives from diverse areas of knowledge — an
essential environment for sorting through the many fibulae and fabulae
among the resources of different disciplines in working toward cross-
disciplinary understandings of what can and cannot be said about the facts
relevant to the Viking Age in Finland.

Discussions and debates engaged in the seminar continued into a virtual
workshop environment (on which, see further Frog with Latvala 2012). The
virtual workshop was organized and maintained in 2012 and part of 2013
around the circulation of selected working papers among all participants.
This was done during the processes of peer-review orchestrated by the
editors and the subsequent period of revision for publication. Participants
in the virtual workshop were encouraged to contact and consult one another
directly as well as to cross-reference other contributions and open dialogues
with other papers. (Throughout this volume, cross-references are indicated
by the author’s name appearing in small capitals.) The virtual workshop was
later briefly reopened in 2014, when we received comments from the peer-
reviewers of the volume as a whole organized by the editor of the Studia
Fennica Historica series and during the process of finalizing the text for
publication. This collection is therefore the product of more than three
years of discussion among the contributors in order to negotiate a broad
understanding developed from the synthesis of diverse perspectives offered
by many disciplines. However, this volume is simultaneously accessible as
a multidisciplinary collection with clearly distinguishable approaches and
points of view that posit different scientific disciplines in relation to the
topic under investigation.

Perspectives in Dialogue

Across recent decades, there have been increasing movements toward
interdisciplinary cooperation, yet our experience was that images of
other disciplines generally tended to be rooted in what those disciplines
were when they began closing off from one another - ie. in the state of
research, research methods and methodologies current in the 1960s and
1970s. There was a lack of awareness of the tremendous internal advances
that has characterized individual disciplines since that time. Consequently,
interdisciplinary endeavors by outsiders to a field often engaged outdated
research and methodologies. Opening discussion across disciplines was
a significant step in changing those perspectives. In some cases, current
views and understandings in different disciplines were considered
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quite striking. For example, many were surprised by the perspective
from historical linguistics that most of Finland and Karelia were Sami
language areas in the Viking Age. Introducing current perspectives into
an extensively multidisciplinary discussion environment situated every
discipline’s data in new light, generating innovative new perspectives and
new understandings leading to new knowledge. These discussions opened
new research questions and provided foundations for further investigations
that are fully interdisciplinary in nature. Perhaps the most significant overall
outcome of discussion was the general consensus that every discipline was
dependent on others in order to appropriately contextualize its data, and
therefore that interdisciplinary discussion and networking is essential. The
chapters brought together in Fibula, Fabula, Fact are a concrete product
of the discussions and the insights that these enabled. As a totality, they
help to contextualize the results in individual disciplines within a wider
picture by presenting discussions across a broad range of disciplines. These
chapters are particularly oriented to carry forward the raising of awareness
of the potentials and limitations of different disciplines in order to provide
essential foundations for informed multidisciplinary research on the Viking
Age in Finland.

The title of the Viking Age in Finland project presents two intersecting
areas of discussion: the “Viking Age’ as a period of time and ‘Finland’ or
the related historical territories as a geographical and cultural space.
As was observed above, these two sides of investigation are invariably
concerned with inhabitants of these territories during these periods. The
chapters of this volume are organized according to these three different,
yet inseparable spheres of discussion: Time, Space, and People. Each section
offers introductions to material from different disciplines allowing the
reader to consider the many facets of these broad thematic areas from
multiple, complementary perspectives. The introductory chapter that
opens the volume offers a synthetic overview of the current and developing
perspectives on of the Viking Age in Finland. This is followed by the section
on Time, constituted of six chapters that discuss, from the perspectives of
different disciplines, how the Viking Age emerges as a period, the relevance
and significance of that period as a historical era, and how that period has
been presented, constructed and construed in later academic and popular
discussion. This is followed by the section on Space, constituted of seven
chapters offering diverse and complementary discussions of the geographical
territories concerned, the social construction of places and their relationships,
and the problems surrounding identifying places in earlier periods with
particular linguistic-cultural groups when the distribution of language areas
has changed radically across the intermediate centuries. The final section
is People, constituted of six chapters concerned with the populations that
inhabited these times and places, their cultures and the changes that took
place within them, their identities and the riddles of meaningfulness and
valuations in the social environments of earlier periods. An afterward draws
the volume to a close with a look at some of the common threads that weave
these many chapters together and also reveals certain lacunae in the study
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of the Viking Age in Finland, considering both challenges and potentials
for future research. Together, these twenty-one contributions unfold a
multidimensional image of the role and significance of the Viking Age in
Finno-Karelian areas of habitation. Together, these diverse contributions
with their many and various perspectives and approaches reveal that the
Viking Age in Finland was a transitional era characterized by radical changes
that comprehensively reshaped the Finno-Ugric cultural environments in
this part of the globe.

Helsinki,
1 April 2014
Joonas Ahola & Frog

NoOTES

1 Richard Macksey employed this quotation in the same capacity nearly half a century
ago, when he opened the international symposium “Les Languages Critiques et les
Sciences de 'Homme” [‘The Languages of Criticism and the Sciences of Man’]
(Macksey 1971: 13).
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VIKING AGE IM FINLAND

... could the desire for raiding be impossible for a people who, once the Viking pirates
had stopped, made all of the eastern and southern shores of the Scandinavian
peninsula insecure, even burning magnificent Sigtuna - right at the heart of
Sweden - to the ground. - Julius Krohn (1883: 83).

Ideas of ‘Vikings’ and images associated with them dance in popular
imagination, shaping understandings of what life was like in Finland before
the establishment of Christianity. The degree to which the Viking Age has
been embraced in popular culture contrasts with the paucity of work that has
in fact been done on this period and its relevance for Finnish and Karelian
history. Today, a common, instinctive lay-reaction to mentioning Finland
in connection with the Viking Age is to wonder: “Were there Vikings in
Finland?” This simple question conceals the problem of how ‘Vikings’ are
understood and what we mean by ‘Finland’ It betrays the challenge of
considering how this historical period and the activities associated with
it may have significantly impacted and even shaped the development of
many different cultures. Almost paradoxically, this question simultaneously
contrasts with the central role in modern popular culture of images and
information associated with Vikings and the Viking Age that are used to
fill out the representations and imaginings of pre-Christian Finland in the
Middle Ages.

The Viking Age is a term used to refer to a period of history in Northern
Europe in the late Iron Age, often defined as roughly 800-1050 AD. It is a
period characterized by the mobility and expansion of Germanic populations
from Scandinavia. In spite of the several multidisciplinary volumes that
have been produced on the Viking Age in the past few decades, Finland has
been left outside of these discourses. Extensive research has been done on
the cultural and historical significance of this period for Germanic cultures
of Scandinavia and for other cultures to the west. Increasing attention has
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also been given to the Sami cultures in the north and to Russia in the east.
Present-day Finland is politically and culturally so much closer to other
Nordic countries that it has been largely forgotten in discussions of the
Viking Age. Nevertheless, medieval sagas describe adventures of heroes in
Finland, a major trade route passed along the Finnish coast, and the famed
trading center near Lake Ladoga — Staraya Ladoga — isin a territory of Karelia.
Moreover, the Viking Age appears to have had a crucial role in shaping
Finnish and Karelian cultures: it is a potentially pivotal transitional period in
their history, and essential for understanding their eventual emergence into
the cultures we know today. Thus, the question of the potential significance
of the Viking Age in Finland remains distinct from the question of whether
there were Finnish Vikings.

The present collection has been organized to meet the interest and need
to open and explore the Viking Age in Finland. Research in this area has
been diffuse and even neglected in many fields across the past half century.
This volume draws together current views, perspectives and possibilities
from a wide range of research disciplines. These multiple views have opened
dialogueswith oneanotherandtherebyadvancetoward trulyinterdisciplinary
perspectives on the Viking Age in Finland. A significant challenge in
developing this area is that the research done in each discipline is most often
oriented to other specialists within that particular field. It is therefore often
difficult for enthusiasts, students and specialists from other fields to access
(or even to find) up-to-date information and understandings. In addition,
the language barrier has left international research largely unaware of much
work that has been done in Finland and Karelia. A central priority of this
collection is accessibility. Contributions offer introductions to the sources,
research and understandings of particular fields and thematic areas relevant
to the Viking Age in Finland. These introductions are intended to be reader-
friendly to non-specialists in a language that is internationally accessible.
The volume is intended to raise informed awareness about the Viking Age
in Finland among the interested public and also to provide foundations for
conversant interdisciplinary cooperation and research in the future.

This introductory chapter sets out to offer a general overview to the topic
of the Viking Age in Finland, with a look at sources, discussions, challenges
and controversies connected with this dynamic area of interest. It orients
a reader by offering a broad survey and synthesis of the information and
multiple perspectives offered by the other contributions to this collection
(cross-references will be inserted with the author’s name in small capitals).
It is built on the discourse that evolved through the seminars out of which
this publication has developed and discussions with the many participants
in those events. Ideological and political tones and intentions have affected
and coloured conceptions about the Viking Age throughout history, and
it is therefore necessary to open this introduction with an overview of the
political history of the discourse surrounding it. This will provide an essential
background when turning to different conceptions of the Viking Age and
issues of sources and methodology that have developed in relation to that
history. The later sections of this chapter will offer synthetic overviews of
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the three thematic centers of the collection — Time, Space and People - in
relation to which the concepts entailed in the “Viking Age’ and ‘Finland’ will
be generally assessed in terms of their relevance for this part of the world.
This introduction will offer a valuable frame of reference when approaching
individual contributions and their dialogues with one another, as well as
having value as an introduction to the topic more generally.

The Viking Age, Romanticism and Nationalism

The term ‘Viking Age’ has origins in nineteenth century Sweden. Sweden
lost its eastern territories (Finland) to Russia in the Finnish War (1808-
1809), and in this historical environment, the glorious ancient Germanic
past found relevance. The word viking is first recorded on rune stones, of
which the earliest is probably from the ninth century, and where it was
used in connection with expeditions across the seas.! Icelandic sources
from the thirteenth century unambiguously use the expression fara i viking
[‘to go raiding’] in connection with sea-raiding, and the word for a person
conducting such activities, vikingr, hence meant ‘pirate’ The use of the term
took another direction in its revival through Romanticism. In 1811, the
Gotiska Forbundet was founded - called in English the ‘Geatish Society’ or
‘Gothic League’ — and Erik Gustaf Geijer published a poem called “Vikingen”
[‘The Viking’] in the society’s magazine Iduna. “Vikingen” celebrated the
adventurous life of a sea-raider, glorifying the nineteenth century equivalent
of a rockn’roll mentality: ‘live hard - die young’ Artists delighted in creating
images of these Germanic warriors and Esaias Tegnér composed a romantic
imitation of the medieval heroic sagas, “Frithiofs saga” (1820-1825), that
rapidly found fame throughout Europe. By the end of the century, the period
to which these inspiring heroes belonged was considered so important that
it developed its own unique term: vikingatiden — “The Viking Age’

The notion of the Viking Age was bound up with Nordic national
romanticism and also with Pan-Scandinavianism, which emphasized the
common roots of Scandinavian cultures. The period has been referred
to in scholarly discussion with a number of different terms. Variation in
these terms reflects different political trends (Aarro), different periods of
research practices (LAAKSO) as well as the properties of the different source
materials and their suitability for temporal categorization (AnoLA). The
earliest historical sources offering developed depictions of Scandinavian
cultures were concerned precisely with the Viking Age, its adventurous
warrior-poets and the martial achievements of the first kings to build
‘nations’ (as seen through the eyes of Romanticism) in that part of the world.
The Viking Age was politically and ideologically coloured already in the
process of identifying it as a distinct and significant period in history. The
term developed into a technical designation for a historical period almost
by accident, as an outcome of its mounting popular and political social use.
It became a period named for “Viking’ activities that was formally defined
as beginning in about 800 — or concretely in 793, marked by an attack in the
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British Isles as the earliest recorded so-called “Viking raid’ - and ending in
about 1050 - or more concretely in 1066 with the Battle of Stamford Bridge.
Oddly enough, the site of the battle considered to mark the end of the era
of “Vikings’ was less than 250 kilometers away from the raided abbey at
which the period officially began. In this light, it is not surprising that the
predominant image of the era is characterized by violence and domination
by Scandinavians. However, raiding and warfare were only a small part of
this period and reflect only a perhaps exceptional part of the populations
living in Northern Europe at that time.

In Finland, the Viking Age was also discussed in the spirit of Romanticism.
In 1809, the Swedish Empire lost Finland to the Russian Empire. The
Russian Empire made Finland an autonomous Grand Duchy and indulged
its elevation of Finnish language and culture with aspirations to nationhood:
this provided an efficient means to break down the long-standing ties to
Sweden. This indulgence opened the possibility to discuss Finnish culture in
indigenous terms. During the period of the Grand Duchy (1809-1917), the
models for identity were adopted either from the west or from indigenous
folk culture. Opening the construction of the identity of this new political
ethnos was unbounded. Distinctions between Finnic languages and dialects
had not yet been defined: at that time, the ‘Finnish’ language began in the
capital of Helsinki, spilling outward with no clear and fixed distinction of
where language and culture became ‘not-Finnish: To complicate matters, the
borders of the Grand Duchy of Finland were political rather than cultural
and they cut straight through the territory of Karelia. This led to nationalist
dreams and aspirations of creating a ‘Greater Finland’ (Suur-Suomi),
inclusive not only of Karelians, but of all groups that could be considered
to share in this ethnic identity - even Estonians could be identified as
‘Finns. These ideas served as an ideological basis for the aggressive warfare
by which Finland attempted to expand its territory during World War II.
At the same time, the cultural heritage of all of these groups could thus
be appropriated and treated as ‘Finnish’ because it was seen as reflecting
that common heritage. Much as the archaic sagas and poetry of medieval
Iceland were appropriated in the service of ‘Swedish, ‘Danish’ and even
‘Germanic’ identities, folk culture especially from Karelia and Ingria were,
for example, central in the development of Elias Lonnrots national epic
Kalevala and provided profound inspiration for the national romantic art
of Akseli Gallén-Kallela and the music of Jean Sibelius. Although medieval
historical sources were lacking, kalevalaic poetry was readily compared and
interpreted as equivalent to the medieval eddic poems and interpreted on
the same premises (AHOLA). The images and motifs of this poetry were read
through popular Viking Age imagery as a significant frame of reference for
interpretation. This frame enabled the construction of ‘Finnish’ Vikings and
a proud heritage and national history of bold warrior-poets independent of
the Swedes and other nations (Wilson 1976: 50-58).

As the Finnish language gained a stronger position in society across
the nineteenth century, a counter-movement began among the Swedish-
speaking population, and the magazine Vikingen [‘The Viking’] was founded
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in 1870. This magazine was intended to support the cultural identity of the
Swedish-speaking population (AALTO). Swedish had been the (politically)
dominant language in Finland for centuries, and change in language politics
was significant. Differences in language were seen to also reflect racial
differences in an era when race structured the discussion about nations.?
The Swedish national movement in Finland claimed racial supremacy as
a justification of social supremacy and the privileged position of their
language (Hamaéldinen 1985).

The Romantic image of the blonde Viking warrior as an ethnic ideal and
icon of racial superiority was certainly not exclusive to Swedish speakers,
and marks of this history of discourse continue to show up in discussions
of the Viking Age in Finland. This powerful image was also bound up with
the construction of images of Finnishness already in the nineteenth century,
reflected, for example, the paintings of kalevalaic heroes by Akseli Gallén-
Kallela and in the descriptions of these heroes by the linguist Julius Krohn
(1883). And this image was, of course, taken up in the defeated Germany
following World War I for the racial ideology and propaganda of the evolving
national socialist movement. World War II had significant impacts on the
orientation of research. The ideology of constructing and championing
a unifying ethnic identity developed a new, charged association with Nazism
and the appeal of drawing on Germanic models in building images of
Finnishness changed. Thelong-standing interest in constructing connections
with Germanic cultures was shaken and increasing attention was turned to
Russia and the cultures there. This turn was also in accordance with the
new political situation in which Finnish institutions were encouraged to
help maintain the status quo with the Soviet Union. These processes did
not happen overnight: in research, it took time to develop new directions
and approaches; a generation had to pass for the paradigms to truly change.
SirPA AALTO suggests that it was not until the 1980s that Finnish scientific
discussion surrounding the Viking Age departed from the dichotomybetween
genuine Finnish or Swedish culture (see also RANINEN & WESsMAN). Even
today, the voices, tensions and oppositions of this complex and emotionally
charged past echo up into the present (cf. HEININEN ET AL.).

The “Viking Age’ emerged as a term and concept through Romanticism
and it has evolved continuously in dialogue with the uses of ‘Vikings’ as tools
of nationalism and ethnic identities. As a consequence, a single historical
period on the verge of prehistory was defined and elevated as a period that
could offer images to reflect and represent ideas and ideals relevant to current
needs. The choices of the images used and their interpretations reciprocally
constructed how the Viking Age was viewed and understood. In Finland,
the Vikings have been used as ideological tools both in order to differentiate
‘Finns’ from ‘Scandinavians” and also to identify with them as similar, equal
(RANINEN & WESSMAN). At moments of national weakness, Vikings have
provided a powerful image of strength, capability and independence that
whole cultures have been able to identify with. Even though this primarily
served political interests and was centered in public discussion, it also
inevitably affected scientific research.
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Assumptions, Presumptions and the Problems They Pose

For more than a century, the Viking Age has been upheld in circulating
discourse with idealized visions and a romantic aura as the manly era
of adventure, force and violence. These visions still colour conceptions.
Modern popular ideas of this period are dominated by images of horned
helmets and sword-wielding warriors raiding and exploring otherworldly
wildernesses in square-sailed ships. In Finland, popular imaginings of local
history in the Iron Age tend to fluctuate between extremes of peaceful,
drumming, tree-hugging shamans and tall, blond, sword-wielding Viking
warriors reliant on their courage and physical strength. The national epic
Kalevala provides names and plots, but the visualization of their roles and
environs as well as how they are interpreted all take shape by imagining
them through compelling images drawn and developed, with their powerful
mystique, from other cultures. The images of shamanism come primarily
from Sdmi culture, viewed through the lens of New Age philosophy
commingled with environmentalism, while the images of Vikings are
built from Germanic culture, continuously re-envisioned through fantasy
genres and current images of alternative popular culture identifiable with
‘wild] ‘untamed’ and physically powerful individuals at the peripheries of
social order. These images are misleading and have very little to do with
history, producing profound chimeras of modern social imagination. There
is no evidence of drum-beating Finnish shamans, and in fact no evidence
of horned helmets used anywhere in Northern Europe in the Viking
Age.? Deconstructing these images of ‘Vikings’ and of the “Viking Age’ is
more important because we are naturalized to them beginning already in
childhood, and the more popular, vital and compelling the image, the more
likely it can shape our ideas and interpretations unconsciously. Even those
who attempt to maintain historical accuracy tend to emphasize aspects of
the Viking Age which are prominent and popular (or visually attractive) at
the time they are working, and this reciprocally strengthens the romantic
heroic image of the era.

The development and circulation of fabricated images is not unique
to popular culture. Across the decades, every academic discipline has
constructed and negotiated similar images, as well as construed images
of other disciplines and built up ideas about approaching the “Viking Age’
and ‘Finland’ within each particular field. It is essential to develop shared
conceptions and images in order to have a common frame of reference for
discussion. Resources and perspectives within a discipline are generally
quite advanced and sophisticated today, yet every discipline’s perspective
is haunted by a diversity of blind spots, preconceptions and infusions of
popular images. Within a discipline, conceptions and images are constantly
being negotiated around the source material and themes with which it
connects. At those nexuses, a discipline’s conceptions and images will be very
critically assessed and well-grounded. Where images and interpretations
extend beyond these, moving away from the reliable centers of the particular
field, they will normally rely increasingly on generalizations that may be
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current in the field or more closely connected to stereotypes rooted in
popular images. Stereotypical conceptions are produced in both scientific
and popular discourses, and these can affect the result of research and also
the reception of those results.

The problem of stereotypical conceptions in the construction of images
surrounding the Viking Age in Finland can be alleviated and overcome by
engaging with the disciplines that deal with the relevant area. In scientific
discourses, this problem is especially connected with a movement toward
disciplinaryseparatismin the second halfofthe twentieth century. Disciplinary
separatism was connected to changes in source-critical standards. The source
materials or results from other fields had not infrequently been used with
intuitive interpretations according to their value for a particular argument.
This sort of interdisciplinary work was heavily criticized as of low scientific
value. At the same time, there was a lack of respected methods for combining
disciplines or disciplinary sources, which closed off research from questions
that would require an interdisciplinary approach. Attention shifted to within
the more methodologically secure disciplinary sphere — sometimes without
even recognizing where interdisciplinary perspectives were needed. As
a consequence of this turn, many of the views outside of a particular field’s
nexuses of focused negotiation are rooted in the first half of the twentieth
century and, from other perspectives, these views can appear quite outdated.
This includes the biases against different fields, research questions and whole
types of data — biases that every discipline has built up through the long,
ongoing history of discourse. Such biases are not infrequently bound up with
issues surrounding ideas, methods and source materials that were current for
the particular discipline half a century ago. Put another way, most of these
views ultimately derive from an era when craniology was an area of study
for differentiating (and defining) racial groups - a discipline built up around
measuring the size and shape of people’s heads and that was ideologically
loaded with connotations of an ethnic hierarchy of superiority. Craniology
has been abandoned (although osteology, which studies bones in a wider
sense, has wide-ranging applications). Today, physiological or biological
trace evidence that could be considered to reflect population movements
and interactions in prehistory is associated with a field that did not even
exist as such at that time: genetics. Most methods and research from that era
were not surrounded by the sort of moral and ethical controversies through
which craniology was devalued in the public sphere. Since more fundamental
methodological problems tend not to receive media coverage, outdated
approaches and scholarship are easily taken up outside of the relevant field.
This does not mean that the views are necessarily ‘wrong, but they tend,
at the very least, to be unrefined and carry misleading connotations or
interpretations. These views require reassessment in relation to disciplines
and research today. It is necessary to deconstruct biases and suppositions,
placing the different perspectives in dialogue with one another to develop
a more dynamically unified, reliable and sustainable perspective.

A positive outcome of the period of disciplinary separatism was the
tremendous internal progress and development in disciplines through which
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the Viking Age has traditionally been approached, such as archaeology,
history, linguistics and folklore studies. These have been complemented
by new disciplines enabled by technologies, such as genetics (SALMELA),
palacoecology (ALENIUS) and palaeoclimatology (HELAMA). There are
also other younger disciplines, such as geopolitics (HEININEN ET AL.)
that can be tested against the Viking Age to yield new perspectives and
information. Whereas advances like carbon dating and electronic databases
are linked to progress in technologies, many other advancements have
been methodological, such as source-critical approaches and methods for
interrelating diverse data in the field of history, or practical strategies and
sensitivity in archaeological excavation. Of vital importance has been the
continuous development of research infrastructures that have resulted from
the extensive correlation of data and analyses in each field. For example, the
negotiation of literally thousands of etymologies have produced remarkably
sophisticated models for the phonetic development of different languages
and their contacts against which individual cases or research questions
can be considered. Similarly, ‘mapping’ typologies of archaeological
finds through space and time has enabled the fibula on the cover of this
collection to be identified as a type that developed and was produced only
in territories of Finland during the Viking Age (Kivikoski 1938) and certain
burial practices being particular to territories of Finland in that period
(Wessman 2010). Dendrochronology has been enabled by the accumulation
and correlation of evidence of annual tree growth extending back from
the present to before the Viking Age, producing a timeline as a research
infrastructure against which any preserved piece of wood with a sufficient
series of rings can be compared, and its growth pattern can then be dated
to a specific sequence of years. These advances and infrastructures are, in
many respects, almost revolutionary. They demand the critical reassessment
of earlier data, interpretations and even of whole research paradigms.
Returning to original research material in the light of modern methods,
theories and infrastructures can thus produce new information, whether
this is a fresh look at archival texts or a new archaeological excavation of an
earlier site. When this is combined with the breadth of new information that
has been produced, the new perspectives that emerge can themselves prove
revolutionary.

In many cases, great internal disciplinary advances did not produce
new, better-informed understandings of the Viking Age in Finland. This
was in part owing to general changes in disciplinary orientation. Historical
linguistics, for example, skipped past the Viking Age to concentrate on the
earliest possible Germanic contacts being identified in the Bronze Age;
folklore studies constructed strong biases against all historical investigations
and focused almost exclusively on synchronic contexts of data collection.
Knowledge and understandings that were produced within the separatist
mentality were often either limited in scope or have proven unsustainable
from the perspective of other disciplines. A single field of research can only
produce very limited or highly conditional knowledge solely on the basis
of research material specific to that field. When the image each discipline
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has of others often reflects the priorities, methodologies and interests
prominent before they closed off from one another - envisioning them
as they were in perhaps the 1960s - this can compromise arguments and
interpretations by reliance on obsolete methods and interpretations that
appear outdated by half a century. Outdated conceptions and stereotypes
of other disciplines may have simply been recycled for generations and
they continue to pose a potential pitfall to interdisciplinary research today,
a pitfall that is sometimes difficult even to effectively address. Because
disciplines developed independently of one another to varying degrees,
they now often have different (if overlapping) frames of reference, which
presents challenges when attempting to discuss and negotiate their various
perspectives. As long as disciplines are closed from one another, our
understanding of history remains uneven. Cross-disciplinary dialogue is
crucial.

Some patterns in the way people think about the Viking Age in Finland
have a much longer history and have been so prevalent that it is challenging
to step outside of them and assess them critically. In international research
and popular discourse, Scandinavians and Scandinavian sources dominate
discussions of the Viking Age as a historical period to such a degree that
Finland and Estonia tend to be conceived in relation to the Scandinavians
and Scandinavian sources: even local cultural phenomena and their
developments are frequently interpreted in relation to Scandinavian influence
or the lack thereof. Similarly, the language shift of West Uralic (Finno-Ugric)
populations with the spread and rise to dominance of Slavic language during
this period tends to be discussed separately from the formation of the early
Rus’ state, which is discussed in relation to a Scandinavian elite while the
role of the Finnic peoples has been neglected.* Rather curiously, Baltic
cultures have for most fields tended to remain almost entirely outside these
discussions although some of them “probably had a stronger Scandinavian
presence and livelier maritime contacts during the Viking Age than Finland
did” (RANINEN & WESSMAN). These tendencies are the result of a number
of factors, such as the relatively few significant archaeological findings, the
limited scope of much research, and the language barrier which prevents
most western scholars from becoming familiar with research in Finnic, Baltic
or even Slavic languages. The factors are compounded by the politicization
of the Viking Age and its use as a tool in constructing national identities, as
foregrounded by SAMI RANINEN & ANNA WESSMAN. Another major factor is
the history of discourse itself, which in a sense constructs the field of vision
of scholars, what receives attention, what questions get asked, and what does
not. The resulting image is thus inclined to be very simplistic, especially
from the point of view of the Finnic and Baltic cultures.

Other patterns of thinking belong to much broader discourses. A catch-
phrase of recent discussions has been: ‘Only archaeology can offer any truly
new information about the Viking Age in Finland’ This is a false statement
that confuses the uncovering of raw source material with information
produced through the correlation, analysis and interpretation of data. This
sort of claim reflects the international trend to devalue research in the
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humanities and give prestige status to natural sciences (even if archaeology
in fact studies human cultures). Such a claim is blind to the reality that each
discipline is dependent on others in order to appropriately approach specific
data and assess its relevance and relationships to socio-historical processes.
It should be rephrased: ‘Only archaeology is likely to offer any truly new raw
source material relevant to the Viking Age in Finland’ All fields are capable
of producing new information about the Viking Age through the analysis
and interpretation of data. In disciplines where questions of this area of
inquiry have long remained unaddressed, the production of new information
is almost inevitable owing to the tremendous advances in methods,
methodologies and research infrastructures in different disciplines across the
last half-century. However, no one discipline can produce understandings
of the Viking Age in Finland outside of dialogues with other fields. It is
through precisely these dialogues that stereotypes and presumptions are
broken down and sustainable knowledge and understandings are attained.
It is also where cross-disciplinary dialogue is active that the most new and
sustainable information and understandings are developed. The present
volume is the product of stimulating precisely that sort of cross-disciplinary
dialogue.

Sources for the Viking Age in Finland

Perhaps the greatest challenge to approaching the Viking Age in Finland is
not only that the sources are limited but also that they are so diverse that
they can be difficult to relate to one another. Moreover, every discipline
is characterized by its own types of central source materials and is not
equipped to deal with many others. Whereas research on the Viking Age in
Scandinavia or in Russia has a longstanding history of maintaining dialogue
across quite diverse data, such as written history, early examples of oral
poetry and archaeological evidence, there are no written documents from
Finland in the Viking Age or, unlike for Scandinavia or Russia, for many
centuries thereafter. There are some foreign runic inscriptions that mention
locations in Finland (ScHALIN), but these present almost no information.
Some foreign medieval literature presents reports of visits to and adventures
in relevant territories, but these are not objective ethnographic reports:
these works are normally hundreds of years later than events they describe
and their representations of Finnic and Sdmi cultures are often transparent
projections of Germanic ideas of social order and of ‘otherness’ (FrROG;
KoskELA VASARU). In fact, there are almost no descriptions of Finland and
Karelia during the Viking Age at all - although there were attempts to use
Elias Lonnrot’s Kalevala (1834-1835; 1849) as a source, and later to use the
nineteenth and early twentieth century oral epic traditions on which Kalevala
was based (AHOLA). This produces the problem that there is no portrayal
of culture, practices and mentalities of the Viking Age in Finland that can
be taken as a starting point — there is no image that we can turn around
and look at from different sides, comparing it and contrasting it with other
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Figure 1. Illustration of tangible evidence as outcomes of synchronic processes in
diachronic perspective, and intangible evidence as outcomes of diachronic processes in
synchronic perspective, both of which present different aspects of a common historical
cultural environment.

evidence in order to consider where it is accurate or inaccurate. However
problematic the images that written sources present for studies of the Viking
Age Norsemen and Viking Age Rus, they nevertheless provide a centralized
frame of reference for inquiries by a full spectrum of disciplines when
discussing their research. The initial images given by the written sources
provided a platform for different disciplines to develop and negotiate a
more dynamic understanding — which could become in many respects quite
different from the initial facade offered by written texts. Without that initial
frame of reference, the different disciplines are challenged to construct it
from their diverse material in the very process of attempting to negotiate it
for a common, critical understanding.

Source evidence for the Viking Age can be generally grouped into two
classes describable as ‘tangible evidence’ and ‘intangible evidence’. Tangible
evidence is physically connected with the Viking Age in some way, such
as evidence from archaeology. Intangible evidence lacks this physical
connection to the Viking Age. This is evidence that has been preserved
culturally through language or social practices. Although these two broad
types of evidence have the potential to offer different types of access to a
common cultural era, they are in most cases separated by a period of many
centuries - centuries during which the culture underwent tremendous
social changes and a transition to Christianity. These two classes of data are
complemented by a third category of analogical material. Analogical material
does not necessarily have any connection to the Viking Age or even to Finland,
but can be employed as a sounding-board in order to approach evidence
where sources are limited. This basic model is illustrated in Figure 1.
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Tangible evidence reflects outcomes of synchronic processes and
practices. In other words, something happened or was done in the Viking
Age, whether natural or cultural, and the tangible evidence was produced
as a consequence. These outcomes do not present the processes themselves.
For example, tree rings are the outcomes of natural processes that reveal
information about the climate at that time. Pollen is similarly an outcome
of natural processes that reveals information about crops and flora: if we
can identify when the pollen was produced, it informs us about plants
growing at that time. This does not inform us how people practiced
agriculture or how the climate affected their lives. In the same way, a burial
is produced through cultural practices that take place at a certain time. An
archaeological excavation can reveal the outcomes of those burial practices,
but the practices themselves can only be extrapolated from what is found:
the remains of a building are not the same as the earlier standing structure,
nor the same as the process of building it. Outcomes of natural processes
like annual tree growth occur in relation to variables in the environment
with mathematical regularity. Outcomes of cultural practices are in relation
to social constructions of meaning, but for the Viking Age, we lack the
frames of reference in which meanings were produced. In both cases, the
outcomes as evidence can be considered indicators of the processes that
they reflect. The outcomes of natural processes and cultural practices
intersect, for example, in the analysis of bones from a cremation burial that
can reveal information about physical aspects of the cremation itself, like
the temperature of the fire. Even where something can be identified as the
outcome of a meaningful act, it may not be possible to determine how or
why the act was significant. It is also not always clear what has been done
with meaningful intent on the one hand and, on the other hand, what may
be the Viking Age equivalent of a lost wallet or a discarded beer can and
some cigarette butts. The problem posed by this material is that we have
only a diachronic perspective on synchronically produced data, and only
tiny traces survive of all of the evidence produced by these processes when
they actually occurred.

Intangible evidence has been preserved culturally rather than physically
— with the noteworthy exception of the genetic data of current populations.
This class of evidence includes both cultural practices, or things people do, and
what we will call cultural resources as a general term for popular knowledge,
language, stories, symbols and so forth connected to communicating,
understanding and acting. In contrast to the case-specific quality of tangible
evidence, intangible evidence has circulated socially as a historical process, so
any relevance of this evidence to the Viking Age must be approached outside
of any specific cases. In other words, something was established in culture in
the Viking Age or became established in that period and it continued to be
used in some form until the present day — or whenever it was documented
between the Viking Age and the present. This might be connected with
something as narrow and specific as a feature in the local landscape in the
case of a place name or even potentially a story about that place, or it might
be something as widely circulating as the word for ‘barley’, the epic song of
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the creation of the world or techniques used when building a certain type
of boat. Intangible evidence depends on a continuous history of social use,
which implies a continuous history of social relevance. If cultural practices or
cultural resources are not used, they are not learned by later generations and
disappear. (Genetic data parallels the transmission of cultural evidence albeit
with a dependence on relationships between the physicality of individuals
rather than their social practices.) In order to be used, they have to have
some sort of relevance to the people who use them (AHOLA). Adaptation and
change is inevitable in long-term continuities of use and relevance (cf. Honko
1981: 22). This means that the evidence that can be accessed is no longer the
same as it was in the Viking Age - it can only offer potential indicators of the
cultural practices and cultural resources of an earlier time: the pronunciation
of place-names change (SCHALIN); the semantics of words may adapt to
new and different meanings (HAKKINEN); epic, myth and rituals adapt to
new ideologies and changing technologies (FRoG). This also implies that the
majority of cultural practices from that period and their living diversity have
vanished, irrecoverably. The situation with this data is therefore the opposite
of the situation with tangible data: rather than diachronic perspectives on
outcomes of synchronic processes, this data offers (more or less) synchronic
perspectives on the outcomes of diachronic processes. The difference is
therefore not simply ‘when’ the data was produced, but also in the possibility
to approach practices as living social phenomena.

Tangible and intangible evidence can be approached as two sides of the
same coin: both connected in very different ways to social environments of
cultural practices. The practical ideal of tangible and intangible data rapidly
becomes complicated in realities of the evidence. Tangible evidence may have
had a long history in material culture before being deposited in a Viking Age
burial or an object produced in the Viking Age may have maintained a role
in culture for centuries thereafter (Wessman 2010: 64, 98-101). Similarly,
intangible evidence is frequently reflected in medieval, late medieval or even
early modern materials that are described from foreign perspectives (cf.
KoskerLa Vasaru; Kirkinen 1970: 129-136), from a critical perspective of
Christian authors with ideological and political agendas (cf. Anttonen 2010:
48-57),or when the evidence of cultural practices appears somehow dislocated
from the earlier historical environment leaving its potential relevance to the
Viking Age less certain (e.g. AHOLA; Saarikivi 2007: 212, 224-225). As a
consequence, several disciplines may be relevant to considering particular
data. Relating these two classes of data to one another is, however, challenging
and often problematic, especially when there is a great chronological gap
between them. When approaching the Viking Age in Finland, this divide is
not only greater than for that for the Viking Age in Scandinavia or Russia but,
much more significantly, the dialogue between them has never developed:
the build-up to a critical mass of negotiating common frames of reference
has never fully materialized. This obstacle is not insurmountable, and the
present collection is a major step toward overcoming it.

Analogical comparative material has proven crucial to the development
of frames of reference when approaching evidence of the environments
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and cultural practices of earlier periods. The use of analogical material has
become particularly vital in archaeology and has also been essential in the
development of research infrastructures in many disciplines. Analogical
material is not connected to the Viking Age in Finland in any direct way.
Instead, this material provides models that may present parallels and reflect
patterns in historical processes and cultural practices that can be drawn
on to inform perspectives where data is limited. That tree-rings can be
related to climate and pollen to agricultural practice is taken for granted
precisely because tree-growth and pollen production in the Viking Age can
be compared analogically to these processes in more recent times. Similarly,
approaches to the phonetic history of language, variation in the lexicon and
connections with toponymy are approached within extensive frameworks
of analogues that have been developed into general models for approaching
language change. Analogical material is no less important in other areas of
research when approaching conversion processes in medieval Europe or
early Christian writers’ descriptions of vernacular cultural practices. Such
material is quite often used for methodological insights when approaching
limited data. It is used when approaching persistence and change in oral
poetry traditions, for anthropological and sociological frames of reference
when approaching burial practices reflected in archaeological data, and so
forth. Analogical datahasbeen fundamental in the development of theoretical
models for considering processes and practices as social realities.

Eachfield can offer differentand complementary perspectives of potentially
quite wide-ranging scope connecting in different ways to diverse aspects
of culture and to the factors producing or resulting from socio-historical
processes. Triangulating these perspectives — observing their intersections
and how different phenomena appear from different sides — presents a more
developed image than any one field could hope to accomplish alone. However,
this cannot be done by simply lining the views of different disciplines up in a
row. It is also frequently difficult to determine, among widely disparate data,
what it is actually relevant to compare. The term relevant indicator is here
used as a discipline-neutral term that provides a cross-disciplinary tool for
relating such diverse data. A ‘relevant indicator’ is direct or indirect evidence
of cultural processes, cultural practices or of human activity. A relevant
indicator is always an indicator of and may be a relevant indicator of multiple
things simultaneously. For instance, the quantity of weapons in Viking Age
graves of Southwest Finland is relatively large even in Scandinavian terms.
The use of these weapons in graves is simultaneously a relevant indicator
of burial practices; of the value of weapons as status symbols; of cultural
contacts; potentially of beliefs connected to the afterlife — and so forth. This
is essentially an indexing tool for identifying intersections of data associated
with cultural practices, contacts, broad areas of activity, specific meanings
and so forth. In other words, this is a tool for organizing data to consider
what data belongs together. This might be for comparison and contrast, such
as considering weapons in these burials with other relevant indicators of
weapons as status symbols, or the presence of this symbol with other relevant
indicators of beliefs about the afterlife. It could also be for a grouping around
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asphere of cultural activity, for example relevant indicators of other practices
associated with burial, such as probable ritual lamenting as an essential part
of the ritual process. The development of categories of cross-disciplinary
relevance and grouping data potentially relevant for consideration together
is the first step in triangulating perspectives of different disciplines.

When using ‘relevant indicator’ as an indexing tool, it is essential to
maintain open dialogue with other perspectives across disciplines. This is
particularly important regarding generalizations of scope. For example, the
most emblematic markers of the Viking Age in Finland, such as the round
fibulae and certain burial forms mentioned above, are distinctive relevant
indicators of culture and cultural practices unique to Finland at that time.
However, these markers cannot be generalized to be representative of the
whole of Finland as exclusive forms, nor do they represent exclusively the
Viking Age. Taken alone, any one relevant indicator is often ambiguous
and potential; it is through their correlation and accumulation that
individual indicators increase in probable significance in relation to their
particular contexts. To take the example of weapons in the Viking Age
graves mentioned above, their probabilities of being relevant indicators of
cultural contacts is enabled by research infrastructures related to different
weapon types that permit the identification of imports (cf. RANINEN &
WEssMmAN). The identification of weapons as probable relevant indicators
of status and potentially of beliefs connected to the afterlife develop
especially in dialogue between the burial as a context and analogical data
of the roles and significance of items appearing in burials both locally and
internationally. On the other hand, intuitively inferring that the presence of
weapons in the Viking Age graves is a relevant indicator of war-like raiding
activities may seem ‘only natural’ from a modern perspective informed by
popular discourse and its images of the Viking Age. However, this would
be a generalization of the scope of the symbol’s implications on the basis of
our own constructions and biases that must be cautiously guarded against
(cf. KorpELA). The burial practices do not present a connection to war-
like activities per se. The burials show that the weapons were symbolically
meaningful, but not that they were meaningful because the weapons were
actively used in raiding activities, let alone because they were used on raids
by the people with whom they were buried. This remains only a possibility
and requires extensive correlation with other relevant indicators of raiding
in order to be critically assessed. The dating of finds and the analysis of their
contexts is a process of contextualizing them as potential relevant indicators
while the interpretation of the cultural relevance of individual forms of
objects requires dialogue across fields.

Time
Timeis an unbroken continuum. The academic periodization of history along
that continuum is, perhaps inevitably, superficial. Periodization is a tool of

research that is meant to help build model-like cultural contexts according
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to different periods of time in order to provide shared frames of reference
for discussions concerning the history of different cultures. Accordingly, the
periods themselves are largely constructs that reflect conformity to European
historical discourse, and these shared frames of reference are centered
outside of Finland. The periods therefore do not necessarily accurately
reflect cultures and their historical transitions east and north of the Baltic
Sea. The transitions between different periods present an additional issue
when talking about one historical period as different from another. Societies
and cultures seldom undergo rapid changes simultaneously on all levels,
even when they experience a large-scale occupation by a foreign culture. As
a rule, significant cultural changes take place across long periods of time.
This is especially important to bear in mind concerning early periods in
history when societies were dispersed as networks of communities with
long continuities in their forms of livelihood, as in Viking Age Finland.
Generalizations about a period therefore tend to highlight certain features or
phenomena in culture as opposed to others, and the differences between the
periods that came before and after as opposed to the continuities and fluid
historical processes of change that allowed transition from one to the other.
As cognitive beings, we construct categories from occasional examples and
construct full images from scattered parts: the coherent understanding we
construct for the Viking Age is developed precisely through the features and
phenomena that get highlighted. Once established, periodizations tend to be
maintained because they are normally used for categorizing new information
rather than being reassessed themselves. Some of the issues of concern in
this volume are precisely the appropriateness or inappropriateness of the
‘Viking Age’ as a period for Finland.

The use of terms from European historical discourse presents particular
issues when approaching Finland, which is peripheral to (or simply
outside) their basic frames of reference. Historical periods are first broadly
constructed according to the inorganic materials that characterize tools
and weapons in archaeological evidence: the ‘Stone’ Age, the ‘Bronze” Age,
the Tron’ Age. Such terms are always somewhat misleading insofar as, for
instance, artefacts made of stone and bronze were still in wide use long into
the Iron Age. On the other hand, these periods are also used as being to
some degree relative to a cultural area, hence the Iron Age began later in
this part of the world than in, for example, Central Europe. It extended from
approximately 500 BC to AD 1050, or for about one and a half millennia,
almost coincidentally concluding the Viking Age with the Christianization
of the North (cf. the legal conversion of Iceland in AD 1000) as the
beginning of the so-called Middle Ages for cultures in this part of the world
(see e.g. Salo 1992). Within the Iron Age, periodization is on an absolute
chronology according to historical cultures that had a significant impact in
Europe: the Early ‘Roman’ Iron Age, the ‘Merovingian’ or ‘Vendel’ Period,
the “Viking’ Age. Here, for example, the Merovingian Period is commonly
used with reference to the period that preceded the Viking Age in the
history of Finland, yet the Merovingians ruled the Franks (from the fifth
to the eighth century) and their direct influence did not extend as far as
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Finland. This period is also frequently referred to as the Vendel Period, a
term for the corresponding period in Swedish history. The Viking Age, as the
end of the Iron Age, was followed by the so-called Crusade Period or Early
Middle Ages (1050-1300), during which the Church was supposed to have
become established in Southwest Finland. This, however, began well after
1050 and probably rather differently than was previously thought: politically
organized religious ‘crusades’ to the eastern side of the Baltic Sea seem not to
have begun at least for another century. The use of these terms has helped to
situate cultures in Finland in relation to the rest of Europe at that time. The
difficulty that they present is that many of these terms are largely arbitrary to
the specific histories of cultures to the east and north of the Baltic Sea.

Applying the periodization of Western Europe as a template for the
history of cultures in Finland has significant problems. First, Finland was
peripheral or even beyond the periphery of the historical processes with
which these periods have been developed — with the exception of the Viking
Age, which belongs to a periodization specific to Northern Europe. For
example, even mediated cultural and historical impacts from the Roman
Empire appear to have been negligible (RANINEN & WEssMAN). The history
of cultures in Finland and Karelia were undeniably interfaced with the
changing geopolitical environment of the north, but its western geographical
and economic ties remained more immediate. When the Roman Empire
fell in the end of the fifth century, it was in conjunction with the extensive
population movements of the so-called Migration Period. The Migration
Period was not simply characterized by the mobilization of populations from
the steppe, but also by the significant mobilization of Germanic populations
that traced their origins back to Scandinavia. This period of mobility from
Scandinavia appears to correspond to a period of climatic warming trends
that also affected Finland (cf. HELAMA). Already in the fourth century, the
presumably Finnic language cultures of coastal Finland began encroaching
inland, and Germanic mobility of the Migration Period probably not only
produced direct interactions with Finnic groups but was also potentially
a factor in the advancement of their settlements into more secure inland
territories (Salo 2000: 68-69).

Following the fall of the Roman Empire, the Frankish Kingdom or
Empire emerged as the center of power, comprising approximately the area
of present-day France, western Germany and the Benelux countries, through
which the Merovingian Period is identified. In Swedish historiography, this
period is named for the parish where a prominent grave from this period
was found (Vendel), identified with an indigenous center of power. However
the period is designated, it is characterized for Northern Europe as the era
between the mobility and expansion of the Migration Period and of the
Viking Age. Insofar as these two periods are relevant to the history of cultures
in Finland, the intermediate period can also be meaningfully distinguished.
In Sweden, population movements and activities directed outward did not
simply ‘stop’ at the end of the Migration Period. Contacts across the Baltic
Sea appear instead to have increased. Across the end of the Migration Period
and beginning of the Vendel Period, there appear to be immigrations from
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Sweden to Aland on a significant (if ambiguous) scale (Callmer 1994: 18; cf.
Roeck-Hansen 1991) and the trading town in Grobina, Latvia, was founded
around AD 650 (Carlsson 1983: 38; Thunmark-Nylén 1983: 307). Marked
changes in material culture associated with Germanic contacts are evident
in western Finland from c. AD 600, or the Vendel or Merovingian Period
(Lehtosalo-Hilander 1984: 289-292). Other changes in material evidence
are also evident beginning from about that time (KuusgrLa), and, following
a drop in the use of ceramics and iron production that have been considered
to mark the spread of Proto-Sami in the first millennium BC, the Sdmi
become manifest again in the archaeological record in the eighth century
(Carpelan 2006: 81). Trade east of the Gulf of Finland had developed
sufficiently by the mid-eighth century for Scandinavians to play a significant
role in the founding of Staraya Ladoga (Old Norse Aldeigjuborg [‘Fortified
Town of Ladoga’]®), the trading center south of Lake Ladoga. However,
these processes were not unique to populations of Sweden: populations
from Southwest Finland were also moving into this region at the end of the
Vendel Period and in the Viking Age, which has equally been connected to
economic factors including trade as well as population growth (Uino 1997:
141, 161, 178-179).

The Viking Age is noteworthy because, although it is named for activities
in Germanic cultures, those activities were in direct and continuous
interaction with populations of Finland and Karelia. In addition, the same or
corresponding phenomena that stimulated the activities among Germanic
peoples of this period may have also affected populations across the Baltic
Sea, although these populations may not have responded to those stimulating
factors in the same way. In Scandinavia, the population grew dramatically
and it has been suggested that the land could not provide requirements for
the traditional system of inheritance (mainly in Norway and Denmark),
which pushed young men to seek wealth elsewhere (Brettell 2000: 105-110).
In Finland, the period does in fact correspond with a marked variation
in climate, during which Finland was warmer and drier than during
preceding and later periods, although the annual weather also fluctuated
remarkably, potentially making agriculture unpredictable (HELAMA). The
data on settlements and changes in population density remains too scattered
to be critically assessed (LaAkso), while pollen analysis and related
palaeoecological data as yet similarly only offer dispersed, localized pictures
(ALENTUS). Nevertheless, this seems to correlate with relevant indicators of
population growth in the eighth century and immigration from Southwest
Finland to the vicinity of Lake Ladoga mentioned above.

In Scandinavia, the centralization of royal power increased the distance
between men and their rulers on the one hand and created tensions between
centralized rulers and local chieftains on the other. Although there are not
indications of such centralization of authority within Finland, the process
that took place in Scandinavia involved attempts to expand authority
through conquests and taxation, and attempts at taxation may have reached
across the Baltic Sea. It also created conditions favourable to small-group
enterprises for trade or raiding oriented outside the centralized areas of
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authority. It was therefore not simply a period identified by cultural processes
within Scandinavia, but rather as a period characterized by the interaction of
cultures in Northern Europe, among which Scandinavians played a central
role. This was especially enabled by sophisticated sailing technologies that
Scandinavians had developed during the two previous centuries. Viking ships
were lean and light with a shallow draught, enabling them to sail right onto
gently sloping shores and row out again after an attack. The same ships that
were suited to the open sea were equally suited to navigating even relatively
narrow and shallow rivers. The period was thus not in isolation from the
histories and developments in other cultures. The Viking expeditions to
Europe were launched in interaction with the Europeans, as an outcome
of historical processes that affected the whole of Europe. The raids did not
come ‘out of the blue’ even if contemporary lamenting descriptions may give
such impression. (See Barrett 2008.)

Raiding Scandinavians primarily made quick hit-and-run attacks on
remote, minor population centres. These targets were (at least in principle)
protected by strong rulers: the first Viking attacks took place when Offa
ruled Mercia and when Charlemagne ruled the Frankish Empire close to its
fall. The Scandinavians selected their targets presumably on the basis of the
absence of a permanent military presence combined with the possibility of
accomplishing the raid without allowing time to organize a defence. These
strong military powers have been suggested to have reciprocally provided
Scandinavians with a model for maintaining mobile armies by plunder as
practice (Hernzes 1997). The collapse of the Frankish Empire in the ninth
century was accompanied by a period of governmental instability from
which the Holy Roman Empire arose as the new primary center of Europe.
This political environment facilitated if not nurtured Scandinavian hostile
activity along the coasts to the west. The activities of Viking war-bands
and traders, however, seem to have been primarily oriented to immediate
financial gain rather than conquest and the expansion of political authority.
Even where Viking-like activities were associated with extended royal
authority (such as extorting ‘taxes’), that royal authority was, in essence,
implemented through privateers such as a members of the king’s bodyguard
or even visitors from abroad rather than enacted by an established network
and hierarchy of officials. This seems to be a phenomenon of the transitional
period in which the extension of royal authority occurred: models for
localized rule were stretched in scope while adapting foreign models, but
stable ritual and bureaucratic apparatuses for executing large-scale authority
had not yet become established.

As noted above, the Viking Age is customarily marked as beginning
and ending in relation to events that took place on British soil: an attack on
the monastery of Lindisfarne in 793 and the defeat of the king of Norway,
Haraldr hardrddi, at the Battle of Stamford Bridge in 1066. The signifiers
that are chosen to identify a period easily dominate its characterization. The
signifiers used to illustrate temporal differences from preceding and following
eras can nevertheless easily be marginal within the scope of cultural reality
or not equally prominent across a whole area. These dates identify warlike
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activities that may have been characteristic of Viking activities to the west but
are not necessarily accurate of activities oriented to the east (HEININEN ET
AL.). This highlights that the process of distinguishing the Viking Age reflects
perspectives. It also raises the question of whether the periodization of the
Viking Age according to westward-oriented contacts — a periodization that
highlights raiding - is accurate and relevant for eastward-oriented activities
in which trade may have been far more significant. This consequently opens
to question the relevance of this dating for eastward-oriented activities.

Although raiding took place on the coasts of the Baltic Sea, contacts
in the Circum-Baltic area nevertheless exhibit a long-term continuity of
positive cross-cultural relations (HEININEN ET AL.). The raiding strategies
undertaken from the open sea or in archipelagos were also hardly viable
along the great eastern river routes. The Scandinavians began moving
along these river routes already in the sixth century and were involved
in establishing numerous centers for trade both before and during the
Viking Age, such as Staraya Ladoga in the eighth century. Merchandise was
transported along these river routes between the Baltic Sea and Byzantium
on the one hand, and between the Baltic Sea and Perm or even as far as
Baghdad on the other. Scandinavians seem to have traded mainly in furs
and weapons, but it has been suggested that silver coming up from the
Caliphate also drew large number of Scandinavians to the east (Duczko 2004:
61-64). This suggestion is supported by the evidence of a huge increase of
Caliphate silver in Scandinavia during the Viking Age (see TaLvio). The
silver trade underscores that Finland was not merely a periphery of Western
Europe but was also interfaced with the ‘east’ (from the perspective of
Western Europe) - and indeed the territories under discussion are in fact
cut through by today’s customary border between Eastern and Western
Europe. Independent of the fate of the Frankish state, the ’Abbisad dynasty
took power (c. 750) and established furs as characteristic of luxury among
the elite. This consequently created a rather abrupt demand for furs in the
south (Kovalev 2001) and was a key factor in the opening of the silver trade.
According to dendrochronology, Staraya Ladoga was founded in or before
AD 753 (Kuzmin 2008), and thus it is not clear that its establishment was
connected to the opening of silver trade per se, but the silver trade can at
least be attributed with Staraya Ladoga’ later significance.

The collapse of the Frankish Kingdom and the flow of silver from the south
were among a constellation of factors that appear linked to the centralization
of power in the expanding kingdoms of Scandinavia. Alongside these
kingdoms, a corresponding centralization of power took place in Novgorod.
This produced a disruption in the trade in eastern silver during the mid-
tenth century - an interruption which corresponds to both the apparent
break-down of the economy of Aland and the collapse of the trading center
of Birka (HEININEN ET AL.). The silver does not appear to have been used by
the local cultures of the Finnish mainland and Karelia (TALv1O): most likely
silver was a commodity of ‘middle men’ who were oriented to trade outside
of the region (RANINEN & WESSMAN). It can nevertheless be inferred that
fur trade became economically significant to the cultures of this area. Trade
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appears to have been generally more prominent in Scandinavian activities to
the east and is well reflected in the goods from Scandinavia preserved in the
archaeological record of Finland and Karelia (HEININEN ET AL.). From this
standpoint, trade may have been a more important signifier of the Viking
Age in Finland than raiding, in contrast to the perception in the British
Isles.

Insofar as different disciplines concentrate on different materials, the
signifiers through which the Viking Age is identified and characterized
can vary, which impacts how the period is perceived in different fields.
For several disciplines dealing with tangible evidence, the Viking Age is an
almost arbitrary period: it is merely a particular period of time in the past,
or an approximate temporal context for a given moment in which tangible
evidence was produced. There may be a near-complete reliance on other
disciplines for constructing the period, as for example in climatology or
palaeoecology. For these and other disciplines, the Viking Age as a period
from 800-1050 can appear so close to the present or such a narrow span
of centuries that it is difficult to pinpoint. In linguistics, for example, the
periodization of the history of Finnic languages is a relative chronology on
the basis of internal development and differentiation to which other factors
are secondary (Karrio). The challenge this presents is the correlation of
that relative chronology with absolute chronologies developed through
disciplines such as archaeology (ToLLEY). In etymological studies of loan-
words, the Viking Age cannot be differentiated within a longer historical
period on the basis of phonetic and semantic features alone (HAKKINEN), thus
a narrow approach to the Viking Age is not a useful tool for periodization
within the field, and corresponding challenges are faced in toponymic
research (SCHALIN). Research on kalevalaic poetry has identified a number
of images and motifs with the ‘Viking Age, but in this material the Viking
Age is both narrow and remote: the identification of material with the Viking
Age is predominantly through images of the period constructed outside
the field of folklore studies, and in most potential cases, it is difficult to
advance beyond a probability of origin sometime in the Iron Age (AHOLA).
Similar problems are faced in comparative mythology, where certain radical
changes appear to have occurred in North Finnic mythologies, but these
can only be approached according to a relative chronology and it is difficult
to situate them more narrowly than the Iron Age (Frog). The Viking Age
becomes still more difficult to pinpoint in genetic data, which considers
relative chronologies of mutation on a much different scope (SALMELA). On
the other hand, the conventional dating of 800-1050 as a period has also
guided the absolute chronology of Finnish archaeological material to group
and interpret evidence within these dates - ie. ascribing material to an
artificially imposed period rather than developing a periodization directly
in dialogue with that material. As already mentioned, there are indicators of
differences from earlier and later periods in this material, such as the round
fibulae and distinctive burial forms (LAAKsO; cf. KuuseLA). The beginning
and end of the eastern silver trade equally exhibits a rough correlation,
active to varying degrees roughly from the second half of the eighth century
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to the end of the tenth century (TaLvio),® about half a century off from
the customary dates for the Scandinavian Viking Age as 800-1050. Another
observable difference from the previous era is a shift in cultural connections
predominantly to the west rather than to the east or south, and especially
to connections with Scandinavia. The domination of cultural contacts with
Scandinavia characterize the Viking Age in Finland, yet those contacts had
nevertheless already developed centuries earlier, as observed above.

When approaching the Viking Age in Finland, identifying it with the
period 800-1050 remains practical as a frame of reference shared with
international research. On the other hand, this dating is more arbitrary
than accurate for Finland or Finno-Karelian territories of habitation and
we therefore propose it be reassessed. As stressed above, this dating is
based on westward-oriented ‘Viking’ raiding activities, especially in the
vicinity of York, with no direct connection to processes east of the Baltic.
Its correlations in Finland have been produced by viewing data through the
period rather than considering periods from the data. As the Viking Age
transpired differently and with a different orientation east of the Baltic, it
is appropriate to consider alternative dates for its periodization in Finland.
Developments beginning already in the Vendel Period have been introduced
above and the extensive expansion of settlements and migration, paralleling
the corresponding phenomenon among the contemporary Scandinavians,
appear to characterize the Viking Age in Finland, as discussed below.
However, the movement especially from Western Finland to territories of
Karelia around Lake Ladoga become apparent in the eighth century (Uino
1997: 174-179), the century before the Viking Age officially began in the
west. Any date for the beginning of the period will be to some degree arbitrary
in the continuum of cultural history. However, whereas the Viking Age in the
west is marked as beginning with the first documented raid, we propose an
earlier date marked by the founding of the multicultural trade center Staraya
Ladoga, dated to 753 at the very latest. This situates the date relative to the
territories and cultures in question, placing emphasis on the significance
of trade, as well as correlating with the development of trade routes to the
south and Finnic migrations from the west into the Ladoga region.

Correspondingly, the cultural processes characterizing the Viking Age
in Finland did not simply stop with the dissolution of raiding activities
to the west, nor does 1050 mark aggressive conversions to Christianity in
Finland and Karelia that are customarily considered to define the transition
from the Iron Age to the Middle Ages. However, the dating of the end of
the Viking Age to 1050 leaves a gap in periodization. The subsequent era is
conventionally called the Crusade Period. This term is commonly associated
with the crusades in the Baltic Sea region and the crusades to Finland, which
makes it anachronistic, although the name most probably originally referred
to the European crusades on Jerusalem, with no clear connection to Finland.
Swedish King Erik IX’s initial crusade to Finland, linked to the legendary
Bishop Henry, presented as the first bishop of Finland, was said to have taken
place around 1150. This would antedate the Baltic or Northern Crusades east
of the Baltic that began c. 1200. The historicity of this first crusade has been
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questioned (Harrison 2005: 422-423). Following the discussion of Per Olof
Sjostrand, a bishopric seems not to have yet existed in Finland when the
archbishopric in Uppsala was founded in 1164. On the other hand, Swedish
missionary activity among the Finns is soon indicated by a papal letter from
the early 1170s and Church documents suggest that a bishopric was founded
by around 1200 with its bishop under the authority of the archbishop of
Uppsala. (Sjostrand 2014.) Burial customs that are linked to Christianity in
the archaeological record seem to become generally established in south-
western Finland (the western cultural area in Map 4 below) across ¢. 1000—
1150 (Huurre 1979: 224). The significance of these changes in practices will
be returned to below, but they are in any case indicators that missionary
work may have been facilitated by earlier positive contacts with Christianity.
However, this process was most likely quite limited in geographical scope.

The true first crusade (i.e. a military campaign sanctioned by the Church)
to Finland may have only come in 1249, following the defeat of Swedish
forces at the Battle of Neva in 1240. Tension and conflict connected with
religion had already been on the increase in the region, with the Northern
Crusades against the heathens of Livonia (from the Gulf of Riga) in the last
years of the twelfth century, Papal permission in 1229 for sites of pagan
worship in Finland to be appropriated by the Church (FMU 77), and papal
requests for sanctions against trade with un-Christian ‘Russians’ until they
stopped causing trouble for the Christian Finns (FMU: 74-76). At this time,
the Holy Roman Empire increasingly became a unifying center of Western
Europe, entering into a complementary relationship with emerging states.
Religious, political and economic aims to some degree converged or became
almost interchangeable. The Battle of Neva likely resulted from an attempt
to gain control of trade in the Ladoga region, a defeat that presaged Erik
XIs so-called Second Swedish Crusade to ‘Finland’ (Tavastia, Fi. Hime)
in 1249. This took (territories of) Finland under Swedish rule beneath
the aegis of converting the pagan population through military force (Lind
1991). This occurred close to the end of the ‘Crusade Period’ (1050-1300),
a term which thus generally seems more confusingly paradoxical than
helpful as a tool for thinking about the history of Finland. Of course, it
took the eastern and western Churches centuries to spread their authority
throughout these territories, some of which were very slow to change from
the cultural environments characteristic of Finnic territories through much
of the Iron Age (KorpeLA). The Second Crusade may appear limited in
scope relative to Finland and Karelia, but it marks the division of Finland
and Karelia as aligned with religiously and politically distinct spaces which
culminated in the official division of the area in 1323 with the Treaty of
Noteborg. This crusade signifies the politicization of space in the spreading
struggle between Sweden and Novgorod - representing eastern and western
Christianity. In this sense, 1249 marks the assertion of political, economic
and religious authority in the region (HEININEN ET AL.), and to that degree
can be considered to annex Finland and Karelia into the Middle Ages.

It is impossible to avoid artificiality in dating a historical period and
the validity of such a periodization is inevitably relative to different
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types of evidence, different regions and for different spheres of life in
the past. Although the majority of contributions to this collection retain
the conventional Scandinavian dates for the Viking Age (AD 800-1050),
alonger periodization of the Viking Age in Finland appears both appropriate
and generally more viable for multidisciplinary research negotiating the
Viking Age in Finland and Finno-Karelian cultural areas. A periodization
of this sort is necessary for attaining a holistic cultural overview for which
interdisciplinary research is a tool. We therefore propose that dates for the
Viking Age in Finland be assessed as from AD 750-1250. For both practical
reasons of reference to the Scandinavian Viking Age and particular relevance
to certain categories of data and certain territories (see e.g. LAAKs0) this can
be distinguished as the Early Viking Age in Finland (750-1050) or Viking Age
Proper (800-1050) and Late Viking Age in Finland (1050-1250).

Space

In international research, the territories associated with North Finnic
populations in the Viking Age have usually been conceived as a periphery:
it might appear on maps as a wholly uninhabited wilderness or perhaps only
inhabited along a narrow stretch of the northern coastline of the Gulf of
Finland, occasionally even depicted as a “Viking’ colony. This is largely a
consequence of a lack of information penetrating those discussions, leaving
a huge geographic expanse little more than a question mark. It is similarly
common to presume that ‘Finland’ has always been inhabited by Finns
- mainly because the historical spread of language and culture has never
really penetrated into popular discourse or even fully into interdisciplinary
discussion. Once again, the main problem has been a lack of information and
a perpetuation of views that in many cases were developed in the nineteenth
century. It is therefore important to deconstruct ideas that are easily taken
for granted and reframe them in a new multidisciplinary perspective. In this
section, concentration will be on social, geographical and political spaces.
This will include certain questions related to language distributions as well
as the terms ‘Finn’ and ‘Finn-land;, whereas the discussion of cultures will be
left to the following section on People.

Opening cross-disciplinary discussion on spaces associated with
‘Finland’ and other territories inhabited by North Finnic cultures meets the
immediate challenge that different disciplines do not approach geographical
space in precisely the same way. For climatology, defining a localized
geographical area for discussion is rather like placing a picture frame over
part of the fluid continuum of the atmosphere of the globe. Alternately, the
study of place names is connected to the formal features of geographical
spaces, while in archaeology, materials are predominantly connected to very
specific locations, and not infrequently there is a tension between modern
national borders and perspectives on cultural areas in earlier periods.
Thus, research on the Viking Age has generally concentrated on excavations
conducted in Finland and Scandinavia. On the one hand, these are also the
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territories where the earlier research has produced the most material, and on
the other, access to perform excavations in Russia is limited. This can produce
unbalanced perspectives or sometimes information simply stops at the
threshold of a modern political border. These disciplines create very strong
connections between ‘spaces’ and ‘places. Conversely, DNA, language and
traditions are carried and developed socially over time, and their distribution
in the present could be quite different from what it was a thousand years ago.
Disciplines dealing with these types of information may face challenges of
accessing research materials across national borders, but national borders
may be more significant for historical process in different territories regarding
the change, development or disappearance of material studied. Discussions
of cultural history and genetically identified groups a millennium ago tend
to be divorced from places — space becomes abstract, vague, and easily shifts
into the background. In all of these cases, the disciplines that study historical
cultures attempt to sketch cultural areas on the basis of evidence that is not
confined by modern state borders. The use of “Finland” in the title of this
volume is to be read as a provocative anachronism - an anachronism that is
deconstructed in many chapters from different perspectives. It is therefore
useful to begin this collection with a broad overview of the topic that can
provide the reader with a frame of reference.

Every discipline can bring its own insights to discussion. Although
archaeological data is often fixed to specific locations with very little
information about the spaces between them, it is possible to draw conclusions
that extend beyond individual excavations on the basis of different
taxonomies and patterns of development (LAAKsO). Likewise, place names
can be explored for relevant indicators of the distribution of languages, and
hence the groups of peoples who used those languages (LEIVISKA). These
perspectives can then be placed in dialogue with evidence from linguistics,
history, folklore studies and so forth in order to develop increasingly dynamic
models that help to fill in the gaps in our understandings and develop an
image of cultural spaces and their distributions in earlier periods.

Space simultaneously contains both the concept of a place and the
concept of mobility. These two dimensions are visible in settlement patterns.
Livelihoods play a central role in the social construction of spaces and their
significance: how areas are identified, defined, distinguished and related to
oneanother. The social construction of spaces is in relation to uses, usefulness
and potential benefits, as well as what is familiar as opposed to unfamiliar.
What is important or unimportant, valuable or useless, safe or dangerous
would likely be seen very differently by groups primarily reliant on hunting
and fishing as opposed to those heavily reliant on pastoral nomadism or by
those invested in agricultural practices in a fixed location. In addition, the
maritime environment of the southern and western coasts and archipelagos
was quite different from the vast forests of the inland regions with their
innumerable lakes and rivers and colder winters, and also different from the
open mountainous landscape in the farthest north. These sharply different
environments had implications for both the mobility and livelihoods of
people inhabiting them, and therefore the people inhabiting them cannot
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be presumed to have been culturally uniform. The life on the coasts - and
hence also the culture - undoubtedly differed from that inland, at least to
some degree (see Map 1, below).

Mobility is a primary factor in the construction of space in relation to
livelihoods, and there were tremendous changes in these during the Viking
Age in Finland (AD 750-1250) and also in the centuries just preceding it.
It is difficult to define a historical cultural area with precision. Land areas
surrounded by bodies of water may appear solid on maps and it seems quite
natural to conceive of these as cultural areas. This is also the case regarding
Finland, which seems rather like a broad peninsula. In reality, bodies of
water have been cultural contact zones throughout history, whereas forests
have been entities and obstacles that separated groups from one another.
Bodies of water provided an organizing framework for the development of
networks of settlements in inland Finland in the Viking Age. The Gulf of
Bothnia connected cultures inhabiting Sweden and Western Finland. The
bodies of water provided livelihoods, such as fishing, seal hunting and bird
hunting, as well as means of transportation, and they thus provided the
essential conditions for trade and other kinds of contacts between people.
The bodies of water also included a potentially threatening element during
the Viking Age. Hill forts became common in the course of the period
throughout the areas where land cultivation was practiced. They were
typically constructed on hills located in the vicinity of water ways. These
constructions may have functioned simultaneously as production sites for
handicrafts intended for trade - secure sites for stores of marketable goods
- as well as places for trading and defensive constructions in case of an
attack, although their precise uses and significance remain obscure. (See
Taavitsainen 1990.)

Very little is known about the potentially quite mobile communities that
must have been primarily reliant on hunting and fishing and what kind of
migration patterns these may have had (cf. Salo 2000). At the same time, the
products from hunting seem to have been the key to trade in Finland, Karelia
and in other territories around the White Sea. This would seem to suggest
collective hunting activities oriented to the production of a significant surplus
beyond the needs of a community. Travel over long distances may have been
essential to this in order to reach, in the appropriate season, sites for trade
in coastal areas along the Baltic Sea and Gulf of Finland, Lake Ladoga or the
White Sea. Agriculture was playing an increased role in the Viking Age and
centuries surrounding it, with different practices arriving from both east and
west. The maintenance of fields in the same area affected the construction of
the landscape and its importance. This created, for example, a differentiation
between the domesticated landscape, delineated and developed through
human labour, and the forest. It likely also significantly impacted the
conceptualization of relationships with ancestors and the unseen world, for
example with the concentration of the deceased kin-group in a cemetery
as a permanent site in the local landscape inhabited (in some sense) by the
dead (Siikala 2002: 121-138, 310). Consequently, these impacts would both
construct cultures and contrasts between them.
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The arrival of slash-and-burn agriculture in the east appears to have been
first assimilated by Vepsian linguistic groups, and DENIs KuzMmIN draws
attention to a direct correlation between where Vepsian place names from
the period are found and where the landscape was suited to this agricultural
practice. This not only suggests a correlation of the landscape with livelihoods
as cultural practice, but also between the livelihood with its technologies and
a predominant language associated with those who assimilated the cultural
practice. Agriculture also does not mean that settlements were unmoving.
Slash-and-burn agricultural practices were founded on regularly clearing new
fields and periodically changing the site even of the homestead in relation to
the land being used. Where cultural life had agricultural practices as a stable
center, communities were most likely still heavily dependent on a mixed
economy that probably involved long periods of groups away at seasonal
hunting or fishing sites and perhaps onlongjourneys for trade. Slash-and-burn
agriculture could also be practiced as a seasonal use of landscape resources
that might be at considerable distances from the homestead. The practices
associated with livelihoods not only constructed space, but also place - they
made locations identifiable and meaningful. Through the different types of
mobility, cultural groups with the same and different livelihoods met and
interacted. Populations therefore constructed these spaces and places in
relation to one another, and, by implication, constructed their identities in
relation to one another.

One obstacle in the development of perspectives on the Viking Age in
Finlandisalongstanding presumption that ‘Finland’ hasalwaysbeen inhabited
by ‘Finns, and if a culture was in ‘Finland;, then ‘Finnish’ must have been their
language. Projecting modern understandings of ‘Finns’ and ‘Finnishness’ on
the cultures of the Viking Age is as anachronistic as discussing Viking Age
‘Finland’ in terms of modern national borders (cf. Kuusera). Toponymy
reveals that the Sami language was earlier spread throughout Finland, with a
substrate of probable Sami language evidence even found in Finland Proper
(Salo 2000; Aikio 2007; cf. KaLL10), as well as through Karelia (KuzMin).
The Viking Age appears to have been characterized by dynamic movements
among North Finnic populations including the migrations from western
territories toward the Ladoga region and movements of Finnic language
groups to the region of the (Northern) Dvina River basin on the White Sea,
as reflected in archaeological material and toponymic evidence (Saarikivi
2006: 31-33). Janne Saarikivi observes:

Finnic must have been spoken in the Dvina basin even in the 12" century, at
the time of the appearance of the first documentary sources. It is interesting
to note that at this period most of present-day Finland was still linguistically
Sami. Thus, the Finnic language area was geographically substantially different
in the medieval times than at present. [...] the oldest Finnic language form in this
area [the Dvina basin] was probably the closest to the southern group of Finnic
languages, most notably, South Estonian. (Saarikivi 2006: 295.)
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The identification of the people on the White Sea called ‘Bjarmians’
in Old Norse and Old English sources as speaking a Finnic language
(KoskeLa Vasaru; cf. FROG) has supported an image of Finnic languages
predominating in an unbroken continuum across all of ‘Finland’. However,
toponymic evidence contradicts this picture and suggests that the Bjarmians
may not have been a North Finnic group at all: they may instead have been
another (South Finnic or Inland Finnic) linguistic-cultural group (or several
groups) participating in population movements that were stimulated in this
part of the world at that time. The predominance of Finnish and Karelian
across these regions in later periods is largely the outcome of processes
subsequent to the Viking Age. However, the Viking Age — especially as
the somewhat more flexible period of 750-1250 - seems to have been an
essential phase in that process.

Thesocial construction of territories as spaces and how these were regarded
from the perspectives of different groups has an extremely long history, much
of which is seen from the vantage of Germanic linguistic-cultural groups.
The problematic question of whose ‘land’ was ‘Finn-Land’ presents a useful
tool for framing issues of the history of cultures and their contacts in this
part of the world. Evidence of ‘Finns’ in fact goes back roughly 2000 years.
The origin of the word ‘Finn’ is uncertain’ and it is not used as an ethnonym
by either Finnic or Sdmi speakers (Orel 2003: 103; Valtonen 2008: esp. 382).
Although the terms Finn’ and ‘Finland’ seem to make their first appearances
through Germanic languages, Latin and Greek are the languages in which
they are first documented. The Roman historian Tacitus already makes a
brief reference to the Fenni (< Proto-Germanic sg. *finnaz) in Germania 46
(late first century AD). He differentiates them from larger Germanic and
Sarmatian (Indo-Iranian) linguistic-cultural groups. Tacitus describes them
as the most primitive hunter-gatherers in his ethnographic survey. Half
a century later, Ptolemy refers to the Phinnoi, and different groups of ‘Finns’
are distinguished in later post-Classical histories, such as the ‘Skridi-Finns’
and the ‘Tir-Finns. By the Viking Age, Germanic speakers employed the term
finnar (singular finnr) for Sami populations and only occasionally for North
Finnic speakers, whereas North Finnic speakers were also identified by other
more specific ethnonyms, such as Old Norse Kvenir. (See e.g. Griinthal 1997;
Valtonen 2008; Aalto 2011.)® This has led to a common view that Tacitus’s
Fenni were in fact Sdmi, mainly as the only known highly mobile linguistic-
cultural group in more recent centuries. However, the term may have
originally been used to refer to an unrelated linguistic group, and it should
be stressed that usage of Sami language in discussions of its distribution does
not equate to a shared cultural or ethnic identity, and indeed such historical
identities would be quite different than we tend to view them today.

Much like presumptions that ‘Finland’ was always inhabited by ‘Finns, it
is often forgotten that the Sami were not always the ‘northern neighbours’
of Germanic populations. This tendency has been complemented by
a general avoidance of considering the presence of any linguistic-cultural
groups in the area that are not attested in more recent times, thus any groups
identified and distinguished in the sources tend to be identified directly as
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the ancestors of present groups. However, a so-called ‘Palaco-European’
linguistic-cultural group or groups are believed to have pushed into that
region long before the Sami (Carpelan 2001), and traces of this language are
evident as a linguistic substrate (Saarikivi 2006: 295, 297; KuzmiIN). These
linguistic-cultural groups were still likely present in inland Finland and
Karelia, or in any case in Northern Fennoscandia (cf. Aikio 2012) at the
beginning of the Iron Age. It has been suggested that the Finnic language
speakers appear to have learned the names of major rivers in, for example,
Satakunta, Finland Proper and possibly deep into the Gulf of Finland from
Germanic speakers by sometime around 500 BC, which would indicate
that Germanic languages were established in those areas and possibly as far
west as Lake Ladoga when Proto-Finnic speakers arrived (Koivulehto 1987;
Helimski 2008: 75-76; Janhunen 2009: 209-210; Heikkild 2014). Ante Aikio
(2006) has shown that the Proto-Sami language likely underwent a rapid
spread, beginning in the centuries before Tacitus was writing. He considers
it not unreasonable to correlate this with the spread of the Kjelmgj Ceramic
Culture (c. 700 BC - AD 300) associated with Proto-Sami by archaeologist
Christian Carpelan (2006: 80; see discussion in Aikio 2006: 46-47; cf. however
also Saarinen & Lavento 2012). The area of spread seems to have started
centrally from (roughly) in the vicinity of inland territories of southern
Finland and perhaps Lake Ladoga, and gradually to have progressed across
Karelia and Finland and onto the Scandinavian Peninsula (and very likely
also to the north and possibly to the northeast as well: cf. Saarikivi 2004;
Aikio 2007: 192). It is likely that other West Uralic (Finno-Ugric) languages
were among those already spoken in these territories. Toponymy reveals
that many place names that the Sami adopted were from a language or
languages that were neither Indo-European nor West Uralic and that these
were adopted from speakers of Palaco-European languages (Aikio 2006;
Saarikivi 2006: 257-288), as was vocabulary related to, for example, flora
and fauna especially in the north (Aikio 2009). It seems most probable that
the indigenous populations did not simply go extinct but rather adopted the
Sami language. As mobile cultures, a great variety of speech communities
may have co-existed in interaction in these regions, potentially for millennia
(Saarikivi & Lavento 2012). Thus, at the beginning of the Iron Age, Palaeo-
European groups were likely the immediate northern neighbours to
Germanic groups on the Scandinavian Peninsula, and there is no reason to
assume that Sdmi language groups were the immediate eastern neighbours
of Germanic speakers in coastal Finland. Inland populations gradually
seem to have shifted over to Proto-Sami and Proto-Finnic groups began
establishing an increasing presence in coastal areas. These processes were
likely still ongoing at the first mention of ‘Finns by Tacitus (cf. Aikio 2006).
The ethnonym ‘Finn’ could originally have designated these neighbours of
Germanic populations that later assimilated the Sdmi language. (See Maps 1
and 2.) The general topic of how groups identify and distinguish themselves
and one another will be returned to in the following section. The purpose
here is simply to highlight the problematics of these identifications from the
perspective of research.
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Map 1. Western Uralic linguistic homelands and their maximal spread across the Iron
Age. Small circles indicate the hypothesized approximate Urheimat or ‘homeland’ of
the language group, the area where its proto-language has supposedly been spoken.
Larger enclosed areas indicate an approximate area of spread of daughter dialects or
languages of these proto-languages during the Iron Age. Larger areas of spread indicate
only that the language can, with a reasonable degree of probability, be considered
to have been spoken within the area, without excluding the possibility of additional
languages being spoken within the same area or that the language in question may also
have been spoken in additional areas.

The map pictures five attested language groups and their protolanguages, Proto-
Finnic, Proto-Sdmi, Proto-Mordvin, Proto-Mari and Proto-Permian. All these have,
with all certainty, existed, but notable problems are related to reconstruction of their
speaking areas, or the early spread of their daughter languages or dialects. It also includes
three hypothetical Finno-Ugrian groups, Meryan, Muroman and Meshcheran, which
presently have no living daughter languages. Everything related to these languages is
uncertain to the extreme.

Key: 1. Proto-Sdmi, 2. Proto-Finnic, 3. Proto-Merya, 4. Proto-Muroma, 5. Proto-
Meshchera, 6. Proto-Mordvin, 7. Proto-Mari, 8. Proto-Permic.
(Map and legend reproduced from Saarikivi & Frog 2014; see article for discussion.)

At the beginning of the Viking Age, speakers of North Finnic languages
seem to have inhabited only or primarily southern territories of what are now
Finland and Karelia. Most of the areal diversity in the Finnic language area is
on the south side of the Gulf of Finland, and the centre of the language area
was almost certainly there as well, the area of present-day Finland being a kind
of alinguistic periphery. Sdmi languages predominated in most territories and
were very possibly spoken by multiple groups that might appear as different
cultures in the archaeological record (see Saarikivi & Lavento 2012: 200-201).
The possible presence of other undocumented languages should also not be
dismissed, particularly in light of Sami contacts with Nenets somewhere west
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Map 2. Model of the spread of Finnic and Sdmi languages from around the beginning
of the present era. (Map and legend reproduced from Saarikivi & Frog 2014; see article
for discussion; cf. also the view in KaLLIO.)

of the (Northern) Dvina already in the Viking Age (Hultkrantz 1985: 18-
19). Christian Carpelan (2006: 81) observes that Palaeo-European languages
may have still been current in areas of Fennoscandia into the Viking Age and
perhaps into the Middle Ages. Language families and language isolates have
survived among small populations in parts of Siberia and Northeast Asia up
to the present day, and a conservative persistence of cultural practices or life
ways of such a group might leave little distinctive in the archaeological record
(see also Saarikivi & Lavento 2012). South Finnic or other types of Finnic
languages were potentially spoken in the south-eastern area of the White Sea,
and other Finno-Ugric languages and perhaps additional unknown languages
as well could have been spoken in those northern territories east of Karelia.
(See Map 3.)
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Map 3. Finno-Ugrian, Germanic, Baltic and Slavic groups in Northern Baltic Sea
region around AD 1000. Stars indicate significant sites of settlement and trade that
were, with certainty, established by AD 1000; dots indicate corresponding sites in the
Finnic speaking regions, that were probably established by AD 1000. Circles indicate
approximate areas of distinguishable tribal/ethnic entities associated with Finnic and
Finno-Ugrian languages that are mentioned in the historical sources or established
in the archaeological record with a reasonable degree of certainty; squares indicate
similar tribal/ethnic areas associated with Indo-European languages; a dashed line
indicates that the cultural area or identity under consideration is uncertain; labels
without circles indicate that specifying group identities and/or their locations are
problematic on the basis of historical and archaeological sources. However, they are
reconstructed in their approximate areas on the basis comparative and reconstructive
historical linguistic methodologies.

Key: F = Finnic tribes — F1: Satakunta (historically attested in the twelfth century);
F2: Hime (Kanta-Hdme); ¥3: Suomi (Varsinais-Suomi or Finland Proper); F4: Kyron
kulttuuri - the area of early agricultural habitation in the Bothnia region (not necessarily
Finnic): F5: Iron Age Karelia; ¥6: Early area of the Vepsians; F7: Early area of the
Votes (on the basis of the borders of Vote Pjatina [‘District’]); ¥8: Revala maakond
[District’[; F9: Virumaa maakond [ ‘District’]; F10: Saare; F11: Sakala; F12: Ugand;
F13: Livonia; F14: Bjarmia (Finnic speaking area mentioned in the Scandinavian
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sagas); F15: Sura poganaja (Finnic speaking area mentioned in fourteenth century
Russian chronicles); F16: Other Finnic (Pre-Estonian) groups (groups that subsequently
appear in the Chronicle of Henry of Livonia as Harju, Alempois, Nurmekond, Mohu,
Vaiga, etc.); F17: Vaga river basin (that, on the basis of historical documentation,
represented people with Finnic anthroponyms in the fourteenth century and has a
rich Finnic substrate nomenclature); F18: Kvens (or early Bothnian Finnic settlement
mentioned in the sagas; not necessarily Finnic). B = Balts - B1: Curonians; B2: Old
Prussians; B3: Semgalians; B4: Lithuanians; B5: Selijans; B6: Latgalians. Sv = Slavs
- Sv1: Novgorodians; Sv2: Central Russian principalities (Rostov-Suzdal, Vladimir,
Jaroslavl); Sv3: Principality of Pskov; Sv4: Lake Beloye (Scandinavian, Slavic, West
Uralic multicultural centers linked to Rostov at early stage, and later to Moscow);
Sv5: Staraya Ladoga (Scandinavian, Slavic, West Uralic center linked to Novgorod).
G = Scandinavians - G1: Svear; G2: Gotlanders; G3: Alanders. E = Other (extinct)
Finno-Ugrian groups - E1: ‘Chuds’; E2: Meryans; E3: Muromas; E4: Meshcheras; E5:
Toimicy poganaja. S = Sami groups. MG = Mobile groups; other hunter-gatherers
(some of them probably Sami, but many of which must have spoken other languages),
some of whom also practiced limited forms of agriculture.

(Map and legend reproduced from Saarikivi & Frog 2014; see article for discussion; cf.
also KaLL10; KOSKELA VASARU; RANINEN ¢ WESSMAN.)

Language areas and the areas of the distribution of particular cultural
features are not always concomitant. Language is considered today as an
essential marker and emblem of ethnic identity, at least in the modern
Western / European context. It is interfaced with almost every area of
culture and social behaviour to varying degrees and provides an essential
medium for communicating culture. However, language is also a resource
and tool for communication that becomes associated with social networks,
economic opportunities and potentially with prestige. This has become
quite apparent in today’s cultures with the roles and valuation of the English
language. Ethnographic research in Lapland across the past few centuries
has revealed the blurring of boundaries between languages and cultures,
revealing individuals and groups that can be considered culturally to be,
for example, Finnish, Sdmi or Norwegian, but who would linguistically be
associated with a different group. Prior to the establishment of state borders,
groups and cultures developed and negotiated their own territories, local
areas and the degree to which these were open or closed, as well as centers
where different groups or cultures could strategically come together for
trade or other cooperation.

These boundary areas and more concentrated centers can be described
as contact zones, “or social spaces where cultures meet, clash, and grapple
with each other, often in contexts of highly asymmetrical relations of power”
(Pratt 1991: 34). Interpersonal contacts could also give rise to linguistic
and cultural exchange. The merging of cultural features and cultural
similarities is characteristic of ‘border’ areas and naturally results in some
members of one group or culture accumulating so-called ‘cultural capital’
of another - i.e. cultural knowledge and skills that are valued as resources
and might be marketable, such as ship-building techniques (cf. Planke
2011) or even threatening, such as ritual magic (cf. Vaitkevic¢iené 2008). The
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spaces associated with a cultural group would not be uniform: networks
might be more or less dispersed, possibly among groups of other cultures,
and contacts and interactions between groups and cultures would not be
the same in all areas. However, certain contact zones would no doubt be
established and socially recognized, like sites for trade, and within such
contact zones, language itself becomes a valuable — and potentially even
marketable - cultural resource. Bilingual or multilingual individuals and
communities in Finland and Karelia (especially speakers of Finnic and Norse
languages) probably served as valuable intermediaries for the Scandinavians
approaching eastern Finno-Ugric areas (HEININEN ET AL.). Although North
Finnic populations do not seem to have participated extensively in eastern
trade, they had the advantage of speaking a language significantly closer to
the majority populations inhabiting territories to the south and especially to
the north and east. These populations were still predominantly a continuum
of Finno-Ugric languages and dialects at that time; they only later underwent
a language shift to Slavic. To the west, Norsemen primarily interacted with
speakers of Germanic languages or atleast of other Indo-European languages.
Finno-Ugric languages are so different from these - in an era when these
languages were learned by ear and experience rather than through formal
education - that the potential value of a multilingual intermediary for
conducting trade or other business should not be underestimated.

When mobility is complemented by social networks with information
about potential available resources, these may result in relocation and
resettlement. The interests and priorities associated with livelihoods led
to valuating spaces as potential resources. Such valuations combined
with the more temperate climate of the Viking Age and the availability of
technologies to result in migrations. The development of trade networks may
have highlighted the economic opportunities for trade and drawn groups
from Southwestern Finland and also Scandinavians to the east. ‘Migrations’
are often imagined in terms of large populations advancing across a
continent in organized groups. This might be to some degree true of certain
migration patterns, but migrations can also result from individuals, families
and households seeking opportunities and resources where there is less
competition or greater potential for gain. Recent research has highlighted
that immigration takes place within networks, through existing contacts, and
that these contacts are directly connected to the pull-factors of immigration
- ie. the factors that make people want to go precisely to a particular
area (see e.g. Massey et al. 1993; Haug 2008: 588-590). It is very rare that
immigration takes place without contact networks, prior knowledge and
expectations concerning the destination. The principles of these processes
are equally relevant to the Viking Age. Social networks provide essential
information about where opportunities may be - they construct the relative
value of inhabiting different (and sometimes unseen) spaces — while the
practicalities and potentials of mobility condition where people actually
go. Consequently, the movements of people were conditioned by contact
networks and the practicalities of physically relocating. Bodies of water were
thus potentially a central factor in directing the course of settlement patterns
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Map 4. Classic division of Iron Age ‘Finland’ into four cultural areas. (Adapted from
Huurre 1979: 158-172.)

and determinants on the location of major settlements both in Finland and
Karelia. At the same time, language and especially multilingualism must
have been crucial factors in the development of networks that enabled
mobility and migration across cultural areas. It therefore does not seem
accidental that evidence of migrations in the Viking Age appear connected
not only to waterways, but that settlement seems to precipitate in contact
zones and in locations that could serve as contact zones with established
inland communities (HEININEN ET AL.).

Research literature has traditionally differentiated four cultural areas of
Iron Age Finland. These, as illustrated in Map 4, are (I) the archipelago area
of the Aland Islands; (II) the western area; (III) the eastern area; and (IV)
the northern area.

Beginning from the west, the archipelago area of the Aland Islands (I)
appears to have been connected to the cultural sphere of the Svear of the
Lake Milaren area in the Viking Age. As noted above, there seems to have
been significant immigration from Sweden to Aland during the Vendel
Period and it is likely that some form of Old Norse was spoken in Aland
already at that time (Ahola et al. 2014). They also exhibit a clearly different
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set of burial practices from mainland Sweden, suggestive of different beliefs
about the otherworld (RANINEN & WEssMAN). Imported artifacts, especially
significant amounts of Arabic silver coins found in Aland in relation to finds
elsewhere in Finland and Karelia, are relevant indicators that Aland had a
more active role in the trade voyages on the Eastern Route (TaLvio). This
clearly distinguishes it from other territories addressed here.

In the western area of Finland (II), Scandinavian influence was especially
strongin south-western Finland. The district of Satakunta [literally ‘Hundred-
District] is likely a translation of the Germanic term ‘hundred’ to designate
an administrative district in the Iron Age (see Salo 2000: 114-128). If this
is the case, the name would be a relevant indicator that political structures
spanned the Baltic Sea, and those structures would construct a political
space with territories to the west rather than with the rest of what is today
considered Finland (HEININEN ET AL.). However, the place name could
potentially significantly predate the Viking Age and the political structure
would not itself be an indicator of the dominant language. Although western
and southern coastal areas of Finland are characterized by Swedish speaking
populations today, this is attributable to settlement processes that began
during the Middle Ages (Meinander 1983; Tarkiainen 2008: 44-63). Place
name evidence suggests that there were not Germanic language settlements
in these areas in the Viking Age (SCHALIN), although this does not exclude
the possibility of multilingualism in the area established already earlier —
which would certainly be a valued competence for engaging in trade and is
a likely precondition of the reception of many cultural influences. Satakunta
therefore does not appear to have been a Viking Age Germanic ‘colony.
Although the Scandinavian influence is quite pronounced, archeological
findings such as Luistari (Lehtosalo-Hilander 2000b) indicate that an
indigenous material culture developed in this area in the Viking Age.

The westernmost part of the southern coast, known as ‘Finland Proper,
formed an area of habitation that was separated from Satakunta by a forest
zone. In this area, settlements were concentrated at the ends of long bays,
and the Viking Age trading post excavated in Hiittinen (cf. RANINEN &
WEssMAN) indicates that trade was conducted at sites located at a distance
from settlements. This is a potential indicator that the contacts with foreign
traders predominantly concerned only a part of the society and that trade
was organized in a way that kept outsiders at a distance from the rest of
the community and homesteads. Archaeological evidence indicates that
the inland territory of Hdme also belonged to the western cultural area,
principally owing to the Salpausselkd ridge system that runs roughly
east to west across southern Finland. This geological feature separated
Héme from the Gulf of Finland and produced basins for the remarkably
extensive systems of inland lakes and rivers that characterize the area and
that allowed ready access to the west. There was an eastward expansion of
the population of Hime and apparently also immigration from Satakunta
and Finland Proper along the Gulf of Finland to Karelia (Uino 1997; Saksa
1998). The population also expanded north along the coasts of the Gulf of
Bothnia during the Viking Age (cf. LE1viskA), which is a likely location of
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Map 5. Significant water routes of Finland (source: Julku 1967).

the ‘Kvenland’ mentioned in medieval Germanic sources. This migration
process extended during the eleventh century, when additional inhabitants
from Hdme and Satakunta settled in the river valleys (Makivuoti 1992). Sami
settlement still prevailed in this area as well, but the earlier, predominantly
Scandinavian influence in this area was superseded by the Finnic culture
(Vahtola 1980; 1992).

The eastern cultural area (III) developed on the western and northern
coasts of Lake Ladoga through the interaction between indigenous Finnic
populations and immigrants from the western Finnish cultural area. The
Ladoga region seems to have been a predominantly Finnic language area.
It became one of the most important cultural contact zones of the Viking
Age. Lake Ladoga was at the intersection of trade routes from the Baltic Sea
to the west, from territories around the White Sea to the north, territories
of Perm to the east and Byzantium to the south. The merging of especially
the immigrating and indigenous Finnic groups in this environment led
to the development of specifically Karelian culture during the Viking Age
(Uino 1997). The relationship of the population movements and contacts
in this region to the separation of North Finnic dialects into separate
languages is unclear (see Karr1o), but the distinctively Karelian culture
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Map 6. Water routes of the Viking Age, including those associated with Scandinavian
and Slavic trade routes, major routes through Finland and Karelia, and also trade
routes through north-eastern Eurasia which extended these trade networks through
additional cultural areas.

had fully developed by the turn of the millennium (Huurre 1979), or in the
eleventh century at the latest (Uino 1997: 179, 204). Karelian settlements
were centered around the mouths of water routes leading to the north along
the northern and western coasts of Lake Ladoga (Julku 1967; Polla 1992:
437-438). The location of Karelian settlements is a relevant indicator that
Karelians participated in these trade networks involved with the northern
fur trade (HEININEN ET AL.).

The cultures and settlements between the western and eastern territories
are in many respects unclear. The area between Salpausselkd and the Gulf
of Finland (where the capital Helsinki is today) has offered few signs of
permanent settlement during the Viking Age. This has been presumed to
reflect the restlessness and insecurity caused by the Eastern Route with
potential threats of raiding, or possibly that South Finnic groups conducted
satellite farming in the area across the sea (cf. ALEN1US), without establishing
permanent settlements, as Huurre (1979: 158-159) has suggested. However,
data is simply lacking. In the tenth century, the spread of western populations
led to the establishment of an important settlement centre further east on
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the inland side of Salpausselki in the Savo region, close to where the town
Mikkeli is today. The settlers seem to have been from the western cultural
area, presumably arriving via water routes passing through Hime, but the
archaeological evidence reveals a gradual increase of signs of the eastern
culture across the following centuries (cf. KuzmiN). Only few finds have
been made on the western side of Karelian Isthmus, on the northern coast
of the Gulf of Finland. It is doubtful that this lack of archaeological finds
reflects that there was no one there, considering the potentially favorable
living circumstances. The problem may be that the data is simply too limited
and future archaeological finds could radically revise images of these areas.

The fourth, northern cultural area of Finland (IV) is both the largest
and most difficult to approach. The cultures of Aland, the western areas
and the eastern areas all are especially identified and approached through
permanently cultivated fields and cemeteries. The indicators of culture and
lifestyle that this evidence offers has been both preserved and identified
precisely because of its connections to particular places. Cultural groups
with more mobile ways of life left fewer indicators of their existence that
were both sufficiently concentrated and historically enduring to offer an
image of them in the archaeological record. This has led to the overall
picture of settlements in Finland and Karelia to be biased and weighted
to those groups with livelihoods of a fixed-settlement type. (Laakso.) The
northern cultural area is also several times larger than the other cultural
areas taken together, and yet offers relatively few archeological finds (cf.
KuUsELA), and territories closer to the White Sea have not received as much
study as those farther south. Nevertheless, it is reasonable to assume that
the whole of Finland was more or less populated (cf. Carpelan 2006: 81) and
that different peoples were sufficiently mobile to maintain ongoing contact
for trade and exchange through extensive networks.

The mysterious northern area is characterized by several different
ecological environments, including coasts on different bodies of water,
inland forests and the tundra-like area of Lapland. The living conditions in
the northern inland area differed radically in environment from the coasts,
and very different livelihoods were likely central to these populations, with
emphasis on hunting and fishing rather than on farming. It should be noted
that although the domestication of reindeer as draught animals has a long
history and the Sami are often considered a reindeer-herding people today,
reindeer herding seem only to have developed as a significant or common
means of livelihood among Sami across the Middle Ages - i.e. after the
Viking Age - and under changing social circumstances and economic
pressures (Hultkrantz 1985; cf. Aikio 2009: 206). Closer to the arctic north,
in Lapland, the cold conditions and natural environment required still
different kinds of livelihoods (Kankaanpdid 1997). The northern cultural
area of Finland cannot be assumed to be a homogenous cultural area and
was more likely inhabited by multiple cultural groups. This hypothesis is
supported by medieval Germanic descriptions of the Bjarmians and multiple
distinct Sdmi groups in the area of the White Sea (see KOSKELA VASARU).
Very little is known about many of the cultures that were neighbours of the
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Pre-Finnish and Pre-Karelian cultures, but reciprocal influence through
these contact networks is likely (cf. FRoG). Future research on these cultures
and their roles in the cultural processes that were taking place in Northern
Europe may lead to significant revisions of how cultures in these territories,
and in Northeast Europe more generally, are understood.

The four cultural areas discussed above, into which Iron Age Finland
is customarily divided in research, are developed mainly on the basis of
archaeological evidence. These hardly depict the actual cultural distribution
in each area concerning all cultural spheres, such as language, rituals and
livelihoods. Even this sort of simple map is leaves many open questions,
such as the identity of ‘Kvenlanders’ or their cultural influence in the North
(see KuuseLa). The comparison of different possible maps drawn on the
basis of different sources and perspectives gives a glimpse of the complexity
and fluidity of cultural phenomena that are connected to Finland as a large,
concrete place.

The social construction of spaces in Finland and Karelia changed
dramatically across the Viking Age. Just as mobility and population
movements centrally characterized the Viking Age in the Germanic world,
mobility played a central role in defining the Viking Age in Finland. Certain
factors that presented essential conditions for this process were changes
in climate and developing technologies within broader contact networks.
The change in climate affected both the usability of spaces, for example in
relation to agricultural practices, and alleviated the potential harshness of
the inland climate more generally (HELAMA). It also increased possibilities
for mobility. This is most pronounced in the opening of a sea route via the
Barents Sea to the White Sea for trade. It also doubtless impacted the periods
during which water routes inland were viable, and possibly the viability of
overland routes as well (cf. HEININEN ET AL.; KuUsgLA). Lassi Heininen
has repeatedly stressed that mobility of the Viking Age defined Northern
Europe as a unified area for the first time owing to networks of this type
(see HEININEN ET AL.). Mobility also seems to have redefined conceptions
of spaces, how they relate to one another, and the relations of cultures
inhabiting them in this period (KORPELA).

A key factor that emerged in this process was Lake Ladoga as a nexus
of long-distance trade routes that were rapidly opening with the changes in
technology. Unlike the Norse Vikings, Finnic populations were not oriented
to expansion outward via the open sea. Instead, they were oriented north
and east, with particular attention to inland water routes. Interestingly, there
does not appear to have been a competition in settlement of these areas with
the Norse cultural expansion, although these areas clearly participated in
cultural exchange and were vital to extended trade networks. Although
these territories often appear peripheral from the perspective of Viking
Age Germanic cultures, the pull of immigration to the Ladoga region in
particular and its situation at the intersection of extended trade routes to the
north, south, east and west suggest that it was a center, and not just a center
for populations of Finland and Karelia, but also for Estonia and regions to
the south, as well as for regions further east — a center for territories and
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cultures with less direct contact and connection to Germanic cultures and
populations. The Viking Age in Finland can therefore be characterized
through mobility and expansion that redefined cultural spaces in relation to
extensive networks, much as it has been defined for Norse cultures, but with
a different directional orientation and with a different center.

People

Perhaps the most subtly implicit aspect of all discussions surrounding
the Viking Age is its anthropocentricity - it is always, in one way or
another, connected with people. Interest and concerns invariably return
to connections with what people did, their identities, beliefs, languages,
relationships to one another and to other groups and cultures. People
are integral to any phenomenon related to culture and cultural history.
Nevertheless, an inclination to abstract and idealize different aspects of
culture - as though they were somehow independent of the people who used
them - has predominated across the long history of scholarship. The rising
awareness of the significance of the individual and social processes has had a
transformative effect on how history and cultural processes are viewed.
‘People’ are physically embodied social beings. It is easy to lose sight of
the physicality of people in the past when the individuals themselves have
become so remote from the present. It is equally easy to forget that people
organize objects, spaces and practices in relation to their bodies and to the
physical environment that surrounds them. Perhaps more challenging is
the awareness that individual and social identities are constructed through
exposure to and participation in cultural practices. People are social
beings, and participate in communities. This leads individuals to develop
roles in relation to one another as well as identities of social networks
and communities in relation to others. This relational aspect produces
perspectives on features of similarity or difference in language, dress,
behaviour and other cultural practices. Such features become regarded as
distinctive markers of different roles or groups; they can form constellations
(e.g. language, dress and adornments) that, when they are encountered
together, act as markers for different types of identities. In other words, the
features become meaningful according to social discourses concerning who
uses them and who does not (cf. Agha 2011). In many pre-modern cultural
environments, transitions between roles and identification with different
social groups could be stringently regulated and carefully managed through
ritual practices (cf. van Gennep 1960). Consequently, the markers of those
roles and identities would become charged as a meaningful and important
distinction that would allow them to become quite pronounced. Rather than
existing constantly and universally, anything that is potentially meaningful,
and how it is socially perceived alone or in combination with other features,
is subject to an on-going process of enregisterment (Agha 2007). In other
words, features are in a continuous process of being identified as having
meaningful associations with different roles, groups and cultural practices.
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In archaeology, for example, jewellery, weapons or other artefacts included
in a burial are all considered potential relevant indicators of the identity
of the individual buried, as are the practices involved in the funerary rites,
such scattering cremated remains or placing them in a pot; burying a body
prone or curled up; orienting a grave east-west or north-south. These are all
expressions of cultural practices, and therefore indicators of culture. These
expressions are also connected to identities and roles within that culture,
such as man and woman, warrior and queen, lord and slave. It can also
be presumed on the basis of analogical evidence that language and other
cultural practices were also enregistered, allowing them to function as
relevant indicators of different roles and of belongingness to different social
groups and networks.

The archaeological record primarily reflects one type of community in the
social realities of the Viking Age — the physical and embodied community. It
is therefore easy to overlook the fact that not all social beings were physically
embodied according to modern understandings. One such alternative
community is comprised of the dead. Burial practices both reflect and
reinforce understandings of the dead and ideas about what follows death.
Within the framework of pre-modern cultures of the North, funerary rituals
disintegrated an individual from the living community and ensured that
individual’s integration into a community of the dead. Analogical evidence
and probable continuities in later folklore suggest that interactions with a
community of the dead did not stop with the funeral rites. Interaction was
maintained through organized commemoration rituals and also through
non-ritual visits, although these too might be regulated by taboos or require
actions such as a food offering. This in fact continued to be the case in
Russian Karelia, although the traditions waned in the nineteenth century
and were greatly disrupted during the Soviet period (Konkka 1985). These
activities were done with an understanding that the dead had reality as a
community and the community of the dead had the potential to help or
harm individuals among the living and to influence their livelihood more
generally (cf. Stepanova 2011;2012). Similarly, divine beings were recognized
as having residences and even communities in remote otherworld locations.
The nature of these residences and communities could vary significantly
across cultural groups because they were almost certainly imagined
centrally through the culture’s own types of residences, social structures
and livelihoods, and viewed through that lens (cf. Durkheim 1915). Thus,
hunter-gathering cultures are unlikely to situate their divine beings as living
on fixed farmsteads or in walled fortresses while agricultural communities
living in fixed structures are unlikely to continue imagining their gods
living in tents - or if they did, this would reflect the enregisterment of these
alternative dwellings and ways of living. In other words, it would reflect
how people regarded them in relation to their own livelihoods. Most often
forgotten, however, is that the landscape itself was almost certainly regarded
as inhabited or alive with mythic forces - i.e. that a lake or a forest was an
entity with power to take or give — and it was a social reality that hunting,
fishing, travel, tending livestock, building boats and so forth all required
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ongoing relationships with the unseen communities of the immediate
landscape. Ritual practices as well as taboos were almost certainly aspects of
maintaining relationships with unseen beings and forces both close by and
far away. (Cf. Siikala 2002; Stark 2002.) When considering individual and
social identities in relation to others during the Viking Age, it is necessary to
remember that perceived realities of social networking extended beyond the
physical into unseen social realities — into mythic worlds in the immediate
landscape, and also in remote otherworld locations.

Another side of understanding people, individual identities, and the
identities of social and cultural groups in the Viking Age is that all of these
identities also connected with history and historical identities. A universal
aspect of every predominantly oral society is the maintenance of history -
stories of kin, significant ancestors and events as well as of exemplar figures
associated with broader social networks — and this was certainly also the
case in the Viking Age among the different cultures inhabiting Finland and
Karelia. Although it is difficult to say what the particular narratives may
have been, extensive fields of burial mounds in Aland physically manifested
the history of kin groups in the landscape (Tomtlund 2005). In Finland,
collective burial fields on level ground were similarly situated to have visual
prominence (Wessman 2010). Burial grounds on islands and in copses of
special trees as familiar from later traditions (Stark 2002: 147-154) would
similarly play a significant role in enregistering the landscape — making it
meaningful to those who inhabit it — although early burial grounds of this
type, lacking structures of earth or stone, have not necessarily left directly
observable traces into the present day. Most likely, the enregisterment of
the landscape involved a rich process of narration, addressing everything
from fishing in different lakes and who drowned in a certain river to forests
known for causing people to get lost. These histories would thus not simply
enregister the landscape and its relationships to communities of the living
and the dead narrating and being narrated, but also its relationships to other
communities of the living and of the unseen world.

Notall beings considered historical were necessarily physically embodied.
The most central and prominent heroes common across a cultural group are
often far more mythic than real. Such epic figures have a mythic role for a
cultural group: they present exemplar representations of identities, practices
and social order (cf. Honko 1998: 20-29; Foley 2004). This does not exclude
the possibility that there could be a kernel of historical individuals and events
in the background of them (cf. Byock 1990; Reichl 2007: 22-50). However,
their status in living communities is very often connected to a vague era
that precedes and leads to the establishment of a current social world order,
providing mythic models that can be used to reflect on and negotiate social
realities in the present, while being at least somewhat dislocated from them
(Frog2014). A significantamount of knowledge and understanding of unseen
worlds and their inhabitants as well as explanations for ritual practices are
communicated and negotiated through narratives about things that have
‘happened’ - history. These may be so-called belief legends about how the
thunder-god split a certain stone or how a neighbour was attacked in his
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sleep by a supernatural being (cf. Jauhiainen 1998). However, the history
of living communities will almost inevitably extend back to the creation of
the world and the establishment of the present world order. Such accounts
will nonetheless interface with what is current in the society, reflecting
and affirming it, informing the significance of ritual, social practices and
taboo behaviours, as well as providing resources for negotiating social roles,
structures and relationships between groups (Siikala & Siikala 2005; Tarkka
2005: ch. 5; 2012). It is possible to extrapolate that such traditions of history
and narration were prominent and significant in constructing history, group
identities, enregistering the landscape and even constructing understandings
of the world itself. However, it is very difficult to access in any concrete form
what these were during a remote period (see Frog 2012b). Belief legends,
epic history and even mythology itself were continuously updated and
negotiated to make them current for the communities of people handling
them, incorporating new or alternative concepts, images, technologies and
understandings - they evolved in dialogue with culture rather than culture
simply evolving around them (cf. Frog 2011b; Valk 2012). (Frog.) The
diversity of complex cultural practices apparent in the archaeological record
suggest a plurality of cultures inhabiting these geographical territories
during the Viking Age. This highlights that traditions constructing such
histories and models may have varied significantly across these diverse
groups, with some shared even across languages while others may even have
been consciously opposed.

Generally speaking, identification with an ethnos is linked to a
constellation of features seen as conventionally belonging together. This is
a social construction (Barth 1969; cf. Weber 1968: 385-398): the particular
features and their constellations become enregistered as characteristic of
one group as opposed to others, probably including, for example aspects
of language, dress and other external presentation, social behaviours and
cultural practices, and they may extend to physiological features. Ethnicity
is in a sense the subjective side of the objective realities of culture (e.g. Baden
1995: 33) - i.e. the features of culture that are perceived as emblematic of
bearers of that culture within the same or other groups. Geoft Emberling
(1997: 296) has asserted that “Understanding ethnicity [...] is a necessary
precondition to adequate understanding of the past” precisely because
understanding ethnicity is a key to understanding the meaningfulness of
different features of culture in communities under investigation. For the
Viking Age, identification of someone with an ethnos simply means that the
person will look, speak and act differently from a person of another ethnos,
and this will be linked to expectations and valuations by whoever makes
the identification. In a sense, the term ethnos simply denotes a category
of broad scope for an extended social group, within which more specific
constellations of features linked to particular roles, social activities and so
forth may be seen as characteristic of one ethnos as opposed to another. This
does not mean that every individual will share in all of these features, such
as necessarily (fluently) speaking the same language; nor does it mean that
the features will be exclusive, such as not speaking another language. The
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process of differentiation is a process of building categories, and it leads to
the characterization of all of the groups involved. Ethnonyms in general tend
to be used when referring to others rather than to one’s own ethnic group,
much as a person (in most language environments) is more likely to refer
to himself or herself with a pronoun like T or ‘we’ rather than saying his or
her own personal name (de Castro 1998: 476). Such terms for categories of
people develop intuitively around perceived constellations of features rather
than being analytical and scientific.

Language is one of the most central markers of social identities but it is
by no means clear to what degree Germanic or Slavic speakers distinguished
between different Sdmi or Finnic languages or other Uralic languages
in Northwest Europe. Cultural practices or dress may have been more
significant in this regard. Ethnonyms also get linked to place names, as
observed in such terms as Finnland [‘Finn-Land’] and Bjarmaland [Land
of the Bjarmians’], from which the appropriate ethnonym may either be
inferred (Finnar [‘Finns’], Bjarmar [‘Bjarmians’]) or the ethnonym may itself
refer to the place (Finnlendingar [‘Finnlander’], Islendingar [‘Icelander’]).
Especially where differences are great or contacts are remote between the
group using the ethnonym and the group to which it refers, these terms
can easily be transferred or simply get mixed up. Thus, as DEN1s KuzMIN
points out, many Karelians refer to the (also Karelian) populations just to
the north of them as ‘Lapps, and in one local area, they refer to themselves
as ‘Lapps’ and to their language as ‘Lappish’ To return to the issue of the
‘Finns’ introduced above, it is uncertain when the terms Finmark (Old Norse
Finnmork [‘Finn-Forest’]) and Finland (Old Norse Finnland [‘Finn-Land’])
became established. By the beginning of the Viking Age (750/800), Finnmork
seems, in the west, to have clearly referred to Sdmi language areas of Norway.
In eastern areas, the term for Sami seems to have been Lappir ([‘Lapp’ cf.
Ru. Lop’]), in which case people in Sweden may have simply used Finnar
for people living in Finnland. This complements the riddle of to whom the
term Finnar originally referred by whether or how they were distinguished
from ‘Lapps. Whereas toponymy may provide evidence of the population
history of a certain area based on the language history of the place names
(LErviskA), the distribution of place names containing ethnonyms such as
‘Lapp’ (Salo 2000), ‘Chud’ (Rahkonen 2011) and ‘Finn’ does not resolve the
identity of the culture that lived in those places that was perceived as ‘other’

Ethnographic data reveals that societies relying on hunter-gatherer
livelihoods are often characterized by quite small speech communities of
perhaps only a few hundred speakers, which can be considered the probable
situation for many of the groups in inland and northern Finland and Karelia
during the Viking Age. The size of these speech communities is a function
of the size and complexity of those societies. (Saarikivi & Lavento 2012:
esp. 210, 212.) The smaller the speech community, the more likely that
social networks require interactions across speech communities and that
exogamous marriage (i.e. takinga partner from ‘outside’ the family or kin) will
be across communities, with especially women moving across ethnic groups
(cf. Saarinen & Lavento 2012: 197). The existence of networks of smaller
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communities also increases the probability of familiarity or competence
in the practices and traditions of other groups (or even practices common
to certain networks) in a potentially dynamic multicultural arena. At the
same time, the smaller networks through which language change must be
negotiated and the potential for competency across languages and cultural
practices connected to different groups leaves it more or less impossible
to reconstruct how or even whether language and collective identity were
ideologically linked in such communities (Saarinen & Lavento 2012: 212).

The spaces of Finland and Karelia were clearly inhabited by diverse
linguistic groups in the Viking Age, even if their precise distribution is
unclear, and the number and variety of these groups is potentially far greater
than is customarily estimated. The Viking Age seems to coincide with the
break-up of the North Finnic dialect continuum into distinct languages that
later come to be distinguished as Finnish, Karelian, Vepsian and IZorian,
while the majority of Finland and Karelia appear to have been inhabited
by speakers of Sami languages (Aikio 2006; 2009; Kairrio; Kuzmin).
The degree of linguistic diversity in the far north remains unknown. The
picture is complicated by population movements that appear to have been
characteristic of the Viking Age in Finland (c. 750-1250), especially from
the western cultural area east and north (LEIviskAi) as well as the probable
establishment of some form of Finnic language communities on the White
Sea (KoskeLA VasaRU). Whatever incited these movements, Lake Ladoga
was emerging as a vital cultural contact zone even before the eastern trade
routes had fully opened (Uino 1997). Pulls for immigration no doubt also
brought Germanic and Slavic settlers - at least to the area of Lake Ladoga as
a vital center for economic opportunity (cf. Kuzmin 2008) - and the same
pulls may have drawn settlers from other, less documented cultures as well.
Linguistic evidence suggests that Christianity was carried into the Finnic
cultural areas through Slavic contacts already at the beginning of the Viking
Age (HAKKINEN; KALLIO), probably along trade routes of which Lake
Ladoga was a nexus. Other potential relevant indicators of exchange can be
found in the lexicon associated with these areas of culture in the term kalma
[‘grave; burial ground’] found across Finnic and Mordvin languages® that
appears to be cognate with Old Swedish kalm [‘burial mound; cairn’], not
otherwise attested in any Germanic language (Kylstra et al. 1997-2012 II:
25). Although there is tremendous evidence of cultural influences entering
Finnic cultures from Germanic and later Slavic models (HAKKINEN), all
cultural influences should not be assumed to have been unidirectional and
they may have potentially been quite complex (cf. Frog 2011a).

Aland was very likely a cultural contact zone (see also Ahola et al. 2014).
It nevertheless presents a riddle because the languages spoken there remain
uncertain. There seems to have been a (probable) discontinuity in a significant
proportion of Alandic place names following the Viking Age, although there
is not an indication of corresponding discontinuity in habitation - leaving
a mystery (Roeck Hansen 1988). Similar questions surround the cultures
near the White Sea and especially the so-called Bjarmians. Although place-
name evidence suggests migrations to the area of the Northern Dvina basin
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by South or Inland Finnic populations in the Viking Age, the area also soon
drew Slavic speakers until, in the documented era, Finnic languages have
disappeared from the region (Saarikivi 2006: 295). These Finnic populations
probably traded with Norsemen on the White Sea (KOSKELA VASARU)
whereas northern territories of present-day Finland reveal indicators of the
movement of goods — and therefore people — between the Gulf of Bothnia
overland (probably) all of the way to the White Sea (KuuseLa). These,
however, must have been predominantly Simi language areas at that time,
if not areas of other West Uralic language groups. These northern regions
also offer indications of contacts with Permian (Kama) culture to the east
that are not present in the western and eastern cultural areas of Finland or
in Sweden (Huurre 1983: 421; Zachrisson 1987). This suggests that there
may have been extended trade networks for which the White Sea region was
more central, rather than all networks being channelled through the region
of Lake Ladoga. The Viking Age appears not only to have been characterized
by movements of Germanic populations, but also by movements of
populations inhabiting territories of Finland, Karelia and Aland, as well as
other cultures further east.

Religion and subscription to a mythology, certain beliefs or an ideology
are also all potentially prominent markers of beliefs, but these are often
much more difficult to identify in history. Eastern and western Christianity,
Islam and Judaism were coherent religions that were carried and spread
along these routes. These religions are more easily approached on the one
hand because they are familiar and recognizable institutions today. On
the other hand, the image that the modern religions present us with are
highly stable: they are maintained by vast bureaucracies and supported by
developed communication networks that enable them to conserve order
and fundamentals of uniformity across thousands and thousands of globally
distributed communities. In addition, the Reformation in the west and the
Reforms of Patriarch Nikon in the east were responses to precisely the sorts
of variation and syncretism produced by medieval conversion processes and
the synthesis of Christianity into local traditions (or vice versa, depending
on one’s perspective). The modern image of these world religions is not
accurately representative of these religions as they penetrated into the many
and diverse cultures of Northeast Europe in the Iron Age. Jesus and Mary
might simply complement an established mythology and be reinterpreted
through it, as can be seen in kalevalaic poetry traditions of Karelia still in
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (see Siikala 2002). It should also be
remembered that the bureaucratic apparatuses of organized religions were
not able to supervise and assert authority over those who claimed identity
as ‘Christians’ at the peripheries of their reach (Frog 2014). Moreover, most
major conversion efforts were concentrated on establishing a unifying
‘Christian’ identity at a broad social level. It was a social process that involved
staking out fields of social ritual practices over which religious authorities
sought to assert control and influence. A not insubstantial part of this process
was connecting religious identity to trade: in many places, Christians would
only be allowed to trade with Christians, or with those who had received
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the sign of the cross as a sort of prelude to baptism. However, for those
who identified themselves as ‘Christians’ in the Viking Age and in the
Middle Ages, it is important to recognize that “their Christianity was a self-
characterization” (Lotman 1990: 130) rather than necessarily corresponding
to any form of Christianity that we would recognize today.

As was apparent in the discussion on the crusades above, the arrival of
Christianity was uneven to say the least. Although loan words suggest that
the earliest Finnic contact with Christianity seems to have been from the
east, archaeological evidence suggests that significant impacts on cultural
practices first got a foothold in the west (see also KorPELA). Conversion
processes focused especially on public, social ritual practices with less (or no)
concern for personal, subjective ‘faith’ before the Middle Ages (cf. Sanmark
2004). Burial rites were particularly prominent in this process because these
were considered emblematic of belief traditions: the dead should be buried
without cremation (so that the deceased would have a body to resurrect
on Judgement Day); grave goods should not be included, as these were
connected to non-Christian ideas about what happens to the dead following
the burial rite. It was observed above that changes in burial practices during
the Viking Age in the western cultural area (Map 4), or in Finland Proper,
Satakunta and Héme, can be directly associated with Christian models:
burial became prominent in contrast to cremation already in ¢. 1000, and
grave goods disappear from the archaeological record by c. 1150 (Huurre
1979: 224). These features have therefore been interpreted as evidence
of Christianity being generally established in that area (cf. Tolley 2009 I:
34). However, this change in practices appears independent of activities
organized by the Church (Frog 2014). It is far from clear how this should be
interpreted, especially as “most symbolic action, even the basic symbols of a
community’s ritual life, can be very unclear to participants or interpreted by
them in very dissimilar ways” (Bell 1992: 183). Although these changes are
clearly of symbolic significance, they were nevertheless negotiated within
communities on the peripheries of the Church’s moderating bureaucratic
mechanisms. For example, they could still be complemented with practices
such as lamenting, which people continued to feel was not only important,
but even necessary for the deceased to reach the otherworld or the living
community would suffer the consequences. Ritual lament traditions
remained vital in many Finnic Orthodox areas into the twentieth century,
and even somewhat into the twenty-first. In the western cultural areas, it
seems to have survived until the Lutheran Reformation, which was followed
by strategic and aggressive measures to displace these practices that had
survived in the wake of the Catholic conversion. (Stepanova 2011; 2012.) The
fields over which Christianity asserted authority were also in many respects
quite limited: the Christian institutions had no corresponding apparatus
to replace many cultural practices that were considered essential to the
livelihoods of different communities. These included practical rituals related
to health and defence from forces in the unseen world, weather, hunting,
agriculture and so forth. Christian prescriptions related to socially central
ritual practices were also practically realized on a very limited scope and
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in particular details. These could therefore be integrated as complementary
to existing systems of rituals (which potentially continued for several days
in the case of a wedding or a funeral). In practice, Christianity could not
be completely exclusive of vernacular ritual and religious practice because it
simply did not offer equipment for dealing with the majority of activities
and concerns in people’s lives. In all cases, Christianity and its adaptation
was local rather than a uniform, modern ideal. Consequently, the changes
in burial practices observable in the western cultural area may reflect a
vernacularization of Christianity rather than conversion per se (Frog 2014;
cf. Nordberg 2012: 136-138).

The movement of cultural practices related to mythology, ritual and beliefs
through networks of trade and communication was certainly not limited to
major religions. This is highlighted by curious burial rituals employing a bear-
paw’® amulet made of clay that is widely found in Aland (with an example in
mainland Sweden) and throughout the Jaroslavl’ area (a West Uralic cultural
area at that time), including at the Viking Age trade center at Timerévo
(Callmer 1994). The connection between these centers may be directly
related to multilingual competence as a resource that could have potentially
bolstered the role of Alanders in trade along the Eastern Route (HEININEN
ET AL.; Ahola et al. 2014). Once such a role was established, such competence
would no doubt be encouraged, if it were economically advantageous, and
maintained directly in relation to those trade networks. Changes in ritual
practices suggest the assimilation and adaptation of conceptions about the
dead, death, the otherworld, and potentially also about their relationship to
living communities. Changes in vocabulary such as kalma/kalm mentioned
above, are equally relevant indicators that such changes may have potentially
entered East Norse cultural areas through contacts with Uralic populations.
The bear-paw amulet example highlights the potential complexity of these
processes: this clearly symbolic ritual practice is concentrated precisely
in contact zones where Germanic and Finnic and related West Uralic
populations were engaged in intensive interaction. This example not only
illustrates the movement of cultural practices, but also the emergence of
prominent practices precisely in environments of multicultural interaction.

An essential part of contextualizing the Viking Age is situating the
radical developments associated with that period in relation to what came
before and after it. The correlation of language with archaeological material
has proven notoriously difficult (Saarinen & Lavento 2012). As highlighted
above, the triangulation of archaeological data with toponymy and historical
linguistics reveals that the linguistic map of the region was very different
in the Iron Age and later Middle Ages than what we would expect today.
Considering the distribution and spread of probable Finnic and Sdmi
language areas across the Iron Age and Middle Ages leaves open questions
regarding how long and to what degree languages earlier established in these
inland territories may have survived. In other words, it is uncertain whether
or to what degree there may have been a rapid and extensive language
shift. A language shift is the adoption of a new primary language for social
practice by a group of language speakers (Dressler 1981). This has happened
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widely in the historical period, for example in the Americas, Russia, India,
Australia, and is presently seen among Sami as well as in Karelia where
Russian increasingly predominates. However, the same process seems to
have happened repeatedly through history. There seems to have been a
language shift to Proto-Sami across much of Fennoscandia already in the
early Iron Age. This was presumably among smaller speech communities, in
which not only innovations but even a complete language shift could be more
easily negotiated. The Viking Age appears to have established the essential
conditions for the later language shift of Sdmi to Finnish and Karelian.

Modern analogues generally seem to exhibit a pattern according to which
language shifts are not simply a product of cultural contacts, but a complex
social process, among which social prestige and economic advantage seem
particularly prominent - and interfaced with social change and changing
cultural practices to a remarkable extent (e.g. Kamwangamalu 2003). In other
words, a change of language seems normally to be indicative of a change in
society and the way of life (although not necessarily the reverse). Thus if the
spread of the Sdmi language and assimilation of other languages established
in Finland, Karelia and on the Scandinavian Peninsula is connected in the
archaeological record with the Kjelmgj Ceramic Culture (Carpelan 2006;
cf. Aikio 2006: 46-47; see also Saarinen & Lavento 2012), the ceramics with
which this culture is associated should be recognized as only one technology
and signifier in a potentially complex constellation. Moreover, that one
signifier may have been attached to a different complex - a quite different
language and ethnicity — and only later became connected with the Sdmi
language, while that complex would itself have to be adaptable across new
ecological environments and alternative livelihoods in different parts of the
north.

Sami was subsequently superseded in the spread of North Finnic
languages with the assimilation of significant populations of Sami speakers.
This spread is connected to the increased mobility along seafaring trade
routes and inland waterways as discussed above. Although the specific
processes remain obscure, the archaeological record of the Viking Age reveals
increased agricultural practices and shifts to greater dependence on agrarian
economies through influences coming from both east and west. Unto Salo
has recently argued on basis of local histories that, in part of the Satakunta
province, the earliest populations practicing slash-and-burn agriculture as
a supplement to their livelihood were Sami speaking, and that these were
later displaced by the advancement of Finnic language groups inland with
the corresponding agricultural practices (Salo 2000: 49; see also Aikio 2007:
162-163). If Salo is correct, this would highlight that a language shift is not
solely dependent on any single group or community, but dependent on
networks of communities in interaction in long-term historical processes.
In other words, Sami would not likely survive for many generations in only
one community within a broader network and environment where a Finnic
language became the lingua franca across communities — not unless there
were other factors and networks that would support (enregister) its value and
continued use (cf. Frog 2012b: 47).!! The combination of external cultural
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influences combined with mobility and migration seem to have resulted in
both the diversification of North Finnic dialects into different languages
and also their spread northward in conjunction with cultural practices
that characterized these linguistic groups. The interesting factor is that the
resulting language shift was connected with a more extensive cultural shift
that displaced fundamental features of earlier ways of thinking (Frog).

Only the outcomes of these processes are seen in many types of data,
both in tangible evidence and in intangible culture. Among these, the
genetic evidence gathered from present-day populations is exceptionally
difficult to approach. Territorial differences in genetic evidence cut in an arc
across Finland from Karelia to Ostrobothnia. This arc of genetic differences
exhibits curious correlations with linguistic and folklore evidence - i.e.
differences at the level of language and cultural practices along the same
arc.”” The complexity of these processes involving numerous factors should
not be underestimated. This is especially evident observing that slash-and-
burn agriculture in the east appears to have been particularly characteristic
of Vepsian linguistic-cultural groups for some time, and to the degree that
where it was practiced, Vepsian appears to have been spoken. Karelians
assimilated these practices from Vepsians during the Viking Age (750-1250),
but apparently owing to the language ideology or the potential prestige or
economic advantage with which Karelian was enregistered, these speakers
did not assimilate the Vepsian language. Instead, the spread of the Karelian
language involved not only a language shift of Sami speakers but also of
Vepsian speakers. (Kuzmin.) It remains uncertain how precisely this should
be approached with regards to the spread of North Finnic languages across
these territories and how that relates to indigenous populations who may
have been linguistically and culturally assimilated in that process.

Changes and continuities in cultural practices and livelihoods are
reflected in the archaeological record, as are contacts between cultural
groups and the ‘movement’ of cultural practices — even if the movement
of embodied individuals in the transference of these cultural practices
remains only inferred, as does its relationship to language. As emphasized
above, it is necessary to recognize that cross-cultural contacts did not begin
in the Viking Age. Since the Pre-Roman Iron Age, “the communities that
lived in south-western Finland participated rather intensively in the trans-
regional systems of ritual and material exchange in the northern Baltic Sea
region” (Wickholm & Raninen 2006: 154). The reflection of these contacts
and social hierarchies in early fixed-settlement communities suggest that
there were communities in coastal Finland participating in so-called peer-
polity interaction (on which, see Renfrew 1986). In other words, individual
centralized regional communities negotiated power and authority in relation
to one another though networks rather than being subordinated to a common
dominant central authority such as a king (in the early Germanic context,
see Storli 2000: 93-96). The correlation of archaeological and linguistic data
is always problematic, but these settlements were very likely predominantly
North Finnic in language and very likely multilingual environments. From
the perspective of Europe as a cultural center, these communities appear
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peripheral, but within the network of communities engaged in interaction on
the Baltic Sea, these communities may have been perceived much differently.
As mentioned above, the name of the district Satakunta may derive from
a Germanic term for an administrative district, and if Germanic cultures
were already long established in coastal areas of Finland when Finnic groups
arrived, the Finnic groups may simply have entered into already existing
networks that spanned the Baltic Sea. On the eastern side, Ladoga was
peripheral from the perspective of Byzantium, yet it manifested as a center
among the northern trade routes with Finnic cultures in a central position
mediating between east and west. Centers and peripheries are always related
to perspectives (KORPELA), and the same sites that may appear peripheral
in broad geopolitical perspective were also likely central for trade networks
of populations in inland Finland and Karelia. Livelihoods based on fixed
habitation rather than mobility were likely a significant factor in Finnic
populations developing stable positions in centers for these trade networks
and centers for the mediation of cultural goods, practices and linguistic
influences. Especially the groups that later emerge as Finns and Karelians
appear to have situated themselves precisely at the heart of contact zones
of Finno-Ugric and Indo-European cultures from the northern half of the
Baltic Sea to Lake Ladoga. At the same time, from the perspective of inland
cultures in the region, Finnic cultures and Finnic languages were situated
in relation to — and potentially identified with — centers of culture, political
authority and economic opportunity. If this was the case, a consequence
would be the enregisterment of Finnic language and culture with potential
for international mobility and personal advancement.

The important contact zones reveal juxtapositions and syntheses at
the level of ritual practices, including the so-called cemeteries under level
ground into which ‘foreign’ models were gradually assimilated (Wickholm
& Raninen 2006). At the same time, continuities in these practices through
the Viking Age provide valuable indicators of continuity in culture that
appears to correlate with historical Finnic population movements already
mentioned. These practices reflect cultural semiotics - the systems of
meaningful symbols, images, motifs and representations of which language
is only one part. The treatment of the embodied dead reflects the practices
that both realized and communicated understandings of death, the dead,
communities of the dead, relationships with them, and also how to conduct
such relationships and interactions. These practices can be presumed to have
been meaningful to the people who performed them and to interface with
and realize aspects of belief systems current at that time. For instance, the
fact that the number of weapons in Viking Age graves of Southwest Finland
is relatively large even in Scandinavian terms (Lehtosalo-Hilander 1984) tells
about the value of weapons as status symbols and about beliefs connected
to the life after death. The relevance of these weapons to actual activities of
combat and warfare in the period remain more ambiguous because their
context only offers indicators of certain areas of meaningfulness. Rituals and
beliefs themselves cannot be reconstructed, but it is possible to generalize
on the basis of analogical data that these rituals had an essential role in the
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maintenance of relationships between the embodied living community
and the unseen community of the dead. Evidence of ritual practices,
mythology and its uses in the Viking Age in Finland are almost exclusively
accessible through the intangible data and continuities of cultural practices.
These have been historically removed from the period and in many cases
disconnected from earlier spheres of cultural activity, but insights are still
possible by placing the evidence in broader comparative perspective. On the
other hand, there is a remarkable amount of such data available on Finno-
Karelian mythology, rituals, beliefs and associated practices, and this offers
a much more dynamic and multidimensional perspective than is possible
with, for example, the sources for Old Norse mythology from the Middle
Ages, although the difference in sources presents different methodological
challenges and different limitations on what the data can, in fact, reveal
about the Viking Age.

Most evidence of traditions related to mythologies survived into recent
centuries for extensive documentation precisely because these mythologies
were upheld by ritual specialists — some even into the present century. In
other words, mythologies continued to be used and enregistered as socially
significant as well as magically powerful. These specialists include healers
and magical specialists as well as ritual lamenters, and each of these different
specialists, like the Christian priests who sometimes lived in the same
communities, had somewhat different (if overlapping) mythologies (FROG).
These can also be situated in broader historical and comparative perspectives.
Insofar as ritual lamenting appears to be part of the common Finnic
linguistic-cultural heritage and also to have been essential to several cultures
in the Circum-Baltic region, it is fairly certain that the rites in the Viking
Age involved lamenters as female ritual specialists who probably ensured
that the deceased individual successfully made the transition from the living
community to the otherworld and became integrated into the community
of the ancestors (Stepanova 2011; 2012). Other ritual specialists were also
probably involved in rituals related to burial and interacting with the dead,
but the later material does not enable developing coherent perspectives on
these roles and their relationships to one another, let alone the full ritual
process. Comparative evidence suggests that the Sdmi populations of Finland
and Karelia practiced a form of Northern Eurasian shamanism as part of
their Uralic heritage (FROG), and this probably involved unconscious trance
states and soul-journeys to remote otherworld locations paralleling practices
in later documented Sami cultures (cf. Bickman & Hultkrantz 1978; Hoppal
2010; Rydving 2010). Stating anything more precise is problematized by the
fact that the Sdmi language groups of most of Finland and Karelia cannot
be assumed to have historically developed practices exactly identical to
Sami cultures to the north, and their language and traditions were never
documented directly. Conversely, North Finnic specialists in healing, magical
practices and interaction with supernatural powers such as gods seem to be
a culturally unique phenomenon with a marked discontinuity from Finno-
Ugric shamanic traditions. This institution of specialist, his mythology and
traditions developed particularly in relation to Germanic influences sometime
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during the Iron Age in the western cultural area (Siikala 2002; 2012; Frog
2012a; 2013). This specialist carried the mythology of kalevalaic poetry and a
complex ideology on which his abilities and belief in the efficacy of his art was
dependent. This tradition appears rooted in images and ideologies that are
developed from the same complex of mythology and warfare that eventually
produced the mentality associated with the Norse Vikings, a mentality that
created and supported the cultural dominance of central concepts and values,
such as duty and fate, which were necessary to prepare a young man to risk
his life on raiding expeditions (Price 2002) and seem already to have been
manipulated as a tool in the Migration Period (Gunnell 2013). The process by
which this Finno-Karelian tradition spread remains unclear. However, it seems
likely to have moved with the expansion of groups from the western cultural
area, establishing it in Karelia, and thence spreading with the North Finnic
languages (Siikala 2012). This makes the assimilation of Sdmi populations
in those areas particularly remarkable, because it was equally a process of
conversion, resulting in a shift not only in language but also in mythology and
the associated ideology (Frog 2013). This seems to have been an essential part
of adopting a new social identity that was networked among individuals and
across different communities in interaction.

Although Christianity is raised as an indicator of a transformative
transition from the Iron Age to a new era, this followed the same sort
of patterns related to cultural contacts and transitions that had been
experienced by cultures again and again throughout history. In all cases,
these transitions appear associated with changes in the construction of
social identities and/or life ways. This is highlighted by the ‘mythology shift’
of the Sami that accompanied their language shift to Finnish and Karelian,
but it is equally implied for the other Uralic and Palaeo-European language
groups in their corresponding shift to Sami, although their indigenous
mythologies and ritual practices remain a mystery. The most significant
differences in the case of Christianity were: a) that this new religiously based
cultural identity was rapidly advancing to a common and unifying European
identity, an identity of an extreme scope that characterized the Middle
Ages; and b) that it was attached to an extensive bureaucratic apparatus that
enabled it to maintain coherence in spite of its magnitude. North Finnic
magical specialists and lamenters did not reject the Christian God, Mary
and Christ: they assimilated these into their own belief systems and could
even view themselves as Christians. This was possible because pressures
to conform their understandings of Christianity and Christian practices
to those of a Church authority were too remote to exert influence in more
than an extremely gradual social process (cf. KOrpPELA). These processes
highlight the degree to which languages, beliefs and cultural practices are
all associated and interact in complex systems as a historical process. At the
same time, this emphasizes how vital and dynamic the many and diverse
cultural interactions must have been during the Viking Age.

In all of these processes, the vast and amorphous entity of a language,
‘religion’ or ‘culture’ is in reality comprised of the knowledge and under-
standings of individuals in communities - individuals who form networks
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and interact with one another. Within those communities, individuals
develop perspectives and the world is enregistered around them. The
Viking Age was characterized by numerous factors that had revolutionary
impacts on the identities of people and groups, both in terms of how they
saw themselves and how they saw others. Mobility, technology and climate
are not by themselves enough to generate revolutions in culture; it requires
people, with attitudes, ideas, goals and desires. The Viking Age brought
about a transformation not only in language but also in culture and beliefs
in a pivotal stage that set in motion the spread of North Finnic cultures and
led to the cultures we recognize today.

Transition as a Characterizing Feature

The Viking Age emerges as a valid term and concept for approaching the
history Finland and Finno-Karelian territories of habitation and appears
relevant to these areas. The traditional dating for the period as AD 800-
1050 is in relation to events in England connected with raiding activities.
This dating is based on events that function as emblematic signifiers of the
period. In addition to being geographically remote, the activities and contacts
that characterized this period to the east of Scandinavia had a different
orientation, especially where these extended inland along water routes. In
addition, the Viking Age is conventionally viewed as the last period of the
Iron Age before entry into the Middle Ages. The transition between these
periods is characterized by the official conversion to Christianity which
marks ‘medievalization, or participation in European Christian identity
with associated technologies and practices such as writing. More properly,
the transition is marked by the conversion of emerging states as political
entities, entities that assimilated a shared Christian identity and allegiance
with the authority or power (even if not a practical means) to conform their
populous to a Christian image of public social behaviour and practices.
Christianity in some forms began reaching Finland during the Viking Age,
but it advanced much more slowly: these territories were both remote from
centers of the spreading religion and Christianity was ‘new’ here, whereas
the Roman culture, from which Germanic Scandinavia had already been
receiving influences since the beginning of the Migration Period, was
Christian (Fabech 1999: 459). When this is not taken into consideration,
a ‘gap’ is produced in the periodization between the Viking Age and the
entry of Finland into the Middle Ages, which is customarily ‘patched’ in
discussion as the ‘Crusade Period; a term which is awkward because it is
disjointed from crusades in the Baltic Sea region. The Viking Age in Finland
has here been calibrated to accord with the more significant role of trade
for the activities of ‘Vikings’ directed to the east, and according to events
relevant to the annex of Finland and Karelia into the Middle Ages. This
produces dates of approximately AD 750-1250, based on the key signifiers
of the founding of Staraya Ladoga by 753, marking the opening of significant
trade networks, and the so-called Second Swedish Crusade in 1249, marking
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the politicization of these territories for annexation by expanding Christian
nation-states. Although the actual dates are no less arbitrary for dating the
Viking Age than two conflicts in York are for the west, these are key dates in
the history of the region and are also relevant as a period as reflected in the
data under consideration.

What characterizes the Viking Age in this part of the world is mobility,
the contact networks that this enabled and the migrations which followed
on those networks. Mobility played a correspondingly central - if different —
role in characterizing the Viking Age in Finland as it did for the Norsemen.
When considering the Viking Age in this part of the world, concentration has
been on broad cultural areas that are associated with territories of what are
recognized as Finland and Karelia today. These territories extend into inland
regions and cannot be clearly delineated by coastlines as can the majority
of the Scandinavian Peninsula, Denmark, Iceland and so forth. These areas
were inhabited by mobile cultures that have left only limited evidence on the
archaeological record, but they were involved in these processes nonetheless.
Rather than attempting to delineate spaces with strict borders, the networks
of travel, trade and migrations have received emphasis here in accordance
with the flexibility of the territories themselves during this period.

Above all, the Viking Age was an anthropocentric phenomenon, and from
that perspective, it is a period characterized by transitions of remarkable
magnitude across the north. Mobility and contacts transformed outlooks
on the world and perceptions of it. A new mythology, ideology and religious
institution appears to have spread with migrations and become dominant
across North Finnic cultures as the linguistic-cultural groups of Finland
and Karelia took on the distinctive identities that become the cultures and
languages known today. In this period, the North Finnic dialect continuum
broke up, so that especially Finnish and Karelia could become distinct
languages and correspondingly distinct cultures in the archaeological
record. Sami cultures reappear in the archaeological record as the ancestors
of the Sami languages known today. It also appears important for linguistic-
cultural groups that underwent language shifts. This is evident in the
probable South Finnic population that immigrated to the (Northern) Dvina
River basin, identifiable with ‘Bjarmians’ of medieval sources, and possibly
for other small Finno-Ugric groups that may have inhabited regions in
the north. More speculatively, if any additional Uralic or Palaeo-European
languages survived in these regions into the beginning of the Viking Age,
it is not unlikely that the changes in Sami cultures during this period could
have motivated and concluded language shifts, eclipsing them entirely.
Encounters with Christianity began across this period, as this religion
gradually became established on a limited basis in the southwest, and the
period ended with the advancement of crusades establishing political and
economic authority over the area which would soon be formally divided
between Sweden and Novgorod. Most significantly, the period established
foundations for Finnish and Karelian to assimilate a whole branch of the
Sami language and become dominant languages in the region, sweeping
across territories from the Gulf of Finland to the White Sea.
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NoOTES

1 Inscription Sm10 memorializes Toki vikingr [“Toki the Viking’]; DR161 reads med
vikingum [‘with Vikings'] and Vg61 i vikingu [‘on a Viking raid’] both referring
to journeys or adventuring to the west (cf. HEININEN ET AL.); U617 memorializes
a vikinga voror [Viking watchmarn’].

2 'This is exemplified in the theories of Arthur de Gobineau (1852-1855) and, in the
Finnish context, for instance in the writings of August Sohlman (1855) and later,
Artur Eklund (1914).

3 The former image is a relatively recent development related to the international
interest in shamanism since the mid-twentieth century. The image of horned
helmets became popular a century earlier: it is probably rooted in medieval monks
depicting anyone they saw as evil with horns when illustrating manuscripts —
manuscripts in which Vikings were described as horrible pagans who attacked and
robbed helpless monks in their cloisters. Another source for the misconception
could be Danish Bronze Age ritual helmets and other scattered artefacts (from the
Grevensvaenge hoard) which were incorrectly dated in the eighteenth century to
the Iron Age, while on Viking Age artefacts that were superficially interpreted, the
‘horns’ actually appear to be birds turning to face one another (Gunnell 1995).

4 Debate has returned to the so-called ‘Varangian problem, which directed discussion
to the dispute between Normanist vs. anti-Normanist origins (see e.g. Serensen
1968). The earlier research tended to highlight the Finnic (Finnish) impact, even
on rather weak grounds (see Latvakangas 1992). The actual role of Finnic or Finno-
Ugric peoples in this process still requires further assessment (cf. also SCHALIN).

5 The Old Norse term Aldeigja is considered etymologically related to ‘Ladoga’ with
metathesis in the first syllable (La- > Al-). The etymology of this hydronym is
disputed (see e.g. Janhunen 2009: 204-207) and the problems related to developing
an etymology that is both reasonable and cogent could be related to origins of the
place name in a language that is neither Uralic nor Indo-European.

6 The earliest hoard from the Ladoga region cannot have been deposited before 786
(TaLvio), but silver had presumably already begun changing hands in the region
before large quantities were deposited as hoards.

7 The proposed etymology from a Germanic term related to the verb ‘to find’ (e.g.
Griinthal 1997) seems to have found popularity, presumably because it resonates
with ideas of wandering hunter-gatherers. Etymologically, however, this cannot
account for the form fenni used by Tacitus in the first century, at which time the
proposed ethnonym would have been rendered in Latin as something more like
fentani.

8 'The ethnonym ‘Chud’ found in medieval sources has often been interpreted as
referring to Vepsians or otherwise to Finnic linguistic-cultural groups generally,
but a strong argument has recently been put forward that there was a particular
linguistic-cultural group identifiable with this ethnonym slightly further to the

77



JooNas AHOLA & FrOG

south and, although probably Finno-Ugric/Uralic, this group did not speak a
Finnic language (Rahkonen 2011).

9 Mordvin belongs to the Volgic branch of the Finno-Ugric language family. After
Sami, Mordvin is the closest (living) language related to Finnic, both linguistically
and geographically. These languages are separated geographically today by a wide
Russian language area, but in the Viking Age there was a continuum of Finno-Ugric
linguistic-cultural groups between them which later underwent a language shift.
Common vocabulary in Finnic and Mordvin languages is frequently a relevant
indicator that the words were likely established across that entire intermediate
continuum.

10 Although these amulets have been suggested to represent a beaver’s paw (for
discussion, see Callmer 1994), it seems most probable that, if associated with the
mythic power of the animal or animal totemism, it is intended to represent the
paw of a bear. In contrast to the beaver, which was significant as an economic
resource (cf. Jonuks 48-49), the bear was a significant animal and symbol bound
up with mythic and mythological conceptions especially prominent among Finno-
Ugric cultures, while bear skins and claws were also otherwise ritually present in a
number of Germanic burial practices (see further Frog 2014).

11 In his study of Sami loanwords in North Finnic languages, Ante Aikio (2009:
212-213) proposes that the prominence of pejoratives “in part reflects the
sociolinguistic conditions at the time of borrowing. During the expansion of the
Finnic farmers scornful attitudes towards the foraging ‘Lapps’” have probably been
common.” (Aikio 2009: 213.)

12 For an overview, see Norio 2003: 463-465.
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VIKING AGE IM FINLAND

he Viking Age is first and foremost a historical period. One of the central

concerns of this volume is the relevance and significance of this period
to Finland’ and to Finno-Karelian regions of habitation. Before turning
to the problem of territories and their relevance from the perspective of
different disciplines, it is first necessary to gain perspectives on the Viking
Age as a period. The Viking Age and its relevance emerge quite differently
in the material examined in different disciplines. This makes it more
significant that the “Viking Age’ has been constructed through academic and
popular discourses across the past two centuries. The definitions for when
this period began and ended continue to be negotiated around historical
events and activities concentrated west of the Baltic Sea region in Northern
Europe. The six chapters of this section provide necessary perspectives on
how this period and its relevance emerge from the perspective of different
disciplines. The broad introductory discussions and frames of reference
provided by these chapters will benefit a reader as the questions, problems
and information presented here are engaged and explored from different
perspectives in subsequent parts of this volume.

CL1ve ToLLEY opens this section with a broad introduction to the
potentials, problems and limitations of approaching our topic from the
perspective of linguistics. He presents an overview that will be readily
accessible to non-specialists. On the one hand, ToLLEY highlights the
difficulty in correlating the relative chronologies of linguistic etymologies
with the rather short target period of 800-1050 on an absolute chronology.
On the other hand, he stresses the difficulty in correlating cultures that are
identified according to linguistic criteria in one period with cultures that are
identified according to archaeological criteria in a period centuries earlier.
Although this chapter is focused on language and linguistics, the discussion
it offers is generally relevant to fields concerned with data that has been
transmitted historically through and across cultures: it outlines essential
problematics of attempting to approach an earlier historical period through
data that results from outcomes of diachronic processes.
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VILLE LAAKSO turnsattention to archaeology and the potentials, problems
and limitations of approaching the Viking Age through this discipline.
Although archaeological data presents outcomes of synchronic processes
that can be more reasonably situated on an absolute chronology, the dates of
absolute chronologies must be correlated with the diversity of cultures that
existed at that time and this data must also be situated in relation to earlier
and later periods. Laakso highlights the unevenness of the distribution of
archaeological data and its limitations. He also considers problems of where
and how this data has been used. Whereas TOLLEY considers the problematics
of correlating linguistically defined cultures with archaeological evidence,
this chapter presents the other side of the coin, considering the problematics
of correlating archaeologically defined cultures with cultures identified
through languages in later periods. This discussion provides a valuable
background for subsequent chapters addressing archaeological materials
and data produced as synchronic outcomes of cultural and natural processes
that happened during the Viking Age.

The outcomes of synchronic processes not only reveal information about
cultures, but also about the environment. SAMULI HELAMA approaches the
Viking Age from the perspective of climatology. He draws back the focus
from small language groups and localized archaeological cultures in order
to situate the Viking Age in the broader context of the history of climate
variation and change. Changes and variation in climate provide an invaluable
frame of reference for understanding population movements and changes
in cultural networks, mobility and livelihoods in the Viking Age. HELAMA
shows that there is a correlation between the Viking Age as a historical
period and changes in climate relevant to mobility, livelihoods and cultural
practices. The chapter situates these changes in relation to global patterns
and shows their interconnectedness with geological events on different
continents that seem otherwise remote. The scope of this chapter valuably
reveals how transient the Viking Age appears in the history of this part of
the world, and indeed how small ‘Finland’ seems when situated in a global
context.

Following a discussion on the scope of global climate, ToUKkA TALVIO
draws attention back to items small enough to hold in one’s hand: he
considers the Viking Age from the perspective of numismatics - the study
of coins - offering a valuable overview of coins found in Finland from the
Viking Age proper. Coins provide an exceptional type of material for study.
These resources are especially connected with trade, ornamentation and
depositions, as well as having other connections with aspects of culture.
Coins are also more enduring in the archaeological record than many
other cultural products and are therefore more likely to be preserved as
evidence. Moreover, these socially circulating artefacts connect to a great
diversity of research questions, ranging from cultural contacts and socio-
economic structures to cultural valuation systems and even ritual practices.
Whereas HELAMA related climatic patterns independent of human activity
to the Viking Age as a historical period, TaLvio illustrates the relevance
of the Viking Age in historical periodization through evidence of changes
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in cultures and cultural practices thatbecome apparent through numismatics.
At the same time, this chapter observes that the conventional dates for the
historical period of the Viking Age (800-1050), based on historical events
far to the west, do not wholly coincide with the corresponding processes in
Finland.

The problem of identifying culturally relevant dates for the Viking
Age in Finland returns the reader to the issue that the “Viking Age’ as a
historical period is in fact a construct negotiated in both academic and
popular discourses. This aspect of discussion is taken up by SirRra AALTO,
who looks at the appearance of ‘Viking Age’ as a term in discussions and
studies of the past two centuries. AALTO considers how this term, its use and
avoidance are entangled with nationalist discourses and the negotiation of
cultural identities. She gives special attention to how the term has been used
surrounding the construction of Finnishness in the Finnish language on the
one hand, and, on the other, the maintenance of a cultural identity of Swedish
language populations of Finland during the changing social and political
environments of a modernizing nation-state. This chapter emphasizes that
discussions surrounding the Viking Age as a historical period can never
be wholly disentwined from the contemporary discourse environment in
which it is discussed.

PeTRI KALLIO brings the section to a close by turning from questions
of ‘Finnish' national cultural identity to questions of Finnic languages
and their distribution in the Viking Age. Whereas ToLLEY focused on the
problematics of identifying the Viking Age in later linguistic evidence,
Karv1o outlines along-term chronology of the development and break-up of
Finnic languages and situates the Viking Age in relation to that chronology.
Through correlations of linguistic, archaeological and toponymic data, this
chapter offers the reader a perspective on the dispersal of Finnic languages,
their variety and distribution into the Viking Age. The perspective it offers
on the history of language development and spread reveals that Finnic
languages were most likely not spoken in the majority of the territories
where Finnish and Karelian are found today. The cartographic distribution
of languages in the Viking Age was much different than in later periods.
This work prepares the reader for the discussion of social and cultural space
in the following section. The insights it offers can be placed fruitfully in
dialogue with perspectives from research on archaeological cultures and on
other linguistic-cultural groups.

The six chapters of this section are, on the one hand, independent
treatises representing various points of view both of different disciplines and
the perspectives within those disciplines. On the other hand, they together
demonstrate that the Viking Age was a constituent of the past of Finland.
They simultaneously reveal its relevance — both for the contemporary
inhabitants of the relevant territories and as a tool and resource in discourses
of later periods - simultaneously showing that it can be extremely elusive
from the perspective of any one discipline. These chapters also expose how,
as a period in the history of this part of the world, the Viking Age can be
- and has been - interpreted in various ways according to the point of view,
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context of discourse, and nature of the evidence on which the interpretation
is based. Individually, these chapters show a tendency to focus on questions
of developments in time within the available evidence, yet they also extend in
scope beyond the temporal spheres of the Viking Age in Finland to connect
with many intersecting themes that are woven through the contributions,
anticipating discussions in following sections and knitting them tightly into
dialogue with the other chapters brought together in this volume.
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Language in Viking Age Finland

An Overview

he present chapter aims to offer a broad overview of the topic of language

in Viking Age Finland, and is intended mainly as an introductory
contextualisation for non-linguists. It does not seek to offer any new
research insights, for which the reader is directed to the more specialised
contributions in the present collection, but rather to give some idea of the
areas which call for investigation and the challenges inherent in doing so.

Finland has long been the meeting place not only of different languages,
but of different language families — and all the indications are that this truism
was reflected particularly strongly during the Viking Age. My aim here is to
set out a few aspects of the framework within which any investigation of the
linguistics of Viking Age Finland must take place, with reference to other
chapters within the present collection, to which this essay acts as a general
introduction.

Most Finns are aware of the official bilingualism of the country: both
Finnish and Swedish have the status of officially recognised languages. In
fact, a further official language (or rather set of closely related languages)
needs to be added to this list: the Sdmi language(s) of Lapland. If we move
back in history a mere hundred years, Russian was also acknowledged as an
official language of Finland. These four languages, all still vital players in the
region, have formed the protagonists of a linguistic drama which has been
acted out not just since the Viking Age, but for millennia: the Viking Age
is the setting for just one scene in a play of many acts. Others too, such as
the Baltic languages (now represented by Latvian and Lithuanian, but once
widespread across a much greater area of Prussia, Northwest Russia and,
most likely, over into Finland), have played a significant part in this drama.
Perhaps the Finns learnt to build bridges from the Balts, for they took the
word silta [‘bridge’] from them; yet, although they also borrowed the word
hammas [‘tooth’], we must beware of concluding that ancient Finns had no
teeth (the old word was probably pii, confined now to flint, and the tines of
a fork). Some players in distant days, probably three millennia or more ago,
may seem from our modern perspective like strange partners: yet it is clear
that speakers of an ancestral dialect from which Finnish derives danced
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hand-in-hand on that stage with speakers of languages which gave rise to
those spoken now in Iran and much of India (including the Sinhalese of
far-distant Srilanka), from whom they borrowed the word for heaven/sky
(taivas) and the sampo, one of the central, mysterious artefacts of Finnish
folk poetry (see AHOLA). These borrowings must have taken place close to
the steppe, probably somewhere near where the Volga crosses it (roughly
to the south of Udmurtia, Finno-Ugric-speaking to this day), for in ancient
days the steppe was inhabited by Indo-Aryan speakers, and to their north in
the taiga were spoken ancestral Finno-Ugric dialects.!

These stages in the linguistic development of Finnish and its encounters
with other languages are not directly relevant to the study of the Viking
Age: yet they illustrate some of the sort of issues we face. Lexical borrowings
(loanwords) may indicate adoption of new technologies like bridge-building,
and may tell us something about the source and time of the borrowings;
but examples like hammas illustrate how careful we must be in drawing
conclusions, and also pose us further questions — why does a language give
up its normal word for ‘tooth’; or, taking an example borrowed (before the
Viking period) from a Germanic language, why did ancestral Finns stop
calling their mothers emd and use the foreign word diti? The ancient Indo-
Aryan loans point to an external religious influence with implications for the
origins and development of some central aspects of folklore and mythology
recorded centuries, indeed millennia, later. These are just some of the areas