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ABSTRACT

The paper provides a detailed fieldwork-based comparative analysis of the consonant systems of three
cognate Finnic varieties: Soikkola Ingrian, Lower Luga Ingrian, and Lower Luga Votic, conducted along
unified principles. Consonants are divided into core (appearing in native non-expressive lexicon), robust
marginal, and unstable marginal. The consonant inventories of Soikkola Ingrian (North Finnic) and Lower
Luga Votic (South Finnic) are different as regards contrasts based on duration and voicing, s/ʃ distinctions,
affricates, and palatalised consonants. Still, both varieties contain more core phonemes than marginal
phonemes. Lower Luga Ingrian is a convergent variety formed in contact between the Votes and the
Ingrians. Its consonant system is closer to that of Lower Luga Votic, but the inventory of core consonants is
simplified in comparison with both Soikkola Ingrian and Votic. As an outcome, in Lower Luga Ingrian,
marginal consonants outnumber core consonants, which is cross-linguistically rare. However, the system
appears unstable and transitory.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Lower Luga Ingrian is one of the four dialects of the vanishing Ingrian language, along with
Soikkola and now extinct Hevaha and Orede�z (cf. Laanest 1966a; Kuznetsova, Markus & Mus-
limov 2015). The paper discusses the consonant system of Lower Luga Ingrian, which was
formed through contact between two closely related languages, Ingrian (North Finnic) and
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Votic (South Finnic), and is highly different from the systems of other Ingrian dialects. As a
result of this contact, the system of core consonants was simplified while the inventory of
marginal consonants was significantly widened. By analysing comparable field data from Soik-
kola Ingrian, Lower Luga Votic, and Lower Luga Ingrian, I show that, in contrast to both donor
languages, marginal consonants outnumber core consonants in convergent Lower Luga Ingrian.
However, this system appears unstable and transitory.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In the remainder of this introduction, I discuss
the nature of Lower Luga Ingrian and its place within the neighbouring Finnic varieties (1.1),
describe the data and methods of the study (1.2), and define and classify the types of marginal
phonemes analysed in the paper (1.3). Section 2 outlines the consonant inventory of Soikkola
Ingrian, one of the core Ingrian dialects, while Section 3 provides a similar description for the
Lower Luga Votic dialect. In Section 4, the consonant system of Lower Luga Ingrian is discussed
in comparison with both Soikkola Ingrian and Lower Luga Votic. Section 5 is dedicated to a
quantitative comparison of core and marginal consonants between the three varieties and to the
theoretical and typological implications of this comparison. Section 6 concludes the study.

1.1. Historical background on Lower Luga Ingrian and adjacent varieties

Lower Luga variety is the most idiosyncratic dialect of Ingrian, because it has been heavily
influenced by several closely related varieties within the Sprachbund in the Lower Luga area:
Votic, Ingrian Finnish, and Estonian (Laanest 1966a, 146, 150–151; Muslimov 2005, 5, 13;
Kuznetsova 2015). In particular, the dialect is considered a convergent variety between Ingrian
and Votic (Ro�zanskij 2010; Rozhanskiy & Zhivlov 2019), and this is strongly reflected in its
consonant system, as discussed below.

Figure 1 shows the main villages where Ingrian used to be spoken in the Lower Luga (lau)
area and in the adjacent Soikkola (soi) area. Ingrian villages are marked in grey, and multi-
coloured circles indicate villages where Ingrian has been traditionally spoken alongside other
languages. The massive shift of the entire local Finnic population into Russian after WWII (cf.
Kuznetsova, Markus & Muslimov 2015) is not reflected in the map but is mentioned in the
paper in relation to loanwords. Lower Luga Votic, often called Vaipooli Votic (Ariste 1967, 78),
is marked in black, Ingrian Finnish in white, Russian is marked with dots, and a specific mixed
Ingrian-Votic variety spoken in the Kukkuzi village and a couple of neighbouring farmsteads
(Posti 1980; Suhonen 1985; Markus & Rozhanskiy 2012; Muslimov 2020) is marked with stripes.
The sizes of the sectors in the multicoloured circles roughly represent the share of each ethnic
group in the village, if such information were available.1 The map provides a general idea of a
significantly higher proportion of mixed Ingrian/Votic and Ingrian/Finnish villages in the Lower
Luga area than on the Soikkola peninsula (especially in its western part, where my field data
come from).

1The map was created by Yury Koryakov based on maps in Kuznecova & Sidorkevic ̌ (2012) and the author’s indications.
Note that villages where Ingrian population was not known to be present (i.e. purely Ingrian Finnish, Votic, Estonian, or
Russian villages) are not shown on this map. Equal sector sizes indicate either similar proportions of different ethnic
groups or a lack of precise information about these proportions. The ratio of 1/4 to 3/4 illustrates a situation in which
one population is smaller than the other but still forms a distinct group. The ratio of 1/8 to 7/8 illustrates a scenario
where only a few members of a group reside in a village mostly inhabited by another group.
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Historically, the Votic population is the most autochthonous in Western Ingria (it was also
genetically closer to the local Slavic population than Ingrians and Ingrian Finns in the study by
Agdzhoyan et al. 2024). Votes are mentioned under their modern name in Russian chronicles in
the middle of the 9th century AD. It has been hypothesised that Votes are direct descendants of
the easternmost part of Finnic tribes, represented by the archaeological culture of the so-called
Tarand graves, who populated a territory with the centre in modern Estonia already from the
first centuries AD (Ariste 1947; R’abinin 1997, 21; Ju�skova & Kule�sov 2011; Hvo�s’inskaja 2023;
Stas’uk 2023).

Figure 1. Ingrian-speaking villages in the Soikkola (soi) and Lower Luga (lau) areas
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Both Ingrians and Ingrian Finns are migratory groups of more recent origin. From the end of
the 1st millennium AD (but especially from the 12th to the 13th century), Ingrians branched off
from the southern Korela tribes, who lived in the south of the Karelian Isthmus, and began
spreading southward. They moved further south along the Orede�z river and west along the
southern coast of the Gulf of Finland, reaching the westernmost border of their habitat no later
than the 17th century (Laanest 1966a, 9–10; R’abinin 1997, 65–66).

Moving west along the coast, Ingrians were increasingly mixing with Votes, and the west-
most Lower Luga Ingrian dialect contains the highest number of Votic elements, especially in its
southern part. In general, the Votic area apparently used to be larger than attested on the
ethnographic map by Köppen (1849), including its extension further to the west and south
than attested on that map (see e.g. Ariste 1947, 46). Votic substrate in south Lower Luga Ingrian
is traced both in linguistic (Muslimov 2005, 2020) and in populational genetic (Kuznetsova et al.
2022) data. In particular, a linguistic division of the Lower Luga Ingrian area into two major
areas, north-east and south-west (Kuznecova 2009, 22), finds parallels in the genetic division of
modern Lower Luga Ingrians into more “Ingrian-like” and more “Votic-like”.

Historical records show that Ingrian was a more prestigious language than Votic, and an
active shift of Votic speakers into Ingrian has been documented since at least the beginning of
the 20th century (Kuznetsova, Markus & Muslimov 2015, 154). The structure of the mixed
Kukkuzi variety at the border between Ingrian and Votic (cf. Figure 1) confirms this, because it
presents a mixture of mostly Votic grammar and mostly Ingrian lexicon (Markus &
Rozhanskiy 2012). Kukkuzi phonology is rather part of the Lower Luga Ingrian than of the
Votic phonological system (Kuznecova 2009; Markus & Rozhanskiy 2012). Muslimov (2020)
reconstructs the rise of the Kukkuzi variety as, first, the formation of Lower Luga Ingrian under
Votic influence and, second, as a contact between Lower Luga Ingrian and Votic in the Kukkuzi
village. Both the original formation of Lower Luga Ingrian and its subsequent secondary mixing
with Votic in Kukkuzi apparently followed the same main pattern of Votes shifting into the
Ingrian language.

Ingrian Finns appeared in Ingria later, after the Stolbovo treaty of 1617, when this territory
became part of Lutheran Sweden. They were relocated here by Swedish authorities from several
Finnish parishes to re-populate the territory after the emigration of the Orthodox population
(Laanest 1966a, 11–12; Suni 2003, 469–471). Ingrian Finnish dialects generally influenced Lower
Luga Ingrian less than the substrate Votic varieties did. In phonology, the Lower Luga Ingrian
vowel system was partly affected by Ingrian Finnish (in the varieties on the left bank of the Luga
river), but its consonant system was not (Kuznecova 2009, 292–293).

Estonian influence is also limited — Estonian affected south-west Lower Luga Ingrian
varieties along the Rosona river the most, because this territory was part of the Estonian Re-
public in 1920–1940 (see Figure 1). Finnish and Estonian impact on Lower Luga Ingrian is not
discussed below, because the consonant system was not influenced.

All the aforementioned Finnic languages of Ingria also contain the heritage of long-lasting
contacts between Uralic and Indo-European languages at different chronological strata:
Uralic with Indo-Iranian, Finno-Permic with Balto-Slavic, Finnic with Proto-Slavic and
Proto-Germanic, and later between some of their daughter languages (cf. e.g. Laakso 2022,
240–241, 252–253; Holopainen 2025; Kallio, Metsäranta & Honkola 2025 and references
therein). Many of the marginal phonemes discussed below occur only or predominantly in
different types of loanwords, which is addressed in each particular case separately.
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1.2. Data and methods used in the study

Most of the data used in the study were collected by the author and colleagues during fieldwork
in Lower Luga, Soikkola Ingrian, and Lower Luga Votic villages. Ingrian data used here, were
collected in 2006–2008 in the field trips headed by Fedor Rozhanskiy and in total included about
200 h of speech samples of 42 Soikkola Ingrian and 22 Lower Luga Ingrian speakers (see
description in Kuznecova 2009, 16). In particular, the author compiled a specific questionnaire
regarding marginal consonants based on published resources on Ingrian (most notably Nirvi
1971 and Laanest 1966a) and recorded answers from 21 speakers of Soikkola Ingrian (born
between 1924 and 1949) and 11 speakers of Lower Luga Ingrian (born between 1921 and 1943).
Some answers were detailed, while others included just a few words (detailed data transcripts
and original audio files will appear here: https://osf.io/dxv8t/).

Additional sources on Ingrian included audio recordings on Lower Luga Ingrian from the
personal archive by Mehmed Muslimov collected in the beginning of the 2000s (about 35 h from
11 speakers) and archive data from the 1960s (about six hours from nine speakers; courtesy of
KOTUS — Institute for the languages of Finland, Helsinki).

All the aforementioned Ingrian data were used in the phonological description of Ingrian by
Kuznecova (2009) and are systematically compared in the present paper with the Votic data.

Lower Luga Votic data were collected by the author in 2010 from two speakers residing in
Luutsa (or Luuditsa; Rus. Луж́ицы / Luzǐcy), a village combining two earlier settlements, Luutsa
(composed of Lower Luutsa and Middle Luutsa) and Liivcǚlä (or Liivacǚlä, Rus. Пески ́ / Peski),
and three speakers from Jõgõperä (Rus. Кракол́ье / Krakol’je), born between 1928 and 1938, in
their residences in the Kingisepp district of the St. Petersburg region (Russian Federation).
A specific questionnaire on Votic marginal phonemes was recorded, among other things. The
questionnaire was based on the data collected by the author on Ingrian marginal phonemes earlier,
as well as on published Votic data (most notably, Tsvetkov 1995 and Markus & Ro�zanskij 2011).

Therefore, the Ingrian and the Votic data are highly comparable, and are transcribed below
according to the unified principles. Forms in italic represent phonological transcriptions, while
forms in brackets (“[]”) show phonetic transcriptions. If not explicitly mentioned otherwise, the
stress is always word-initial in all the Finnic material throughout the article. IPA is used in
phonetic and phonological transcriptions, except for the vowels ü [y], ä [æ], ö [ø], and õ [ɤ].
Examples cited from the literature are either re-transcribed according to these principles or cited
in original transcription in double quotation marks (“”). All examples from the literature which
do not occur in my own field data are referenced.

Lower Luga Votic and Lower Luga Ingrian varieties present several distinct stages of shortening of
unstressed vowels in certain prosodic positions. Original long vowels can be realised from long to
lengthened to short. Original short vowels canmaintain their quality or undergo qualitative reduction,
devoicing, and elision (see details in Kuznecova 2012, 2016; Kuznetsova & Verkhodanova 2019). In
general, vowel reduction is the weakest in north Lower Luga Ingrian, stronger in central Lower Luga
Ingrian and in Lower Luga Votic (with a more advanced stage in Jõgõperä, as compared to Luutsa-
Liiv�cülä), and the strongest in southLowerLuga Ingrian.Different degrees of vowel reduction condition
variable status for palatalised consonants before the front vowels that are reduced and elided. The
phonetic degree of consonant palatalisation also varies across Lower Luga Ingrian varieties.

Therefore, individual Lower Luga Ingrian and Votic varieties have partially different
phonologies as regards reduced vowels and palatalised consonants. These vowels and
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consonants are not entirely standardised in phonological transcription and are marked the way
they appear in particular tokens. Palatalisation before back vowels or word-finally is always
marked. Secondary palatalisation of consonants before non-elided front vowels is not marked in
phonological transcription (its degree is variable across speakers and tokens). Primary palatal-
isation before front vowels, when the primary place of articulation changes (cf. Kochetov 2011;
Krämer & Urek 2016), is marked for tj-types, but not for laterals, which may vary from alveolar
to palatal, and sometimes even to velar in this position (cf. 2.2 for Soikkola Ingrian, 3.1.4 for
Votic, 4.2.6 for Lower Luga Ingrian).

As regards reduced vowels, Lower Luga Votic tokens are transcribed the way they were
pronounced: either with slightly reduced vowels maintaining their quality (ă ä,̆ ĕ), or with two
types of reduced vowels (see Rozhanskiy & Markus 2026), front and non-front, marked here as
ɛ and ə, or without a final vowel at all, if not present in an actual pronunciation of a token. In
Lower Luga Ingrian, where the degree of vowel reduction and shortening varies even more than
in Lower Luga Votic, the phonological notation reflects the phonology of the particular sub-
dialect (based on Kuznecova 2012) in which a token was attested. The vowel ə in parentheses in
the phonological transcription refers to the reduced vowel which often elides in speech in south
and partially central Lower Luga Ingrian (cf. the transcription principles outlined for south
Lower Luga Ingrian in Kuznecova 2020).

Transliterations of Russian words render the orthography rather than the phonology or
phonetics of Russian,2 because the pronunciation could have been partially different in the local
Russian dialects that served as sources of borrowing into Ingrian, as compared to modern
Standard Russian pronunciation.

Regarding current consensus on Proto-Finnic reconstructions or the origins of certain older
borrowings (especially Germanic loanwords), the author consulted etymological data in Wik-
tionary and the sources cited there.3 Additionally, the kind advice of Viacheslav Kuleshov on the
history of particular lexemes is acknowledged as “p.c.”.

1.3. Object of study

A distinction between core/nuclear and marginal/peripheral phonemes is not easy to define,
because it can be based on a wide range of criteria (see e.g. the 19 possible dimensions listed by
Kuznecova 2014, in the spirit of Bazell 1952, 1954). The criteria may cover, for example, a
phoneme’s distribution as regards other phonemes and the boundaries of various prosodic and
morphosyntactic domains, its relations to prosodic units of different hierarchic levels, its
allophonic structure, or distribution across morphemes of various types, and more structure-
external criteria, such as diachronic, sociolinguistic, and biological dimensions, as well as
orthographic influences.

It is not feasible to provide here a detailed analysis of all consonants of the three varieties in
question along all such dimensions. As this work concerns language contact in the transfer of
consonant system properties, I primarily focus on the criteria that highlight this aspect of

2The transliteration follows the principles outlined in https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scientific_transliteration_of_Cyrillic.
3Current Uralic historical databases are being collected from various sources and further developed at wiki-resources,
supported by Kielipankki, cf. https://sanat.csc.fi/wiki/Sanat:Etymologiawiki.
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phoneme marginality. These criteria are naturally related to the distribution of phonemes across
different strata of morphemes in the lexicon. First of all, the following two dimensions are
important in this work:

(a) native vs non-native lexicon;
(b) non-expressive vs expressive lexicon.

As contacts with Indo-European languages (especially Baltic, Slavic, and Germanic) have
occurred for many centuries in Eastern Baltics (cf. 1.2), it is sometimes challenging to define the
type (native/non-native) and the exact source (e.g. Proto-Germanic, Proto-Norse, Middle Low
German, Swedish etc.; Balto-Slavic, Proto-Slavic, Old Russian, Modern Russian etc.) of certain
consonants discussed below. Loanwords of the oldest strata (Indo-Iranian, Balto-Slavic, Proto-
Slavic, Proto-Germanic) are generally equated in this work to native words, because these words
do not reflect the contacts between Finnic daughter languages, which interest us here the most.
Additionally, in the case of closely related languages, such as Votic, Ingrian, Finnish, and
Estonian, distinguishing common inherited lexicon from the result of their contact may be
challenging. Outstanding issues are discussed below to the extent possible in application to
individual consonants.

It is also not easy to draw a line between non-expressive and expressive lexicon. Under expressive
lexemes, I generally consider onomatopoeias (natural-sound imitations), vocatives (including words
for calling domestic animals and pejorative or diminutive nicknames for people, as well as child-
directed speech), and interjections. Note that words for calling animals are normally repeated three
or four times in natural speech, while only two iterations are cited below.

Phonemes appearing in at least one non-expressive native (or native-like, cf. above) word are
defined in this work as core phonemes and are marked in BOLD. Core phonemes contrast with
other consonants in the same positions and are phonetically stable across speakers, i.e. they
are not a result of an ongoing sound change. There are, however, units which have all the
aforementioned properties of core phonemes but are restricted only to some subdialects of the
language, due to inter-dialectal differences in earlier sound changes. These units are still consid-
ered as core phonemes but are marked in BOLD IN PARENTHESES.

Phonemes appearing only in expressive lexicon and/or in the entrenched loanwords of
post-Proto-Finnic strata are written in PLAIN and considered robust marginal consonants.
Phonemes of these two types behave in the languages in question very similarly in terms of
phonotactics, participation in alternations, and general distribution, so I consider these two
lexical classes as functionally similar for the purposes of this study. Finnic sound-symbolic word
formation, with its particular inventory and phonotactics of consonants, might have been a
relatively ancient mechanism that solicited the influx of certain foreign phonemes and contrasts
alongside older loanwords, or, alternatively, the whole sound-symbolic mechanism could have
been borrowed from Indo-European languages (see a brief overview in Laakso 2022, 252). This
uncertainty is another reason why I do not draw a neat boundary between the two aforemen-
tioned lexical strata in the description below. In any case, like core phonemes, robust marginal
consonants are contrastive and phonetically stable across speakers and sub-dialects.

The third dimension of marginality (c), considered here, concerns units that may or may not
occur in non-native expressive lexicon but, due to specific FUNCTIONAL or PHONETIC properties,
are contestable, with relatively easily acceptable alternative interpretations. These are,
for example, transitory units occurring at intermediate stages of sound change (e.g. certain
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palatalised consonants in Lower Luga Ingrian and Votic), or units in complementary distribu-
tion with other, structurally better-established units. For example, some singletons in Soikkola
Ingrian, considered unclear marginal, occur only in positions of quantity contrast neutralisation,
whereas corresponding geminates, considered marginal robust, occur in positions of quantity
contrast. Some palatalised consonants, which only occur as a result of ongoing vowel reduction
(cf. 1.2), are also considered unclear marginal. All cases of unclear marginal phonemes are
addressed explicitly and are written in PLAIN IN PARENTHESES.

The fourth dimension (d), relevant for this work only to a limited extent, is the rarity of a
phoneme across morphemes in general, and across native morphemes in particular. Limited
occurrence of a phoneme, even if it is otherwise a phonetically stable and contrastive unit,
renders it more marginal than a frequent unit. Rare consonants (appearing in only one or a
few lexemes) are explicitly discussed below. However, if these units consistently appear in at
least one native non-expressive lexeme, they are considered among core phonemes. The reason
is that this work is focused on contacts, whereas such units in my data are rather manifestations
of “latent” internal phonological tendencies in the system (Bybee 2001; Popov 2004, 76–91),
although they may have subsequently reinforced their phonemic status through borrowed
words. Another factor that is often considered relevant for phonemic analysis but irrelevant
for the present study is the presence of a syllable boundary within geminate consonants. All
types of geminates are treated as independent phonemes in this work.

Finally, the units which occur in the data only in a few very recent borrowings from Russian
and were pronounced only by single speakers (while the general shape of these loanwords in a
given language appears different), are not considered among phonemes. Such cases may often be
seen as code-switching or code-mixing, given that almost all speakers of the languages of Ingria
are fluent in Russian. Non-systemic elements occurring in certain expressive (especially voca-
tive) words (e.g. the bilabial trill or the alveo-dental click, both used for stopping a horse and
included in the consonant inventory of Lower Luga Votic by Viitso 1961, 151) are not included
among phonemes either. Such non-phonemic elements are, however, briefly listed in dedicated
sub-sections.

2. SOIKKOLA INGRIAN CONSONANTS

The consonant inventory of Soikkola Ingrian represents a more conservative evolutionary step
than that of both Votic and Lower Luga Ingrian. Table 1 shows the consonant inventory of
Soikkola Ingrian (revised from Kuznecova 2009, 169 and Kuznetsova, Brodskaya & Markus
2023, 4), one of the core Ingrian dialects. Generally, this is the most conservative consonant
system among Ingrian dialects, as it still preserves a rare ternary quantity contrast, lost in other
Ingrian dialects and even in some southernmost and easternmost Soikkola varieties (Kuznetsova
2015, 105).

2.1. Core phonemes

Core phonemes, marked in bold in Table 1, include all three quantity grades in most cases.
Consonants of the second degree of quantity (Cˑ; so-called short, or secondary, geminates, or
Q2) originate from singleton consonants, so in some descriptions they are not considered
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independent phonemes (Gordon 2009). However, they have phonologised in Soikkola Ingrian,
and now contrast both with singletons (Q1) and with long geminates (Q3) in the same contexts
(Kuznetsova, Brodskaya & Markus 2023; Kuznetsova 2023), so they are seen here as part of core
phonemes.

Examples of Soikkola Ingrian core consonants in the intervocalic position after the
stressed (first syllable) vowel, in the position of the maximal number of consonantal
contrasts, include: apu ‘help’, naːpˑuri ‘neighbour’, tapːelo ‘fight’, sata ‘hundred’, satˑaː
‘hundred:ILL/PRT’, hatːuː ‘hat:ILL’, suku ‘kin’, taikˑina ‘dough’, kakːu ‘pancake’, rüsä ‘fishing
net (type)’, rüsˑäː ‘fishing net:ILL/PRT’, kasːe ‘dew’, jamakːa ‘sour milk’, hamˑaːra ‘poll, butt
(part of the head of an axe)’, hamːas ‘tooth’, kana ‘hen’, kanˑaː ‘hen:ILL/PRT’, linːaː ‘city:ILL/
PRT’, kala ‘fish’, kalˑaː ‘fish:ILL/PRT’, polːe ‘apron’, kera ‘with’, sorˑi(ː)a ‘coarse’, parːas ‘edge,
cliff’, savi ‘clay’, avˑain ‘key’, oja ‘creek’, ojˑaː ‘creek:ILL/PRT’, raha ‘money’, rahˑaː ‘money:ILL/
PRT’. The phoneme t⁀ʃ jː, as in lut⁀ʃ jːikːain ‘bedbug’, is rare but included within core conso-
nants, cf. 2.3.

2.2. Robust marginal phonemes occurring in expressive lexemes or in loanwords

In general, the consonantal periphery in Soikkola Ingrian is relatively compact and the status of
most marginal consonants is quite robust. Some phonemes were attested only in loanwords
from Russian, e.g. f-type phonemes (f, fˑ, fː) and palatalised lʲ-types before back vowels. Before
front vowels, palatalised laterals are frequent. However, in this position, they freely vary
with alveolar and, sometimes, with velar laterals (cf. Kuznecova 2009, 202–205 and also
Rozhanskiy & Markus 2026, discussing laterals for Votic). In turn, sjː was attested only in a
vocative word and in its verbal derivative (see 2.4).

Examples of loanwords and expressive lexemes containing marginal consonants include (for
borrowings, their source word is indicated): konʲuhːa ∼ konʲuhka ‘groom’ (Rus. кóнюх / konuх̂),
funʲoi ∼ hunʲoi ‘silly person’ (Rus. dial. ф�yнька / fun’ka), funʲˑo(ː)ja ∼ hunʲˑo(ː)ja ‘silly:PRT’
(cf. the previous example), kafˑeː ‘cafe’ (Rus. кафé / kafe), sarfːiː ‘scarf:ILL’ (Rus. шарф / �sarf),

Table 1. Soikkola Ingrian consonants

Place

Manner Labial Dental Palatal(ised) Velar

Stops p pˑ pː t tˑ tː tj tjˑ tjː k kˑ kː

Fricatives (f) (fˑ) fː s sˑ sː sj sjˑ (sjː) h hˑ hː

Affricates (t⁀ʃj) t⁀ʃjː

Glides v vˑ (vː) j jˑ (jː)

Nasals m mˑ mː n nˑ nː nj njˑ

Laterals l lˑ lː lj ljˑ (ljː)

Trills r rˑ rː rj rjˑ
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setʲolka ‘back pad (part of the horse harness)’4 (Rus. седёл́ка / sedёlka), Fetʲˑaː ∼ Fetʲˑaːta
‘Fedʲa:PRT’ (a personal name; from Rus. Фéдя / Fedâ), vontʲːu ‘mentally slow, silly person’,
posʲukːain ‘little boy’, Vasʲˑaː ∼ Vasʲˑaːta ‘Vasʲa:PRT’ (a personal name; Rus. Вáся / Vasâ), rulʲa
‘steering wheel’ (Rus. руль / rul’), Kolʲˑaː ∼ Kolʲˑaːta ‘Kolʲa:PRT’ (a personal name; Rus. Кóля /
Kolâ), larʲokːa ‘kiosk’ (Rus. ларёќ / larёk), Varʲˑa ∼ Varʲˑata ‘Varʲa:PRT’ (a personal name; Rus.
Вáря / Varâ). More examples of palatalised consonants and f-type phonemes in (a) expressive
lexemes, (b) borrowed proper nouns, verbs, and adjectives, and (c) borrowed personal names are
provided by Sovijärvi (1944, 33), Laanest (1986, 65) and Kuznecova (2009, 196, 286–287).

Notably, the phoneme tʲ has entered the native lexicon of at least part of Soikkola Ingrian
idiolects. It often appears in the innovative contractive stem of the verb tulːa ‘come:INF’. In the
personal present tense active forms, this verb has a stem [tʲüe- ∼ tüe- ∼ tʲöː- ∼ töː-] (<ptule-), e.g.
tʲöːn [tʲöːn] ‘come:1SG’. Variants with öː are more innovative than those with üe. Palatalised tʲ is
attested both before öː and before üe, most reliably in Viistinä (Rus. Вис́тино / Vistino) and in
some villages north of it (Kuznecova 2009, 130–131, 196–197). The palatalised tʲ before a new
front long vowel or diphthong in this verb is in contrast with a position before original ö and ü,
where t is never palatalised in Soikkola Ingrian, e.g. töː ∼ tüː [töː ∼ tö ̝ː ∼ tüː] ‘work’, tütökːäin
[ˈtüdöˑˌkːäin̯] ‘little girl’ etc. A similar situation with tʲ and tʲˑ is observed before the diphthongs
starting with i, which tend to turn into long vowels in Ingrian dialects in certain positions
(e.g. iu > uː, ia > aː; cf. also 3.2.4). In Soikkola Ingrian, palatalised dental stops are systematically
observed in such cases, e.g. tʲiukːu [ˈtʲiukːu] ∼ (in a few southernmost speakers) [ˈtʲuːkːu] ‘game’,
kaːtʲˑiat [kaːtʲˑiat] ∼ (in many speakers) [kaːtʲˑaːt] ‘trousers:PL’. This is in contrast to non-pala-
talised t in e.g. teː ∼ tiː [teː ∼ te ̝ː ∼ tiː] ‘road’, tila [ˈtiLaː] ‘bed’, kotˑi(ː)a [ˈkotˑiːa ∼ ˈkotˑia]
‘home:PRT’ (the diphthong in the prosodic position as in the last example may be lengthened and
is never transformed to a long monophthong).

2.3. Consonants with functionally or phonetically unclear phonological status

Four main groups of consonants, discussed in the following four sub-sections, present certain
structural and/or phonetic challenges for their phonological interpretation: (a) palatalised
geminates, (b) glides, (c) f-types, and (d) affricates. The challenges mostly concern certain
quantitative distinctions of consonants, given the complex ternary length contrast in the lan-
guage, as well as distinctions between phonemes and consonant clusters.

2.3.1. Palatalised short geminates and long geminates. Palatalised phonemes are inno-
vative elements in Finnic languages, occurring only in some expressive words and borrowings,
and Soikkola Ingrian manifests this contrast only in dental consonants (unlike Votic and Lower
Luga Ingrian, cf. Table 1 with Tables 2 and 3). Due to the productive morphological mechanism
of so-called secondary gemination of original singletons (Kuznetsova 2023) in certain grammat-
ical forms (e.g. Fetʲa, a personal name from Rus. Фéдя / Fedâ → in partitive Fetʲˑaː ∼ Fetʲˑaːta),
Soikkola Ingrian has a full set of palatalised short geminates in addition to palatalised singletons.

The situation, however, is more complex with long geminates, which in native non-expres-
sive lexemes are reflexes of original Proto-Finnic geminates or consonantal clusters. The most

4For palatalised tʲ, Sovijärvi (1944, 33) also cites a native expressive word mutʲukːa ‘an affective way of calling a child’.
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robust cases of long palatalised geminates were attested only for tjː, cf. vontʲːu in 2.25 and
instances of pСjV> CʲːV (see 3.2.4). The latter sound change has been established among modern
Soikkola speakers in certain loanwords. For example, instead of utʲjuːka ‘iron (for ironing
clothes)’ (Rus. утюг / utûg) and its derivative utʲjuːkoitːaː ‘iron:INF’ attested in Nirvi (1971,
626), only utʲːuːk(ː)a ∼ utʲːuk(ː)a and utʲːukoitːaː systematically occurred in my data.

Possible instances of ljː included only two Russian loanwords: kulʲːaitːaː ‘walk:INF, have:INF
fun’ (Rus. гулят́ь / gulât’) and valʲːaitːaː ‘lie:INF idle, fool:INF around; make:INF felt boots, flat-
breads’ (Rus. валят́ь / valât’), attested across many speakers. However, sources also sometimes
transcribe these words with a short geminate lʲˑ (Sovijärvi 1944, 33; Nirvi 1971, 216), along with
a long geminate lʲː (Nirvi 1971, 636; Laanest 1986, 65), and no phonetic measurements of the
durations of these palatalised geminates have yet been conducted. Short geminates before short
diphthongs ending in -i (cf. Rozhanskiy & Markus 2026, on short and long diphthongs in
Soikkola Ingrian) are generally untypical but attested in verbs of similar structure to the afore-
mentioned borrowed verbs: sekˑoitːaː ‘mix:INF’, sekˑoitetːiː ‘mix:IPS:PST’ (my data and Nirvi 1971,
515, 517, but sekoitetˑaː ‘mix:IPS’ on p. 515), tinˑoitːaː (my data) ∼ tinoitːaː (my data and Nirvi
1971, 586) ‘cover:INF with tin’. Because it is unclear whether, in the case of the two loanwords in
question, we observe plj > ljː or plj > lʲˑ, the type ljː is considered as a phoneme in this work only
tentatively and is subject to further instrumental confirmation.

A similar consideration is valid for sjː, which was tentatively attested only in the verb
vusʲːutːaː ‘entice:INF (a dog)’, from a vocative interjection vusʲː ∼ vusʲ ‘a sound of enticing a
dog’ (Nirvi 1971, 682). There is a possibility that the word actually contains a short geminate sʲˑ,
also subject to future measurements.6

Instead, nʲː is not included in the Soikkola Ingrian consonant inventory. It was attested only
in our only speaker from Koskisenkülä (Rus. Кóсколово / Koskolovo) as a result of the pСiV >
CʲːV change (cf. 3.2.4, 4.2.5) in Russian loanwords like varenʲːa ‘jam’ (Rus. варéнье / varen’je)
and native words like minʲːa (< minja) ‘daughter-in-law’. However, the Koskisenkülä variety is
transitory between Soikkola and Lower Luga Ingrian, with many particular traits (Kuznecova
2009, 20), and other Soikkola speakers pronounced these words as varenia [ˈvareˑnja ∼ ˈvareˑnʲja
∼ ˈvareˑnia̯ ∼ ˈvareˑnʲaː] and minja [ˈminja ∼ ˈminʲja], often without even palatalising n. There-
fore, the realisations with nʲː are considered as absent from Soikkola Ingrian.7

5This word might be a Votic loanword, though, because only the Koskisenkülä speaker and one Soikkola speaker from
Mäkkülä (Rus. Миш́ино / Mi�sino) knew it, while three speakers did not recognise it, whereas all five Lower Luga Votic
speakers were familiar with this word. However, two of my south Lower Luga Ingrian consultants, from Kotko (Rus.
Орлы ́ / Orly) and from Vanakülä (Ван́акюля / Vanakul̂a)̂, did not know the word, whereas Nirvi (1971, 678) mentions
it for Laukaansuu (Rus. Усть-Луѓа / Ust’-Luga; north Lower Luga Ingrian).
6Note that in Votic (V) and Lower Luga Ingrian (LLI), all these words typically contain palatalised singletons rather than
geminates: utʲugəka ‘iron:COM’ (LLI), vusʲutən ∼ vusʲitən ‘entice:1SG dog’ (LLI) and vusʲutːi ‘entice:PST:3SG dog’ (V),
gulʲaitːamaː ∼ gulʲaitːəma ‘have:SUP fun’ (LLI), as well as a variation lj ∼ ljː in the last word with forms with the short
lj prevailing in Votic in Grünberg (2013, 240), including gulʲaitːəma in Tsvetkov (1995, 46).
7In Lower Luga Ingrian, varenʲː ∼ varenʲa and minjə ∼ minʲːa were attested; in Votic, vareni and minjdjə ∼ minjjə ∼

minjːə.
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2.3.2. Geminate glides. Glides present an issue similar to that outlined in 2.3.1 for palatal-
ised geminates. Short geminate glides occur as a regular result of secondary gemination: oja
‘creek’ → ojˑaː (ILL/PRT), savi ‘mud’ → savˑeː (ILL).

Long geminate glides jː and vː do not contrast in the language with the intervocalic sequences
ij and uv. In cases when these glides originate from sequences pij and puv, as in äjːä ‘grandfa-
ther’, savːu ‘smoke’ (<Proto-Finnic päijä, psauvu8), they seem to be pronounced as long
geminates. It is generally difficult to draw a phonetic distinction between [ij] and [jː] after a
vowel. However, words like savːu ‘smoke’ or kavːan ‘for a long time’ are consistently pronounced
in modern Soikkola Ingrian with [vː] rather than with [uv], in contrast to varying types of
transcriptions in sources, e.g. “pöü̆vv̆ü ∼ pövv̆ü ∼ pöβ̆βü” ‘sheepskin coat’, “raŭβ̆vβvan”
‘iron:GEN’ (Sovijärvi 1944, 32–33; Nirvi 1971, 459), “kavvan” and the like (Laanest 1986, 18).
Laanest (ibid.) also mentions that vː is consistently pronounced in all such cases.

However, a phonetic distinction between long and short geminate glides (as in kavːan ‘for a
long time’ vs avˑain ‘key’) has never been instrumentally tested, so long glides are distinguished
here as independent phonemes only preliminarily.

Glides after long vowels, where they emerged as syllable boundary markers in place of lost
stops, present an even more difficult case. In such words, vː occurs after long o, ö, u, ü, a, ä, while jː
occurs after long e, i, e.g. toːvːa ∼ tuːvːa ‘bring:INF here’, saːvːa ‘get:INF’, veːjːä ∼ viːjːä ‘bring:INF there’
(cf. Fin. tuoda, saada, viedä). A certain variability in the duration and quality of glides is attested in
this position. For example, glides may sometimes be pronounced as singletons or short geminates,
or [wː] may be pronounced in place of vː. However, the realisation with long glides is the most
typical in these cases (see examples in Laanest 1986, 18–19; Kuznecova 2009, 254). On the other
hand, there are other similar cases where clear singleton glides (or no glides at all) occur, e.g. uːven
‘new:GEN’, voːven ∼ vuːven ‘year:GEN’, oenːan [ˈoeˑnːan ∼ ˈojeˑnːan] ‘straighten:1SG’.

In sum, I tentatively postulate the presence of long geminate glides jː and vː in the consonant
system, but this is a subject for future phonetic investigation.

2.3.3. Phonemes f – fˑ – fː. As mentioned in 2.2, f-type phonemes occur only in loanwords.
Apparently, f-types used to be re-analysed in Soikkola Ingrian (as v, h, hv, or pː, depending on
position), cf. e.g. kohvi ‘coffee’ (Rus. коф́е/kofe) as the only attested variant even among modern
speakers. For Soikkola Ingrian, Nirvi (1971, 271, 275) cites, for example, “lofko” ∼ “louhka” ‘apt’
(Rus. лóвкий / lovkij), “Marppa” (Rus. personal nameМар́фа/Marfa), while my data include only
lofkoi ∼ lofko ∼ lofka and Marfːa. Additionally, the personal name Fetʲa (or rather its full form
Фёд́ор/Fёd́or) has an older variant Vöːtːöi ∼ Vüːtːöi; see also the variability funʲoi ∼ hunʲoi in 2.2.

At present, however, f-types have already entrenched in the consonant system of Soikkola
Ingrian. They are the only phonemes which can be clearly opposed to other phonemes (v-types)
in voicing, cf. kafˑeː ‘cafe’ (Rus. кафé / kafé) vs savˑeː ‘mud:ILL’, faːprikːa ‘factory’ (Rus. фаб́рика /
fabrika) vs vari ‘hot’ (but see also 2.4 on other emerging voicing contrasts).

Like in cases discussed in 2.3.1 and 2.3.2, here, too, there is a question about a clear
distinction between long and short geminates. Tentatively, long geminates were established in
all grammatical forms of the words Marfːa ‘Marfa’, sarfːi ‘scarf’, as well as in the two-foot
tetrasyllabic words sarafːana ‘traditional women’s dress’ (Rus. сарафáн / sarafan) and telefːona

8Cf. https://sanat.csc.fi/wiki/Etymologiadata:imsm:äijä, https://sanat.csc.fi/wiki/Etymologiadata:imsm:sauvu.
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‘telephone’ (Rus. телефон́ / telefon), whereas short geminates are considered to occur, for
example, in kafˑeː ‘cafe’ and Mifˑoːdia (personal name; Rus. Мефóдий / Mefodij) (cf. also Nirvi
1971, 309). These distinctions are also to be instrumentally verified.

In contrast to palatalised consonants and glides, f-types present an issue with a singleton f.
Singleton f can occur only in those positions where any geminates are phonetically impossible
and quantity contrasts are neutralised, i.e. word-initially (faːprikːa) and in clusters with obstru-
ents (lofkoi). A short phoneme f in these positions is proposed out of systemic and phonetic
reasons, in parallel to most other consonants, which manifest a full ternary quantity contrast in
quantity distinction positions (between vowels and after a sonorant before a vowel). In neutral-
isation positions, allophones phonetically corresponding to singletons occur for all consonants,
so I postulate singletons in these positions also for unclear cases like f or t⁀ʃ j (cf. 2.3.4).

2.3.4. Affricates. Short and long affricates t⁀ʃ j and t⁀ʃ jː present the same kind of complemen-
tary distribution as f-types (see 2.3.3), and their phonemic status and relation to ts are chal-
lenging issues (Kuznecova 2009, 270-273). The difference from f is that short geminates and
long geminates are not opposed in case of t⁀ʃ jː. This t⁀ʃ jː occurs word-internally between vowels or
after a sonorant before a vowel, including in a few native non-expressive lexemes, e.g.
mant⁀ʃ jːikːain ‘strawberry’, lut⁀ʃ jːikːain ‘bedbug’, kläːt⁀ʃ jːi ∼ kläːt⁀ʃ jːü ‘boreal vetch (Vicia cracca)’,
and is included in core consonants (2.1). Both long and short affricates occur in many native
expressive lexemes and entrenched loanwords, e.g. mät⁀ʃ jːikːä ∼ mät⁀ʃ jːükːä ∼ mät⁀ʃ jːikːö ‘ball (for
playing)’ (Rus. мяч́ик/ma�̂cik), t⁀ʃ jirkːulain ‘sparrow’ (an expressive lexeme referring to the sound
of chirping), pot⁀ʃ jka ‘barrel’ (from Rus. бóчка / bot⁀ʃ jka).

The affricate occurring in quantity distinction positions phonetically behaves like a geminate
consonant (or a consonant cluster) rather than as a singleton. In particular, in words like
lut⁀ʃ jːikːain [ˈLut⁀ʃjːiˌkːain̯], the post-stress vowel after an affricate does not undergo phonetic
lengthening, unlike it does in structures with the stressed light syllable (C)V followed by a
singleton consonant, cf. with harakːaː [ˈharaːˌkːaː] ‘magpie’ (see Kuznetsova, Brodskaya & Mar-
kus 2023; Kuznetsova, Cornelio Tiburcio & Uchihara to appear). Short geminates in Soikkola
Ingrian occur either before long vowels or in trisyllabic feet (Kuznetsova 2023), whereas t⁀ʃ jː
occurs widely before short vowels (cf. examples above). Additionally, its duration is close to the
duration of consonant clusters (Ro�zanskij & Markus 2020, 471), so the affricate t⁀ʃ jː is considered
here as an equivalent of a long geminate.

The affricates t⁀ʃ j and t⁀ʃ jː can hardly be considered as clusters either. The long t⁀ʃ jː contrasts
intervocalically to the cluster ts, as in metsä ‘forest’ (cf. Ro�zanskij & Markus 2020; Rozhanskiy &
Markus 2026, discussing ts in detail). However, outside this context, ʃ-types and s-types in
Soikkola Ingrian can be considered allophones within the single class of sibilants (unlike in
Votic and in Lower Luga Ingrian; see 3.1 and 4.2.2). In particular, ʃ-types [ʃ/ʒ, ʃˑ, ʃː] together
with s-types [s/z, sˑ, sː] make part of the allophonic pool of the phonemes s, sˑ, and sː, respec-
tively. In the language of the 2000s we recorded, mostly ʃ-like sounds were observed in almost all
positions, whereas in earlier sources more s-like sounds were attested (Ariste 1960, 50; Laanest
1966a, 54–58, 1986, 40–42, 1987, 291–293). The most typical exception is ts, where [s] instead of
[ʃ] is still pronounced. This is also valid for sandhi, cf. an isolated pronunciation of saːtu ‘garden’
(Rus. сад / sad) as [ˈʃaːdu], but a sandhi example with [ts] from my field data: hän ei ostaːnt
saːtˑua [ˈoʃtaːnt ̮ˈsaːtˑua] ‘he did not buy a garden’.
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Furthermore, [s] instead of [ʃ] has been attested in my data also in other contexts, for
example, before t, especially in cases when t or the whole cluster was palatalised, e.g. astiata
[ˈaʃtiada ∼ ˈaʃtʲada ∼ ˈastʲi ̯̆ada ∼ ˈastʲada] ‘dishes:PRT’. Intra-speaker variation is also possible
here, cf. astioja [ˈaʃtioja ∼ ˈaʃtʲioja] (PL:PRT) but astiois [ˈasʲtʲojʃ] (PL:IN) produced by a speaker
from Viistinä. The presence of [s] instead of [ʃ] is likely related to a certain degree of palatal-
isation of s in such contexts. Note that palatalised phonemes sʲ and sʲː (see examples in 2.2, 2.3.1)
are rarely realised as ʃ-types. Other contexts where s-types have also been frequently attested in
free variation with ʃ-types include clusters with sonorants and glides like sr, sv, sl, as in osra
‘barley’, as well as those Russian loanwords which contain s in Russian, e.g. setʲolk(ə) ‘back pad’
from Rus. седёл́ка / sedol̂ka (see more examples in Kuznecova 2009, 235–239). Additionally,
ʃ-types do not occur in the southernmost transitory Soikkola-Lower Luga variety of Koskisen-
külä (see 2.3.1) and are less typical of the adjacent Säätinä (Rus. Слобод́ка / Slobodka) (cf. also
Laanest 1966a, 56), both of which are geographically the closest to the Lower Luga Votic area.

Importantly, in all such cases, s-types and ʃ-types never contrast.9 Therefore, treating t⁀ʃ jː as a
cluster would create a problem for the phonological interpretation of the second component of
this cluster, as contrasted to the second component of ts.

As for the short t⁀ʃ j, there are no reliable examples of its contrast to ts in any position (cf. also
Laanest 1966b, 104), although rare occasional occurrences of word-initial ts instead of expected
t⁀ʃ j have been attested, mostly where ts occurs in Russian words, cf. [ˈt⁀sepaː] instead of regular
t⁀ʃ jepa ‘chain’, from Rus. цепь / cep’. It should also be noted that at least t⁀ʃ jː has apparently
developed from ts in Soikkola Ingrian, and before a massive recent influx of Russian loanwords,
the distance between t⁀ʃ jː and ts was likely smaller. In some words, especially in earlier borrow-
ings from local Russian dialects and in expressive lexemes, variation t⁀ʃ jː ∼ ts word-internally was
attested, including cases when Russian t⁀ʃ j was rendered as t⁀s in Ingrian, e.g. lat⁀ʃ jːurikain ∼

latsurkain ‘flattened, fine’ (Nirvi 1971, 252; while in my data and in Laanest 1986, 40 only the
first variant was recorded) or “kuts̀evekka” ∼ “kuts˱̀evek̄ka” (Nirvi 1971, 223) ∼ kut⁀ʃ jːevikːa (my
data) ‘women’s short coat’ (Rus. кацавей́ка / kacavejka, here probably куцавей́ка / kucavejka)
(see other examples of variation t⁀ʃ j – t⁀s word-initially and t⁀ʃ jː – ts word-internally in Kuznecova
2009, 270; Rozhanskiy & Markus 2026). It is also possible that the north-western Russian
dialects from which Ingrian borrowed some of its lexicon belonged to the area of цоќанье/
cokan’je (Borkovskij & Kuznecov 1963, 84), where t⁀ʃ j-types and t⁀s-types were not distinguished
and were pronounced close to [t⁀s / t⁀sj]. By now, however, t⁀ʃ j-types have gained significant
independence from ts, probably because ʃ-types have generally become more prominent in
Soikkola Ingrian likely due to the influx of Standard Russian words, in which t⁀ʃ-types and t⁀s-
types are contrasted.

2.4. Elements not considered as phonemes

In this section, I briefly mention elements which present the degree of phonemicity too weak to
be recognised as phonemes according to the criteria adopted here. First of all, these include the
already mentioned [nʲː] (the Koskisenkülä variant of nj ∼ ni, see 2.3.1), [ts] (which is considered

9In Koskisenkülä, ʃ-types actually do occur in loanwords, e.g. in the verb ‘lie’ from Rus. лежáть / le�zat’: [leʒiːn] (1SG),
[leʃˑiː] (3SG), and, therefore, are in contrast with s-types, like in Votic and Lower Luga Ingrian. However, as said in 2.3.1,
idiosyncratic Koskisenkülä facts are not taken into account while modelling the general Soikkola phonological system.
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as a cluster rather than a phoneme word-internally and as a marginal irregular variant of t⁀ʃ j

word-initially, see 2.3.4), and a possible phonemic contrast of s-types and ʃ-types (these sounds
do not contrast outside the t⁀ʃ jː – ts opposition, although for some words or contexts s-types
might be more typical than ʃ-types, see 2.3.4).

As said in 2.3.3, the contrast of f-types and v-types is considered here as the only true voicing
contrast in Soikkola Ingrian. Otherwise, Soikkola Ingrian does not distinguish between voiced
and voiceless obstruents, unlike Votic and Lower Luga Ingrian (cf. 3.1, 4.2.1). Voicing in
Soikkola Ingrian is an additional phonetic feature, optionally appearing in singleton stops p,
t, k and fricatives s, h in the positions of quantity contrasts (intervocalic and after sonorants). In
other positions, where all quantity contrasts are neutralised (word-initially, word-finally, and in
other types of clusters), singletons appear as short and either voiceless or optionally voiced
depending on the surrounding phonetic context (see Laanest 1966a, 50–54, 1987; Kuznecova
2009, 171–173). For example, word-initially and word-finally, short voiceless obstruents may
become voiced in sandhi after a word that ends or begins in a vowel or a sonorant.

However, in some cases, voiced obstruents have been attested word-initially also outside
sandhi. First, this is the variant of the lexeme ‘raspberry’ [ˈbaːbuˌkːain̯] attested as the only
variant in Koskisenkülä and along with [ˈvaːbuˌkːain] from a Viistinä speaker (vaːpukːain ∼

vaːpukːa are the regular Soikkola variants). Especially in the case of Koskisenkülä, this might
potentially be a Votic influence. Second, voiced b has been attested in vocative words for calling
a ram [ˈborʲaː ˈborʲaː] (recorded from eight speakers; including once in a form [ˈborʲaː ˈporʲaː]; cf.
with poroi ∼ porˑoːna ‘ram’, Rus. dial. бор́ан / boran), and for calling a sheep [ˈbasjuː ˈbasjuː]
(from one speaker, while Rozhanskiy (p.c.) also attested vasju vasju; cf. with pässi ‘ram’). The
factor here could be a multiple repetition of the vocative. Starting from the second iteration, the
word-initial consonant in vocatives might have been frequently voiced in sandhi, cf. “pässi Bässi
Bässi” for calling a ram in Nirvi (1971, 452). The voiced realisation might have spread also to the
first iteration. Third, modern speakers sometimes pronounce initial voiced obstruents, especially
b, in those Russian loanwords where there is a voiced obstruent in Russian, e.g. in pot⁀ʃ jka ‘barrel’
[ˈpot⁀ʃjka ∼ ˈbot⁀ʃjka] (from Rus. бóчка / bo�cka), klaːtitːaː [ˈklaːd(j)iˌtːaː ∼ ˈglaːd(j)iˌtːaː] ‘iron:INF’
(Rus. глад́ить / gladit’). It is not possible to account for the word-initial voiced pronunciations
of obstruents in Soikkola Ingrian within the framework adopted in the current description, and
they are left outside the Soikkola phonemic system.

3. LOWER LUGA VOTIC CONSONANTS

The consonant system of Lower Luga Votic differs significantly from that of Soikkola Ingrian.
The primary differences in Votic relate to the following aspects:

(1) more common binary quantity instead of ternary quantity (secondary geminates originating
from singletons do exist in Lower Luga Votic but have the same duration as original
geminates, cf. Viitso 1964; Kuznecova 2015);

(2) two separate contrasts, in length and in voicing, instead of a single lenis/fortis contrast
simultaneously based on duration and voicing (cf. 2.4), for p-, t-, k-, s-types (i.e. for both
singleton and geminate obstruents; see examples in 3.1);

(3) two separate phonemic types, s-types and ʃ-types (both singletons and geminates; see ex-
amples in 3.1) instead of a single type of sibilants (cf. 2.3.4);
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(4) a richer system of affricates: two t⁀ʃ j-types (a singleton and a geminate, cf. 3.1) and two t⁀s-
types (also a singleton and a geminate, see 3.1), more clearly monophonemic than in
Soikkola Ingrian (cf. 2.3.4), and an affricate d⁀ʒj (see 3.1.2);

(5) a richer inventory of palatalised phonemes due to the assimilation, syncope, and apocope of
the following short front vowels and j, some of these consonants occurring also in native
non-expressive lexemes (cf. 3.1, 3.2.3, 3.2.4).

The Lower Luga Votic consonant inventory, given in Table 2, is built based on Markus &
Ro�zanskij (2011, 16), supplemented with my field data and following the same classification
principles (see 1.3) as those applied to Soikkola Ingrian above. Data from Tsvetkov (1995) on
Jõgõperä and from Viitso (1961) on Luutsa-Liiv�cülä were also taken into account.

Differences between Table 2 and the Lower Luga Votic consonant inventory provided by
Markus & Ro�zanskij (2011, 16) mostly arise from: (a) additional data on consonants obtained
from my fieldwork on Votic phonology and from the existing literature, and (b) partially
different principles of phonemic classification. All these deviations are discussed below.

3.1. Core consonants

Lower Luga Votic (Luutsa-Liivcülä) phonemes are described in detail by Viitso (1961); see also
examples of core consonants in Markus & Ro�zanskij (2011, 51–53, 56). Core consonants are
generally similar to those in Lower Luga Ingrian (see 4.1 below). Hence, I do not provide
examples of Votic core consonants that are identical to those of Lower Luga Ingrian, focusing
only on the distinctive properties of Votic. Structural and functional differences from Lower

Table 2. Lower Luga Votic consonants

Place

Manner

Labial Dental

Post-alveolar

Velar

Plain Palatalised Plain Palatal(ised) Plain Palatalised

Stops voiceless p pː (pj pjː) t t: tj tjː k kː (kj kjː)

voiced b bː (bj) d (dː) (dj) djː g

Fricatives voiceless f fː (fj) s sː sj sjː ʃ ʃː h hː (hj)

voiced z zː zj (zjː) ʒ (ʒː)

Affricates voiceless t⁀s t⁀sː t⁀ʃj t⁀ʃjː

voiced (d⁀ʒj)
Glides v vː (vj vjː) j jː

Nasals m mː (mj mjː) n nː nj njː

Laterals l lː lj ljː

Trills r rː rj rjː
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Luga Ingrian concern the sub-systems of (a) voiced stops and fricatives, (b) s-types vs ʃ-types,
(c) affricates, and (d) certain palatalised consonants.

Voiced phonemes are a common feature of the native non-expressive lexicon in Votic, due to
a specific system called stem gradation. In this system, voiceless consonants in the “strong”
grade regularly alternate with voiced consonants in the “weak” grade. For example, the following
alternations with voiced phonemes are possible in Votic but are impossible in Lower Luga
Ingrian and, in fact, in most other Finnic languages (examples from Markus & Ro�zanskij
2011, 52–53): itkəma ‘cry:SUP’ — idgən ‘cry:1SG’, isä ‘father’ — izä ‘father:GEN’, laskəma ‘relea-
se:SUP’ — lazːən ‘release:1SG’, ʃiʃk ‘rag’ — ʃiʒgəd ‘rag:PL’, aut⁀ʃji ‘pike’— aud⁀ʒjid ‘pike:PL’. Examples
of other voiced phonemes in native non-expressive lexicon from my field data include kuza
‘where’ — kuzːa ‘nowhere’, baːbukəz ‘raspberry’, õʒːă ∼ eʒː ‘horsetail (Equisetum)’, minjdjə ∼

minjjə ∼ minʲːə ‘daughter-in-law’, ladjːa ‘wide:PRT’.
The status of ʃ-types and affricates in Votic is also solid, because both groups can occur in the

native non-expressive lexicon (unlike in Lower Luga Ingrian, cf. 4.2.2). Additionally, both ʃ-types
and affricates alternate between singletons and geminates in the paradigms of native words, e.g.
kut⁀sːuma ‘call:SUP’ — kut⁀sun ‘call:1SG’, pit⁀ʃjːi ‘long’ — pit⁀ʃjä10 ‘long:GEN’, karjuʃːi ‘shepherd’ —
karjuʃilː ‘shepherd:AD’ (Markus & Ro�zanskij 2011, 51).

Both voicing and s/ʃ distinctions are apparently quite ancient contrasts in Votic, especially
the former. Some of the relatively early Germanic loanwords appear in Votic, unlike in other
Finnic languages, with their original voiced consonants and ʃ-types. For example, initial and
middle voiced obstruents are observed in Lower Luga Votic glazi ‘glass’, appearing as klasi in
Soikkola Ingrian (Nirvi 1971, 176) and as lasi in Finnish, which is traced to Middle Low German
(1200–1500 AD) glas (Bentlin 2008).11 An even more interesting example is Lower Luga Votic
glaiză12 ‘club-rush (Scirpus)’, which appears in all other Finnic languages with initial k-
(e.g. Finnish kaisla), but is derived from Proto-Germanic pgaisilaz ‘staff, whip’, or even pgaizilaz,
from pgaizaz ‘spear, tip’ and p-ilaz ‘a diminutive suffix’ (cf. gaiza- in Kroonen 2013, 164).13

Viacheslav Kuleshov (p.c.) attributes the borrowing of this word to a period between late Proto-
Norse and early Old Norse, before a sound change pai > ei took place in Old Norse, i.e. to the
Vendel period or the early Viking Age (∼500–900 AD). This example demonstrates that Votic
was already a separate language at that time and that it already had its own system of voicing
contrasts, in which Germanic lenis obstruents were borrowed as voiced consonants in certain
positions.

The s/ʃ contrast is not evidenced in such early loanwords, but it can be traced to at least
Middle Low German, due to borrowings with ʃ like ʃpeili ‘mirror’ (Grünberg 2013, 1238),

10Votic is the only Finno-Ugric language featuring regular palatalisation pk > t⁀ʃ j / t⁀ʃ jː before front vowels, but in modern
language k can contrast to t⁀ʃ j in this context (mostly due to Ingrian loanwords without this palatalisation), e.g. pit⁀ʃ jä
‘long:PRT’ — mikä ‘what’ (Markus & Ro�zanskij 2011, 43).

11Ultimately traced to Proto-Germanic pglasa̧ ∼

pglaza̧ (Kroonen 2013, 180); https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/
lasi#Etymology_2, https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-Germanic/glasa̧.

12For these two and other similar examples, Grünberg (2013) often provides examples of variation between word-initial
voiced and voiceless obstruents. I also did attest this variation e.g. for glaiza, but this is apparently a phonetic effect, as
my Luutsa consultant clarified the word-initial voiced sound in clear speech.

13https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-Finnic/kaisila, https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/
Reconstruction:Proto-Germanic/gaisilaz, https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-Germanic/gaizaz.

302 Acta Linguistica Academica 73 (2026) 2, 286–326

Unauthenticated | Downloaded 08/16/26 07:01 PM UTC

https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/lasi#Etymology_2
https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/lasi#Etymology_2
https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-Germanic/glas�
https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-Finnic/kaisila
https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-Germanic/gaisilaz
https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-Germanic/gaisilaz
https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-Germanic/gaizaz


cf. Soikkola Ingrian speili, Finnish and Karelian peili, Estonian peegel. This word reflects a
specific Middle Low German sound change p�eg > ej (Kuleshov, p.c.; cf. Middle Low German
variants sp�egel, speyl, sp�ıgel, speigel, speiel14). In native words, ʃ is mostly restricted to expressive
lexemes (cf. 4.2.4). Words like ʃiʃk ‘rag’, cited above, ʃamːama ‘smoke:SUP (pipe etc.)’, or ʃimar
‘wrinkle’ (Tsvetkov 1995, 319) do not appear to have expressive meaning synchronically but
might have contained an expressive semantic component originally (e.g. one Luutsa speaker
noted on ʃamːama that this is a word to use “for fun”, while the neutral word for smoking is
põlõtːəmːa, lit. ‘burn:SUP’). Therefore, the phonemic ʃ-types are included within core phonemes
tentatively, with more etymological work needed here.

Before considering marginal phonemes, specific comments should be made on particular
groups of core phonemes: (a) ʒː and zjː; (b) d⁀ʒj; (c) dj, djː and njː; (d) l, lː, lj, ljː, and tj. Some of
the palatalised phonemes (njː, lj) are considered marginal; palatalised consonants are further
discussed in 3.2.3, 3.2.4.

3.1.1. Phonemes ʒː and zjː. Phoneme ʒː is missing from Markus & Ro�zanskij (2011, 16), and
relevant examples are also absent from Viitso (1961).15 Tsvetkov (1995, 38), however, contains
at least one entry with a native-like word with ʒː in Jõgõperä, namely õʒː (“ez̬ ̌”̄) ‘horsetail
(Equisetum)’. Viitso (1961, 165) cites this word for Luutsa as õzjːă (“e�̬z�ză”), and this is also
the most frequent variant (“õ�z�za”) cited by Grünberg (2013, 1590), along with “õ�zja”, “õzja”,
“õzžǎ”, “õzž”̌, and “õzzi”. The variants attested in my data included eʒː for Jõgõperä and õʒːă for
Luutsa (each from one speaker).

This word (Proto-Finnic phosja) is attested widely across Finnic languages, in some of them
with s (Fin. hosia) but in others also with ʒ or d⁀ʒ, or zj, and is also reconstructed to Proto-Saami
with pʃː,16 apparently as a Finnic loanword. The Finnic word appears related to Slavic pxvo�s�cь17

(cf. Rus. хвощ / xvôs). Kuleshov (p.c.), however, considers it to belong to an earlier period. Two
separate proto-forms can be reconstructed for North and South Finnic, indicating that this word
was borrowed before the Proto-Slavic period. Kuleshov notes a parallel with Latvian aste ‘tail’,18

but attributes the word to an even earlier, Proto-Iranian, period, because its shape across Finnic
languages better corresponds to a Proto-Iranian form containing an initial laryngeal consonant
than to a Proto-Baltic form without a laryngeal.

For this work, focused on contacts between Finnic daughter languages, I consider loanwords
from the Proto-Finnic stage and earlier as part of the native lexicon (cf. 1.3). For this reason,
both ʒː and zjː are included among the core phonemes. They are given in parentheses in Table 2
because they seem to be in complementary distribution across Jõgõperä and Luutsa. For Jõgõ-
perä, Kettunen (1915, 54) specifically mentions one more word containing ʒː <pzj <psj, a form

14https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/peili, https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-West_Germanic/sp�egl.
15Viitso does not list geminates as separate phonemes but still provides examples of geminates for all consonant types.
16Cf. https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-Finnic/hosja, https://sanat.csc.fi/wiki/Etymologiadata:
imsm:(h)osja, https://kaino.kotus.fi/algu/index.php?t5sanue&lekseemi_id559862&hakusana5hosia&sanue_
id540833.

17Cf. https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-Slavic/xvo�s�cь.
18Cf. https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/aste#Latvian.
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leʒːesːi ‘widow:TRL’ (from leht⁀ʃji, cf. Fin. leski), while for other Votic varieties lezːesːi or lezdjesːi is
cited (ibid.).

In turn, another word containing zjː as a reflex of psj in Luutsa Votic is azjːa ‘affair, business’.
In my data, it was recorded from two Luutsa speakers (one of them also mentioning asjːa, which
is rather an Ingrian variant). Contrarily, none of my two Jõgõperä consultants recognised the
word in the form azjːa (one of them mentioning asjːa specifically as an Ingrian form). Viitso
(1961, 165) cites azjːad for Luutsa Votic, but Tsvetkov (1995, 11) mentions asi for Jõgõperä
Votic (unfortunately, this second variant was not checked in my questionnaire).

3.1.2. Phoneme d⁀ʒ j. Both Viitso (1961, 151) and Rozhanskiy & Markus (2026) observe that
d⁀ʒj appears as a weak counterpart of t⁀ʃ (cf. aut⁀ʃji— aud⁀ʒjid in 3.1) in modern Lower Luga Votic
words very rarely, mentioning a tendency to level stem gradation in such words. As a weak grade
of e.g. bot⁀ʃ jka ‘barrel’ (from Rus. бóчка / bo�cka), speakers tend to pronounce bot⁀ʃ jkad (PL)
rather than bod⁀ʒjkad, while also acknowledging the latter variant as correct. In my data, aud⁀ʒjid
was recorded from one Jõgõperä speaker, while the other Jõgõperä speaker pronounced aut⁀ʃ jid
(and one Luutsa speaker used the Ingrian-like forms auki – auvəd). However, the same Luutsa
speaker also pronounced mänjd⁀ʒjüd ‘game:PL’ (but also mänjt⁀ʃ jüd; from mänjt⁀ʃ jü), and another
Luutsa speaker produced sänd⁀ʒjü ‘bed:GEN’ (from sänt⁀ʃ jü).

Apart from levelling stem gradation, another reason for the rarity of d⁀ʒj might be that d⁀ʒj in
the weak grade in west Votic was not very common overall (Ariste 1968, 10). Kettunen (1915,
49–55), for example, mentions forms with d⁀ʒj for east Votic, but different types of forms for
west Votic, including audjid for ‘pike:PL’; cf. also mänjːüˑd ‘game:PL’, sänjːüˑd ‘bed:PL’, cited by
Tsvetkov (1995, 184, 316) for Jõgõperä and mändjüd mentioned by Viitso (1961, 164) for
Luutsa. Therefore, d⁀ʒj in the weak grade might have been a late analogical innovation in Lower
Luga Votic, in parallel with voicing-based stem gradation in other consonants (cf. 3.1), and
now tends to disappear again due to stem levelling. Following the methodology of this
study, I consider d⁀ʒj a core phoneme, as it appears in some native non-expressive lexemes. Still,
it is placed in parentheses in Table 2, because its functional status in Lower Luga Votic is
unclear.

3.1.3. Phonemes dj – djː and njː. The phonemes dj and djː are relatively uncommon in Votic,
especially in modern speech. They historically appeared mainly in west Votic, including some
weak grade contexts where east Votic features d⁀ʒj (see examples in 3.1.2). They originate from
Proto-Finnic pk > [j] before front vowels and after a vowel or a consonant (usually pn, pr, pl, but
also ph, ps), as well as in some other clusters containing phonetic [jː], like pki > [gj] > [jː],
pni > [nj], pit > [jd] > [jː] (Kettunen 1915, 49–54, 56–57). Short [j] changed into dj, and long [jː]
into djː, which was apparently a case of glide fortition (cf. Culhane & Edwards 2025, 189 on a
similar process in Austronesian languages). In modern data, these phonemes are less frequent,
first, because they are being replaced by j and jː, likely under Ingrian influence, and second, due
to the levelling of a grade alternation t⁀ʃ j : dj (cf. also 3.1.2).

My own data and some published findings suggest that dj and djː might have been more
typical of Luutsa-Liiv�cülä Votic than of Jõgõperä Votic. In particular, I observed the following
examples of correspondences between Luutsa and Jõgõperä, respectively: mändjüd — mänjːü dˑ
(see 3.1.2), minjdjə— minjjə / minjːə ‘daughter-in-law’, enjdje— en(j)ːe ‘soul:GEN’, võdjːə võdjːəl—

304 Acta Linguistica Academica 73 (2026) 2, 286–326

Unauthenticated | Downloaded 08/16/26 07:01 PM UTC



võjːə võjːəl ‘spread:IMP butter:AD’ (‘spread butter!’), ladjːə — lajːə ‘wide’; cf. also the alternation
nt⁀ʃ j : ndj, attested in Luutsa-Liiv�cülä but not in Jõgõperä Votic in Markus & Ro�zhanskij
(2011, 54).

Variants without dj, djː were, however, attested also in Luutsa, e.g. lajːə, t⁀ʃ jenːɛd ‘shoe:PL’, äjːɛ
‘grandfather’ (vs äjːɛ ∼ ädjːɛ in Jõgõperä), and märjɛd ‘wet:PL’. Moreover, one Luutsa speaker,
who himself produced lajːə and mejːe ‘we:GEN’, mocked the use of djː in the speech of his former
neighbour from Jõgõperä. The neighbour offered him a cake, accompanied with a phrase full
of djː, ‘na-ka medjːe vadjːa kakːua, sjeːmvõika võdjːet̆ːua’ ‘take our Votic cake, coated with
[sunflower] seed oil’. Tsvetkov (1995) also cites several words with djː for Jõgõperä, (e.g. “лad̄’
~ лad’d’E”̮ ‘wide’, p. 137, “äd’d’E” ‘grandfather’, p. 420, “med’d’e ̀” ‘we:GEN’, p. 183, “ve ̮d’d’e ̮ ~
ve ̮d’d’E”̮ ‘butter; cream’, p. 397, “mad’d’e ̮s” ‘dainty’, p. 164, “od’d’e ̮л ̄” ‘protect:INF’, p. 204) but I
was unable to find any native non-expressive words with short dj in that dictionary.

In sum, it seems that at least a short dj might be missing from Jõgõperä. I included both dj

and djː in core phonemes, but dj is placed in parentheses in Table 2 due to its unclear dialectal
distribution.

Additionally, njdj (typical of Luutsa) varies with a consonant marked as njː (“�n�n”) in Tsvet-
kov’s dictionary for Jõgõperä, cf. examples in 3.1.2 and above, as well as enjːeˑ ‘soul:GEN’,
enjːähtab ‘breath:3SG’, as opposed to enːĕ, enːepj ‘before’ (Tsvetkov 1995, 30). Kettunen (1915,
51) mentions “eniä̯htä ̄b ∼ ennä́htä ̄b” for Luutsa and Jõgõperä, with a partially palatalised nasal,
but “t�sennäd” without palatalisation, whereas Tsvetkov (1995, 349) cites “t�se�n�ned”. My data
show that there is no clear distinction between palatalised and non-palatalised nasals in such
words, at least in modern speech. Neither Luutsa nor Jõgõperä speakers pronounced any clear
palatalisation in t⁀ʃ jenːɛd, and one Jõgõperä speaker pronounced a half-palatalised nasal before a
front vowel in [ˈenjnːe] ‘soul:GEN’ (vs [enː] ‘before’). Therefore, njː was not included in core
phonemes (cf. 3.2.4 on processes related to palatalisation).

3.1.4. Phonemes l – lː, lj – ljː, and tj. Votic laterals are discussed by Markus & Rozhanskiy
(2026; cf. also Markus & Ro�zanskij 2011, 19–20). The key issue is that phonemes l – lː used to
have two harmonic allophones: the velar one before back vowels and the alveolar/palatalised one
before front vowels (similar to Soikkola Ingrian). This pattern still applies to Luutsa Votic, where
there is no complete apocope of reduced vowels (see Rozhanskiy & Markus 2026). However,
it becomes less clear in Jõgõperä Votic, where back and front schwa (marked as ə and ɛ here)
often fully elide, allowing for quasi minimal pairs like [iLm] ‘weather’ vs [sil(j)m] ‘eye’ (in Luutsa,
[iLmə ∼ iLmă] vs [sil(j)mɛ ∼ sil(j)mä]̆ respectively).

The original alveolar/palatalised allophones do not phonologically contrast with the palatalised
lj – ljː occurring before back vowels, including as a result of former or ongoing processes involving
j and i (see 3.2.4), e.g. paljːo ‘a lot’, ljuːkuma (∼ ljiukuma) ‘slide:SUP downhill’. It is unclear whether
there is any significant phonetic difference between these two categories, either. Therefore, when
former alveolar/palatalised allophones appear in non-conditioned contexts due to vowel reduction
and loss, they are written as palatalised lj – ljː, i.e. ilm vs siljm. If non-conditioned alveolar/
palatalised allophones are considered as palatalised phonemes, the question arises: what phonemes
should be postulated before non-reducing front vowels, as in [sil(j)mä ∼ sil(j)mäˑ] ‘eye:PRT’? In my
view, alveolar and palatalised laterals in vowel-conditioned contexts might also be regarded as
palatalised phonemes. Impressions suggest no difference in the quality of laterals between, for
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example, väljːä ‘out’ (<plj) and t⁀ʃjüljːä ‘village:PRT’ (original alveolar lateral), where in the first case,
Rozhanskiy and Markus assume a palatalised /ljː/ (cf. Markus & Ro�zanskij 2011, 20) and in the
second case, apparently, a palatal /lː/ (cf. t⁀ʃjülä ‘village’ with a short /l/ in Rozhanskiy & Markus
2026). However, more phonetic research is required, and palatal and velar laterals may sometimes
freely vary in Votic in sandhi with the initial vowel of the following word (see Rozhanskiy &
Markus 2026). In the transcription adopted here, palatalisation of laterals is marked only if not
conditioned by the following front vowel.

At least ljː may be included in core phonemes, due to a series of Lower Luga Votic words
where Proto-Finnic plj before back vowels consistently surfaces as ljː, without any variation, e.g.
paljːo cited above, kaljːuma ‘cry:SUP’, iljːəkoitta ‘quietly, slowly’, (t⁀ʃjivi)kaljːo ‘rock’ (also the name
of a local spring in Jõgõperä). In some other words, however, synchronic variation between ljj
and ljː is still observed, as in naljja ∼ naljːa ‘joke:PRT’, neljːə ∼ neljjə ‘four’. Contrarily, short lj is
considered in this study as a marginal phoneme, because I did not find similar clear cases where
lj <pli would consistently surface before back vowels in native non-expressive words (cf. variable
ljuːkuma ∼ ljiukuma cited above and 3.2.4).

Instead, at least one instance of consistent pti > tj was observed in the word laitjo ‘sleigh’, so tj

was included in the core phonemes. Note also that tj in Russian loanwords can contrast with t in
native words also before e, e.g. matjeri ‘tissue’ (Rus. матер́ия / materia)̂ vs lähted ‘spring:PL’.

3.2. Marginal consonants

Robust marginal consonants in Lower Luga Votic include those found in expressive lexicon and
loanwords (examples from my field data): posʲo ∼ potʲu ‘little boy’ — pozʲo ∼ posʲo (GEN) —
posʲːoa ∼ potʲːua (PRT), vontʲːu ‘silly’, Kuzʲːa ‘Kuzʲa:PRT’ (personal name; Rus. Куз́я / Kuza)̂, konjo
‘lol’ — konjːoa (PRT), iːlʲo ∼ iːlʲu ‘the day of St. Elijah’ (Rus. Илья ́ / Ilʲja)̂,Marʲo ‘Mary’ —Marʲːoa
(PRT) ‘Mary’ (personal name; Rus.Мар́ья / Mar’ja)̂, furskima ∼ furskama ∼ furkːima ∼ furt⁀sima
‘snort, sniff:SUP’ (onomatopoeic, but cf. also Rus. фыр́кать / fyrkat’, dial. фурчат́ь / fur�cat’),
kofːia19 ‘coffee:PRT’ (Rus. кóфе / kofe), gribːa ‘mushroom:ILL/PRT’ (Rus. гриб / grib).

The sections below discuss marginal consonants with less clear status.

3.2.1. Phoneme dː. Phoneme dː is absent from the consonant inventory in Markus &
Ro�zanskij (2011, 16). Unlike almost all other consonants, d usually does not undergo secondary
gemination, e.g. ahjo voda ‘furnace vault’ (Luutsa; Tsvetkov 1995, 327 mentions zvoda for
Jõgõperä) (Rus. свод / svod) remains voda in partitive and in illative, where singletons normally
geminate (see 2.3.1).

Viitso (1961, 164), however, mentions hodːua ‘move:PRT’ (from hodu; Rus. ход / xod) with
gemination for Luutsa Votic. I attested also bedːa ‘trouble:PRT’ (from beda; Rus. беда ́ / beda)
from a Luutsa speaker and parahodːa ‘steamship:PRT’ (from parahoda; Rus. пароход́ / paroxod)
from a Jõgõperä speaker (along with a more regular parahoda from two Luutsa and one
Jõgõperä speaker). Geminated dː might either be an Ingrian influence (Lower Luga Ingrian

19For Luutsa Votic, Viitso (1961, 164) mentions also gaːfːali ‘gaff (nautical)’ (possibly from Middle Low German gaffel or
later, cf. https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-West_Germanic/gabulu), where long fː occurs before a
back vowel.

306 Acta Linguistica Academica 73 (2026) 2, 286–326

Unauthenticated | Downloaded 08/16/26 07:01 PM UTC

https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-West_Germanic/gabulu


regularly geminates dː, cf. an example in 4.2.1) or an internal analogical development (cf. with
d⁀ʒj in 3.1.2). This unit is included in marginal phonemes with unclear status.

3.2.2. Phonemic f-types. Unlike Soikkola Ingrian, Votic contains not only loanwords but
also some expressive (onomatopoeic) words with f-types, cf. furskima ‘snort:SUP’ (and many
other variants in 3.2 and in Grünberg 2013, 225–227), also futʲku ‘1) spotted crake (Porzana
porzana); 2) pejorative nickname of Liiv�cülä inhabitants by Jõgõperä inhabitants’ (Grünberg
2013, 227). In some cases, there is variation between initial f and v in such words, cf. furisː ∼
furisa ‘make:SUP noise during rotation, flying’ in earlier sources (Tsvetkov 1995, 41; Grünberg
2013, 227), but vurizəb ‘make:3SG noise’, produced by all five speakers in my data. Also word-
internally, especially in older loanwords, sometimes there is a variation between f-types and hv,
e.g. kofːi ∼ kohvi ‘coffee’ (Rus. коф́е / kofe) or ufatk (Tsvetkov 1995, 373) ∼ ufːatka (the main
variant in Grünberg 2013, 1430) ∼ uhvətkă (my data from two Luutsa speakers) ‘fork for taking
pots out of furnace’ (Rus. dial. ухват́ка / uxvatka).

Unlike Ingrian (both Soikkola and Lower Luga), f and fː (in loanwords) are also a regular part
of grade alternation in Votic, e.g. slifkoj ‘cream:PL:PRT’ — slivgəd ‘cream:PL’ (Rus. слив́ки / slivki)
(Markus & Ro�zanskij 2011, 52), ʃarfːi ‘scarf’ — ʃarfiˑ ‘scarf:GEN’ (Rus. шарф / �sarf; one Jõgõperä
and two Luutsa consultants in my data).

Votic also contains Germanic loanwords preserving original their f-types, e.g. frovːă ∼ frovːə
∼ frovː ‘madam, lady’ (cf. provːa ∼ rovːa in Soikkola Ingrian and rouva in Finnish). This word
appears to have been borrowed after the Middle Low German period (vrûwe, vrouwe20), because
Middle Low German loanwords would rather contain pl < pfl in Votic, as in pläkːi ‘spot, stain’.21

Kuleshov (p.c.) attributes this word (along with the parallel herra ‘lord, master’) to the late 16th–
18th cc., possibly from Old High German frouwa, frowa (cf. footnote 20), h€er.22 Phonemic f-
types also appear in the nautical terminology of Germanic origin in Votic, e.g. gaːfːali ‘gaff
(nautical)’ (see footnote 19). However, it remains unclear whether and which of this terminology
came to Votic directly from Germanic languages, as Viitso (1961, 155) suggests, or later through
Russian.

As further discussed in 3.2.3, palatalised fʲ can be considered as an (unstable) marginal
phoneme, but there are no examples where long fʲː would appear before back vowels.

3.2.3. Unstable palatalised consonants in loanwords. Several palatalised consonants
before back vowels are documented in my Russian loanword data, but they still remain classified
as marginal consonants with less definite status. In some cases, it was unclear during the
interview whether a loanword was genuinely an established borrowing or a result of code mixing

20Cf. https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/rouva, https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-Germanic/frawjǭ.
21In Soikkola Ingrian pläkːi ∼ plekːi; in Lower Luga Ingrian pläkːı ̆(see 4.2.1), in Estonian plekk, in Finnish pläkki ∼ läkki;
cf. Middle Low German flek, vlek, vlak, vlack in https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-Germanic/flekka-;
also https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/pläkki.

22Middle Low German form would be hê, hî, cf., https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-Germanic/hiz, also
https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/herra.
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or switching. Additionally, it was sometimes uncertain whether the following vowel was front or
back (the same variation is also observed in Votic dictionaries).

These phonemes include labial and velar palatalised consonants: mʲaukib ∼ mʲaukub ∼

nʲaukub ‘meow:3SG’ (Rus. мяуќать / maûkat’),23 svʲatːoi ∼ svʲatoi ‘saint’ (Rus. cвятóй / svat̂oj),
tʲufʲakːə ∼ tʲufʲakːă ∼ tʲufäkːa (in the expression siä õːd niku tʲufʲakːə ‘you are so clumsy’, from
Rus. тюфяќ / tuf̂ak̂ ‘traditional mattress’), lepʲoʃk ‘flatbread’ (Rus. лепёш́ка / lepё�ska),24 likʲora ∼
liköra ∼ likörä ‘liquor:PRT’ (Rus. ликёр́ / likёr). The most consistent combination of a palatalised
consonant and a back vowel occurred in cases of vʲ and fʲ.

3.2.4. Unstable palatalised consonants resulting from ongoing sound changes. The
highest number of marginal consonants with unclear status in modern Lower Luga Votic is
linked to the processes of reduction and loss of front vowels and j triggering the emergence of
palatalised consonants no longer conditioned by the context.

One of such processes, a transformation of Proto-Finnic pCj/Ci [Cj] into Cʲː, Cː, or C(ʲ)Cʲ,
is apparently very old in Votic (unlike in Lower Luga Ingrian, cf. 4.2.6 below). Some of the
consonants which emerged along this path in Votic dialects were included in core phonemes, cf.
psj > ʒː ~ zjː in Lower Luga Votic (also zː, zdj in other Votic varieties, cf. 3.1.1), pnk > nj > njdj ~
nː(j) (and other clusters with pk, cf. 3.1.3), pij ~ jː > djː ~ jː (3.1.3), plj > ljː (3.1.4). Some older
Russian loanwords also contain relatively robust palatalised consonants that evolved this way,
e.g. pplatja > platjːə ‘dress’ (Rus. плат́ье / plat’je), recorded from one Luutsa and one Jõgõperä
speaker, the latter also producing a plural form platjad with gradation.

A transformation of pCiV [CiV] into CʲVː appears as a more recent process because it
manifests some synchronic variation, cf. the uniformly produced laitjo (<plaitio) ‘sleigh’, but
[ljuːkuma] ‘slide:SUP downhill’, which was spelled in clear speech as [ˈljuːkuma] by one Luutsa
and one Jõgõperä speaker, but as [ˈljiukuma] by another Luutsa speaker (see also 3.1.4). In laitjo,
we can consider the sound change as complete and therefore can include tj in the core conso-
nants. However, in ljuːkuma ∼ ljiukuma, the sound change is apparently still ongoing, so it is
unclear whether the palatalised consonant can be considered as already unconditioned by the
front vowel or not yet.

A further issue is that in some consonant types, palatalisation can be further lost, as e.g.
discussed in 3.1.3 for t⁀ʃ jenːɛd (< [pkenjät] < pkenkät). Tsvetkov (1995, 349) mentions “t�se�n�ned”,
with a palatalised consonant, for this word (and similar words, cf. 3.1.2, 3.1.3), but in my data
the nasal was either non-palatalised (in two Luutsa speakers) or palatalised only very weakly (in
one Jõgõperä speaker). Variability between a palatalised and a non-palatalised variant can
appear both among speakers and in the pronunciation of the same speaker. These factors lead
to the conclusion that the inventory of palatalised consonants cannot be established for Lower
Luga Votic (as well as for Lower Luga Ingrian, cf. 4.2.6) with certainty, and Table 2 presents the
maximal possible inventory.

23Note that Tsvetkov (1995, 169, 191) provides parallel forms mjaukːuma and njaukːuma ‘meow:SUP’, while in Lower
Luga Ingrian only forms with nj were attested (see 4.2.5). It is, therefore, unclear whether and to which extent Votic
forms with mj are a result of recent Russian influence.

24Note also pʲotr ‘Peter’ (Rus. Пётр / P€etr) in Tsvetkov (1995, 241).
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The palatalised consonants with uncertain status, which do not appear outside the context of
(potentially transient) results of ongoing processes, include the following labial and velar units in
Votic: pj, pjː, bj, vjː, mjː, hj, kj, kjː. Many other consonants, which appear in expressive lexemes
and loanwords as shown in earlier sections, participate in these processes as well, exhibiting the
same kind of unstable palatalisation in this particular context. The only exceptions are lj, ljː,
which never velarise after vowel loss (cf. 3.1.4). Examples of variability are found in the following
cases (individual attested pronunciations of tokens are provided; palatalised consonants are only
marked in bold before back vowels, e, or word-finally):

(a) ongoing transformation of the pC(ː)iV and pС(ː)jV sequences into Cʲ(ː)V (variation between
speakers is illustrated): [ˈLapːiata] ∼ [Lappjiat(ə)] ‘shovel:PRT’ (cf. Fin. lapio) — [Lapjːajt(ə)]
(PL:PRT), [ˈtikːiˌtakːi] ‘greater burdock (Arctium lappa)’ (cf. Fin. isotakiainen) —
[ˈtikːiˌtakkj(i)a] (PRT), [ˈaŋgʲĕrʲi ∼ ˈaŋgʲerʲes ∼ ˈaŋgerʲa] ‘eel’ (cf. Fin. ankerias) — [ˈaŋgərʲa ∼
ˈaŋgʲerʲat ∼ ˈaŋgʲerʲata] (PRT) — [ˈaŋgʲerʲit ∼ ˈaŋgʲerʲajt ∼ ˈaŋgʲerʲajt ∼ ˈaŋgʲ(e)rʲejt] (PL:PRT);

(b) consonant palatalisation retained after the final vowel reduction into ə and its ultimate loss,
i.e. CV ̆ (in Votic, usually only ä, rarely e and, in certain grammaticalised suffixes, i)25 > Cjə >
Cj > C (both inter-speaker and intra-speaker variation is illustrated): [ˈljeip̯jä ̆ ∼ ljeip̯jɛ ∼

ljeip̯j] ‘bread’, [pjiäbj ∼ pjiäb] ‘must:3SG’ (from the verbal suffix p-pi), [ˈterävj ∼ teräv] ‘sharp’
(from pterävä), [ˈt⁀ʃjävjːä ̆ ∼ ˈt⁀ʃjäüvːä ̆ ∼ ˈt⁀ʃjävjːɛ ∼ ˈt⁀ʃjäüvj ∼ t⁀ʃjävː ∼ t⁀ʃjäüvː] ‘go:INF’ (cf. Fin
käydä), [ˈmüːhjɛ ∼ müːhj ∼ müːh] ‘late’, [ˈit⁀ʃjemj

∼ ˈit⁀ʃjem] ‘gum’, [ˈljehjmä ̆∼ ljehm] ‘cow’,
[ˈämːä ̆ ∼ ˈämjːɛ ∼ ämː] ‘grandmother’,26 [näimjːɛ ∼ näimː] ‘see:1PL’.

In case (b), labial consonants are particularly susceptible to losing palatalisation after vowel
loss. In Jõgõperä, where vowel loss is more advanced, there were many tokens in my data with
word-final non-palatalised v, vː, m, mː, b remaining after the loss of the following front vowel,
even in words with harmonic front vowels in the stem. In my data, one of the two Jõgõperä
speakers almost never produced these consonants as palatalised, typically realising variants like
[t⁀ʃʲäüvː].

3.3. Elements not considered as phonemes

Some palatalised sounds were not included in Table 2, because they were observed before the
front vowels that do not undergo loss. These units include [fːj], [hːj], and [ʃːj]. The sound [fːj] was
attested, for example, in [ˈkofjːia] ‘coffee:PRT’, [ˈʃarfjːi] ‘scarf’ cited below (long fː before non-front
vowels was not recorded in my data at all, but see footnote 19), while [hːj] appeared in [ˈljühjːe]
‘short:GEN’.

Regarding palatalised ʃ-types, Markus & Ro�zanskij (2011, 16–18) included ʃ j, ʃːj as separate
phonemes in Votic. Their decision was based on the fact that, in Russian loanwords, variability
between a palatalised and a non-palatalised variant may occur, as seen in [ˈpereˌvoʃjːikː
∼ ˈpereˌvoʃːikː] ‘ferryman’ (Rus. перевóзчик / perevoz�cik), whereas in native words like karjuʃːi

25Cf. also e.g. üväsjːi ∼ üväsjː ∼ üväsː ‘well’ (Markus & Ro�zanskij 2011, 46).
26Tsvetkov (1995, 420) mentions variation ämːjə ∼ ämːɛ in Jõgõperä. The words ‘cow’ and ‘grandmother’may be opposed
e.g. to rihmə ∼ rihm ‘rope’ and tamːă ∼ tamːə ‘mare’ with plain consonants.
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‘shepherd’ only non-palatalised ʃ-types are present. My data do not quite confirm this, however,
because I attested some variability between [ʃː] and [ʃjː] also in native lexemes like korkuʃːi
‘three-spined stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus)’. In fact, ʃ-types in words like korkuʃːi and
perevoʃːikː were pronounced very similarly in my data.

Additionally, I did not attest loanwords with short [ʃj]. Markus & Ro�zanskij (2011, 18) mention
jaʃ jik ‘wooden box’ (Rus. ящ́ик / aŝîk), but I recorded variants [ˈjaʃːikːə] (one Luutsa speaker) ∼
[ˈjaʃjːikː] (one Jõgõperä speaker) with a long consonant. Note that Rozhanskiy (2010, 64) also
wrote this word with a long non-palatalised ʃ-sound and that Russian ʃ j is actually phonetically
pronounced as a long sound [ʃːj] (cf. Popov 2004, 45). The Jõgõperä variant [ˈjaʃjːikː] is the only
token in my data where a palatalised ʃ-sound occurred in a Russian loanword, and I consider it
rather as a case of code-mixing. In sum, [ʃj, ʃjː] are not seen as independent phonemes in the
present description.

4. LOWER LUGA INGRIAN CONSONANTS

Table 3 shows the consonant inventory of Lower Luga Ingrian (revised from Kuznecova 2009,
170). As discussed in 1.1, Lower Luga Ingrian is a variety born in contact between Ingrians and
Votes, the main mechanism being Votes shifting into Ingrian. As a result, the Lower Luga
Ingrian consonant inventory is structurally closer to that of Lower Luga Votic than to that of
Soikkola and other core Ingrian dialects.

Table 3. Lower Luga Ingrian consonants

Place

Manner

Labial Dental

Post-alveolar

Velar

Plain Palatalised Plain Palatal(ised) Plain Palatalised

Stops voiceless p pː (pj pjː) t t: tj tjː k kː (kj kjː)

voiced b bː (bj) d dː dj djː g (gj)

Fricatives voiceless f fː (fjː) s sː sj sjː ʃ ʃː h hː (hj hjː)

voiced z zː (zj zjː) ʒ ʒː

Affricates t⁀sj t⁀ʃ t⁀ʃː

Glides v vː (vj vjː) j jː

Nasals m mː (mj mjː) n nː nj njː

Laterals l lː lj ljː

Trills r rː rj (rjː)
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In particular, nearly all the dimensions that differentiate Lower Luga Votic from Soikkola
Ingrian (listed at the beginning of Section 3) are characteristic also of Lower Luga Ingrian.
These dimensions are detailed in the subsections of 4.2. The main structural differences
between Lower Luga Ingrian and Votic concern the sub-system of affricates. Lower Luga
Ingrian lacks the voiced affricate d⁀ʒj, does not have a contrast in quantity for the t⁀s-type
affricate, and realises the t⁀ʃ-type affricates as non-palatalised (in contrast to both Votic and
Soikkola Ingrian). Additionally, the following phonemes are considered here as CORE conso-
nants for Votic, because they can occur in non-expressive native lexicon, but as MARGINAL

consonants for Lower Luga Ingrian: ʃ, ʃː, ʒ, ʒː, zː, t⁀sː (Votic t⁀s may be roughly equated to
Lower Luga Ingrian t⁀sj), t⁀ʃ j, t⁀ʃ jː (the latter two being non-palatalised in Lower Luga Ingrian),
tj, dj, djː, ljː, zjː. Finally, Lower Luga Ingrian has more marginal consonants with unclear
phonological status (marked as plain in parentheses) than Lower Luga Votic or Soikkola
Ingrian, and all of these are palatalised consonants.

4.1. Core consonants

Examples of core consonants in Lower Luga Ingrian (in the positions of quantity and voicing
contrasts; see further comments in 4.2.1) include: naːpərı ̆∼ naːpərı ̆∼ naːpuri ‘neighbor’, napːŭ
‘button’, labj(ə) ‘shovel’, sata ‘hundred’, hatːŭ ‘hat’, adr(ə) ‘plough’, maku ‘taste’, ikːun(ə) ‘win-
dow’, sʲeːgəl(ə) ‘sieve’, rüsä ‘fishing net (type)’, kasːe ‘dew’, razv(ə) ‘grease, fat’, vaha ‘wax’, rahːaː
∼ rahːa ‘money:ILL/PRT’, jamakː(ə) ‘soured milk product’, lamːəz ‘lamb’, kana ‘hen’, linː(ə) ‘city’,
kala ‘fish’, velːo ∼ velːo ̆ ‘brother’, harav(ə) ‘rake’, kerːəks ‘once’, kaval ‘cunning’, avːajn ‘key’,
opetːaja ‘teacher’, opetːajːa ‘teacher:ILL/PRT’, mant⁀sjikəz ‘strawberry’.

4.2. Marginal consonants

Marginal consonants in Lower Luga Ingrian result from the same borrowing mechanisms and
vowel reduction processes as outlined above for Lower Luga Votic.

Most of the marginal consonants in Lower Luga Votic and Lower Luga Ingrian are similar. It
is also possible that some differences between palatalised consonants in Tables 2 and 3 may be
due to gaps in description. Several important structural differences that still exist between the
systems of core and marginal consonants in the three varieties discussed in this paper are
addressed below.

4.2.1. Length and voicing in Lower Luga Ingrian vs lenis/fortis contrast in Soikkola. As
discussed in 2.4, Soikkola Ingrian features a single contrast between lenis and fortis consonants,
which are phonetically distinguished by duration, optionally voicing, or both, depending on
their position (the only true voicing contrast is between f-types vs v-types, cf. 2.3.3). In Lower
Luga Ingrian, however, binary quantity (since Q2 and Q3 are not distinguished, unlike in
Soikkola) and voicing are two separate contrasts, similar to Votic. To illustrate the structural
differences between Soikkola Ingrian, on the one hand, and Votic and Lower Luga Ingrian, on
the other, consider the following two examples in phonological and phonetic transcription. The
first one reflects Proto-Finnic psata ‘hundred’, while the second one includes adaptations of
Russian сад / sad ‘garden’.
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Voicing is generally more characteristic of Votic than of Lower Luga Ingrian due to a
partially different system of stem gradation in the two varieties. In Lower Luga Votic, alterna-
tions between voiced and voiceless obstruents and affricates in native lexemes are very common
(cf. 3.1). Conversely, for Lower Luga Ingrian, they have been attested only in the cluster pnk, e.g.
rengəz ‘circle’ — renkad ‘circle:PL’, pankisː(ə) ‘bucket:PL:IN’ — pangisː(ə) ~ pangesː(ə) ‘bucket:IN’.

Moreover, short voiced obstruents are more common in Lower Luga Ingrian than the long
voiced ones. Short consonants (especially g) may occur in native non-expressive words (see
examples in 4.1). Certain voiced obstruents (b, z, d) occur only in clusters with inherently voiced
consonants (sonorants and glides) in native words. However, as shown above, the Lower Luga
Ingrian system generally manifests a contrast in voicing. Furthermore, if loanwords and expres-
sive lexemes are taken into account, voiced obstruents can contrast with voiceless obstruents in
certain positions, including in clusters with sonorants and glides: adr(ə) ‘plow’ — tetretʲːı ̆
‘notebook’ (Rus. тетрáдь / tetradʲ),27 sveː�z(ə) ‘fresh’ (Rus. свеж́ий / sve�zij) — zveːrı ̆ ‘animal’
(Rus. зверь / zver’), pläkːı ̆28 ‘spot, stain’ — blina ‘pancake’ (Rus. блин / blin). Therefore, all
voiced obstruents are regarded as independent phonemes (similar to Votic and unlike in Soik-
kola Ingrian), and those appearing in native non-expressive lexemes are included in the core
phonemes listed in Table 3.

Long voiced obstruents, on the contrary, are rare (long gː is absent from my data) and appear
mostly in forms derived through secondary gemination (cf. 2.3.1) from loanwords. These are
typically Russian loanwords, like sada→ sadːa above, or griba→ gribːa ‘mushroom:ILL/PRT’ (Rus.
гриб / grib), paravoza → paravozːa ‘locomotive:ILL/PRT’ (Rus. паровóз / parovoz), leʒi-n ‘lie-1SG’
→ leʒːi ‘lie:3SG’. However, there are also older Germanic loans, such as glazi ‘glass’ → glazːia ∼

glazːe (PRT). Such loanwords appear in Lower Luga Ingrian in the form in which they were
borrowed from Germanic languages to Votic, reflecting the same voiced or voiceless obstruents.
For example, Votic has glazi and glaiză (see 3.1), and Lower Luga Ingrian also manifests glazi
and glaiză ∼ glaizlă (Nirvi 1971, 176), whereas Soikkola Ingrian features klasi [ˈkLaʒiː] →

klasˑi(ː)a [ˈkLaʃˑi(ː)a] (PRT), parallel to the ‘garden’ above, and klaiza [ˈklaiʒ̯a] (Nirvi 1971,
176). Loans from other Germanic periods, trengı ̆ ‘worker at a farm or a ship’ (with a voiceless

Variety ‘hundred’ (NOM – ILL) ‘garden’ (NOM – ILL)

Soikkola Ingrian sata [ˈʃadaː] – satˑaː [ˈʃatˑaː] saːtu [ˈʃaːdu] – saːtˑuː [ˈʃaːtˑuː]

Lower Luga Votic sata [ˈsataː] – satːa(ː) [ˈsatːa(ˑ)] saːdu [ˈsaːdu] – saːdu(ː) [ˈsaːdu(ˑ)]

Lower Luga Ingrian sata [ˈsataː] – satːa(ː) [ˈsatːa(ː)] sada [ˈsadaː] – sadːa(ː) [ˈsadːa(ː)]

27If Lower Luga Ingrian variants with the total loss of ə in certain positions are considered, tr can also occur in native
non-expressive lexemes, cf. peːnt(ə)rəsː[ˈpjeːntrəsː] ‘garden bed:IN’.

28Same as in Votic (see 3.2.2); apparently a Middle Low German loanword, cf. footnote 21.
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initial and voiced middle obstruent; Tsvetkov 1995, 344; Nirvi 1971, 597)29 and frovːă (cf. 3.2.2),
also look the same in Votic and in Lower Luga Ingrian (in Soikkola Ingrian, the second word is
provːa ∼ rovːa, see 3.2.2). Other long voiced geminates are attested, for example, in a Votic
substrate lexeme vadʲː(ə) ∼ vadʲːalajn ‘Vote’, and in words such as kozʲːoma ‘woo:SUP’, a result of
late palatalisation development (see 4.2.5).

Phonemes f and fː, opposed to v and vː, are a regular part of the length and voicing
correlations in Lower Luga Ingrian. In the positions of quantity contrast, a long fː usually
appears (like in Votic), e.g. sarfːı ̆‘scarf’, kofːe ‘coffee:ILL’ (Rus. кóфе / kofe). In tetrasyllabic words,
inter-speaker variation between short and long consonants is documented. For example, two
speakers pronounced the following words with f, while two others used fː, i.e. sarafana ∼

sarafːana ‘traditional women’s dress’ (Rus. сарафáн / sarafan), tʲelefona ∼ tʲelefːona ‘telephone’
(Rus. телефон́ / telefon). The same kind of variation between f, v, and hv in older loanwords as
seen in Soikkola Ingrian and in Votic was also attested in Lower Luga Ingrian in a few cases, e.g.
“uffatka” ∼ “ūvotka” ∼ “uhvotka” ‘a two-pronged iron fork attached to a wooden handle used to
lift pots from the oven’ (Rus. dial. ухвáтка / uxvatka) (Nirvi 1971, 620); in my data, ufːətkə ∼
uhvatka ∼ uhvətː.

4.2.2. Contrasts of s-types and ʃ-types. Soikkola Ingrian does not distinguish between
s-types and ʃ-types (see 2.3.4), whereas in Lower Luga Ingrian, s-types and ʃ-types are indepen-
dent phonemes, similar to Votic (cf. Ariste 1960, 50–51; Laanest 1966a, 54–58; Laanest 1987,
291–293; Kuznecova 2009, 235–240). They can be contrasted in many positions, but ʃ-types
appear only in expressive and borrowed lexemes, e.g. sika ‘pig’ vs ʃikertelːöd ‘chirp:3PL’ (in
Soikkola Ingrian, t⁀ʃ j often appears in such onomatopoeic words, cf. t⁀ʃ jirkːulain ‘sparrow’ in
2.3). As further discussed in 4.2.3, word-initial ʃ in south Lower Luga Ingrian is apparently part
of Votic phonological influence. Some words with ʃ-types, e.g. ʃiʃk(ə) ∼ ʃiʃkă ‘rag’ widely occur-
ring across the dialect, are part of the substrate Votic lexicon in Lower Luga Ingrian, cf. ʃiʃk(a) in
Lower Luga Votic (see 3.1, also Grünberg 2013, 1232), but hohla in Soikkola Ingrian (Nirvi 1971,
65; siska was attested only in Säätina, one of the southernmost villages bordering on Votic,
p. 528).

Another Lower Luga Ingrian example, merʃːŭ ‘foodsack put on the horse’s muzzle to feed it
while walking’, is potentially a Germanic loanword (a similar word merssi exists also in Soikkola
Ingrian in a sense ‘sack made of net’, cf. Nirvi 1971, 306). Nirvi (ibid.) compares it to Estonian
märss ‘satchel’ (cf. also Finnish märssy ‘top (sail)’30) and marks it as a Swedish loanword.
However, Swedish märs ‘top (sail), crow’s nest’, as well as German Mars, are themselves consid-
ered Middle Low German loans, originating from marse, merse.31 The word could have carried a

29Cf. with Proto-Germanic drangijaz (https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/Reconstruction:Proto-Germanic/drangijaz), appear-
ing only in Proto-West Germanic and Old Norse (and their descendants). It is unclear, when and how this word was
borrowed to Finnic languages, including Votic trengi (Grünberg 2013, 1303–1304), Soikkola Ingrian trenki and Lower
Luga Ingrian trengi (Nirvi 1971, 597), Finnish and Karelian renki; Finnish also trenki in the 16th c. texts (https://en.
wiktionary.org/wiki/renki). Kuleshov (p.c.) considers it a loanword from the late Viking Age, but, given the initial
cluster tr (rather than dr) in Votic, it could have entered at least Votic later and through North Finnic languages.

30Cf. https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/märssy.
31Cf. http://germanic-studies.org/Middle-Low-German-loanwords-in-the-Scandinavian-languages.htm, https://en.
wiktionary.org/wiki/Mars#Etymology_2_3.
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generic meaning of ‘top’ in Middle Low German and been borrowed into different languages,
where it acquired specific meanings. Lower Luga Votic dictionaries do not attest this word, but
the presence of ʃː in the Lower Luga Ingrian lexeme alludes to its possible Votic origin in this
Ingrian variety, much like in the case of glazi and other similar words discussed in 4.2.1.
However, this case would require further studies.

In summary, the contrast between s-types and ʃ-types in Lower Luga Ingrian appears to be a
manifestation of Votic substrate phonological influence on Ingrian, originally unrelated to
Russian influence, but later reinforced by the influx of Russian loanwords.

4.2.3. Contrasts of t⁀s-types. The subsystem of affricates is what differs the most between the
three varieties in general and between Lower Luga Ingrian and Votic in particular (cf. the
beginning of Section 4). This subsystem in Lower Luga Ingrian presents major challenges for
phonological interpretation.

First, Lower Luga Ingrian has short phonetically palatalised [t⁀sj] in at least one native lexeme:
mant⁀sjikːa ∼ mant⁀sjikː(ə) ∼ mant⁀sjikəz ∼ mant⁀sjikajz ‘strawberry’. The brevity of this affricate
in Lower Luga Ingria is marked also in some variants attested in Nirvi (1971, 296) as a syllable
boundary marker before it, e.g. “man(tsikk̆a”. The same short palatalised [t⁀sj] occurs word-
initially in at least one Russian loanword t⁀sjepa (cf. with t⁀ʃ jepa, mant⁀ʃjːikːain in Soikkola Ingrian
in 2.3.4). In Jõgõperä Votic and in more eastern Votic varieties, ‘strawberry’ is maːzikəz ∼

maːzikːainə; while the variants mansikaz and mant⁀sikaz were attested only in Luutsa and
Liiv�cülä Votic (Tsvetkov 1995, 171; Grünberg 2013, 687); I also recorded mant⁀sjikəz from
one Luutsa Votic speaker. The variant with [t⁀sj] may represent an independent Lower Luga
Ingrian development and its secondary contact influence on Luutsa and Liiv�cülä Votic.

The word-internal short palatalised [t⁀sj] in ‘strawberry’ contrasts with a long [t⁀sː] ~ a cluster
[ts] appearing in all other words, including e.g. [ˈmet⁀sː(ə)] ‘forest’, expressive lexemes like
[ˈLat⁀sːərkə ∼ ˈLat⁀sːorˌkajn] ‘flat’, and numerous loanwords like [ˈtant⁀sːŭ ̥] ‘dance’ (Rus. тáнец
/ tanec). Kuznecova (2009, 273–281), who analysed Lower Luga affricates in detail, found that
the average duration of [t⁀sj] was about 40 ms shorter than the duration of [t⁀sː ∼ ts] when
measured in comparable structures. In particular, the duration was 131 ms (SD 25.7 ms,
16 tokens) in trisyllabic structures like [ˈmant⁀sjiˌkːasː] ‘strawberry:IN’ vs 173 ms (SD 45.2 ms,
12 tokens) in structures like [ˈtant⁀sːuˈsːa] ‘dance:ILL:until’. Furthermore, the duration was 152 ms
(SD 18.2 ms, 7 tokens) in disyllabic structures like [ˈmant⁀sjikː] ‘strawberry’ vs 193 ms (SD
43.2 ms, 24 tokens) in structures like [ˈtant⁀sːuLː] ‘dance:AD’.32 Based on these (still preliminary)
data, it has been established that at least the short palatalised [t⁀sj] can be considered an
independent phoneme t⁀sj in Lower Luga Ingrian. Since it occurs in at least one native
non-expressive lexeme, it was included in the core consonants.

The long [t⁀sː] varies phonetically with the cluster [ts], sometimes within the same words or
roots. No specific phonetic investigations have been carried out here yet. However, impression-
istically, more cluster-like phonetic realisations tend to occur more frequently before a front
vowel, when the second element is palatalised while the first one is not. This is particularly
evident in shorter structures, where the duration of [t⁀sː] ∼ [ts] is longer, e.g. [ˈvjeit̯sjı ̥]̆ ‘knife’,

32The duration of Soikkola Ingrian cluster ts was about 170–200ms before a short vowel in disyllabic forms in the study
by Ro�zanskij & Markus (2020, 475), which is comparable to the duration of [t⁀sː ∼ ts] in Lower Luga Ingrian.
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[ˈkjitsjı ̥]̆ ‘she-goat’ show only cluster-like realisations, but there is variation in longer structures,
where sound durations are more compressed, such as [ˈtantsji(ˌ)ma] ‘dance:SUP’ ∼ [ˈtant⁀sjːi(ˌ)tjːi]
‘dance:IPS:PST’.

Lower Luga Ingrian does not display a phonological contrast between [t⁀sː] and [ts], nor a
grade alternation mechanism that would indicate a functional connection between the long and
the short affricate (unlike in Votic kut⁀sːuma — kut⁀sun in 3.1). Since cluster-like phonetic
realisations are common and following Occam’s razor principle of economy, [t⁀sː] ∼ [ts] are
regarded here as representing the cluster ts (or tsj before an elided front vowel).

4.2.4. Contrasts of t⁀ʃ-types. The interpretation of t⁀ʃ-types is also far from straightforward.
In Soikkola Ingrian, t⁀ʃ j and t⁀ʃ jː are phonetically palatalised, whereas in Lower Luga Ingrian, they
used to be non-palatalised. Nirvi’s (1971) dictionary renders Soikkola t⁀ʃ-types as palatalised “tś ̌”́,
while the Lower Luga ones as non-palatalised “t�s”, and Laanest (1986, 40) also highlights this
difference.33 Word-initially, t⁀ʃ-types are much less typical of Lower Luga Ingrian than of Soik-
kola Ingrian, especially in the south. In southern varieties, word-initial ʃ usually occurs in native
expressive lexemes rather than t⁀ʃ (the same was observed by Mägiste 1925, 39–40). Conse-
quently, a variation like t⁀ʃikːara (north) ∼ ʃikːĕrı ̆ (south) ‘curl’, t⁀ʃikertäː (north) ∼ ʃikertelːö
(south) ‘chirp:3SG’ is typical across Lower Luga varieties. However, in Russian loans, word-initial
t⁀ʃ is typical in all varieties, e.g. t⁀ʃasːona ∼ t⁀ʃasona ∼ t⁀ʃasːon ‘chapel’ (Rus. часóвня / �casovna)̂.

The presence of word-initial ʃ in southern varieties might apparently be attributed to the
Votic substrate phonological influence. Due to the sound change of pk into t⁀ʃ j and t⁀ʃ jː
(cf. footnote 10), t⁀ʃ j-types are not exclusively connected to sound symbolism (and to loanwords)
in Votic, unlike in Ingrian. This could explain why ʃ-type sounds — rather than t⁀ʃ j-types — are
so common in Votic expressive lexemes, both at the beginning and inside words, e.g. ʃigrimä
‘rummage:SUP (in the ground), tossle:SUP (hair)’ (cognate of the Ingrian word for ‘curl’ above, cf.
Tsvetkov 1995, 318–319), ʃuljpːuma ‘splash:SUP’, murʃːima ‘hustle:SUP, make:SUP a mess’ from my
data, muʃːu – muʃu (NOM – GEN), ‘stupid’ from Tsvetkov (1995, 181) and various examples with
word-initial ʃ in Tsvetkov (1995, 317–322) and Viitso (1961, 165).

Word-internally, a contrast between short t⁀ʃ and long t⁀ʃː seems to be marginally possible in
Lower Luga Ingrian (cf. Kuznecova 2009, 280–286). In general, their distribution is nearly
complementary, similar to Soikkola Ingrian t⁀ʃ j and t⁀ʃ jː (see 2.3.4). Long t⁀ʃː occurs in the
positions of quantity contrasts in loanwords, e.g. mät⁀ʃːikːä ∼ mät⁀ʃːikː(ə) (Rus. мяч́ик/ma�̂cik),
kljaːt⁀ʃː(ə) ‘old horse’ (Rus. кляч́а / kla�̂ca), ut⁀ʃːıt̆jelja ‘teacher’ (Rus. учит́ель/u�citel’), while no
native lexemes with t⁀ʃː in these positions have been attested. Instead, in the positions of quantity
neutralisation, short t⁀ʃ occurs. Usually, these cases involve expressive lexemes like northern
t⁀ʃikːara ‘curl’ mentioned above or loanwords like bot⁀ʃka ∼ bot⁀ʃk(ə) ‘barrel’ (Rus. бóчка / bo�cka).
However, t⁀ʃ has been attested in at least one native-like word in the archive recordings from the
1960s in a speech of a north Lower Luga Ingrian speaker, Irina Filimonova (born in 1904 in
Pärspää, Rus. Лип́ово / Lipovo): [ˈhaːrot⁀ʃˈpuː] ‘a pole with one or more forks at the top, on which
nets are stretched during production’. However, Nirvi (1971, 49) provides the variant hart⁀ʃːupuː,
apparently from the same speaker or her son (see data on speakers in Nirvi 1971, X). In Soikkola

33Under the influence of Russian, which only has palatalised t⁀ʃ j, palatalised t⁀ʃ-types may also sometimes occur in modern
Lower Luga Ingrian, freely varying with non-palatalised t⁀ʃ-types.
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Ingrian, the closest counterpart is harkːi (in Nirvi 1971, 49 and in my field data). Therefore, the
precise phonological shape of this word in Lower Luga Ingrian and the origins of the t⁀ʃ-affricate
in it remain uncertain.

Instead, a couple of likely older loanwords from local Russian dialects seem to contain a
short t⁀ʃ intervocalically, i.e. in the position of the quantity contrast. The first one, attested in the
literature, is brägät⁀ʃ ‘buckthorn (Frangula)’ (Laanest 1986, 40), cf. also “bräga(t�simarjanp�u”
(Nirvi 1971, 26), where the syllable boundary marker before the affricate indicates its brevity
(Nirvi compares this word to Rus. dial. бредняѓа / brednaĝa). The second one was attested in
audio data: as brät⁀ʃägä in the same northern idiolects of Filimonova and her son from the
archive recordings (both of them discussing how gouruʃːid, small dark fishes, could be caught
there) and as brät⁀ʃägj(ə) ‘a small pond or pit of muddy, silty water; swale’ in my field data (one
speaker from Kotko). All five of my Lower Luga Votic consultants also knew this word (as
brät⁀ʃäg in Jõgõperä and brjat⁀ʃjag in Luutsa), because there was a particular toponymic object in
Jõgõperä called in this way (the Kotko Lower Luga speaker, who lives in Kukkuzi, was also
familiar with it). Apparently, this word derives from something like Russian dialectal брячаг(а) /
bra�̂cag(a) (modern Standard Russian has only бочáг / bo�cag in a similar meaning).

Measurements in Kuznecova (2009, 282–284) showed that the t⁀ʃ in this Lower Luga Ingrian
word is much shorter (105 ms, SD 14.2 ms, 8 tokens) than the long t⁀ʃː in structurally comparable
recent Russian loanwords like mät⁀ʃːikːä ̆∼ mät⁀ʃːikː(ə) and ut⁀ʃːıt̆jelja (167 ms, SD 20.3 ms, 19 to-
kens). Additionally, a short post-stress vowel is not reduced, but instead undergoes lengthening
in brät⁀ʃägä ∼ brät⁀ʃägj(ə) (97 ms, SD 21.5 ms, 8 tokens), which is typical after a light stressed CV
syllable (cf. 2.3.4). Conversely, in words like mät⁀ʃːikːä ̆∼ mät⁀ʃːikː(ə) and ut⁀ʃːıt̆jelja, where the first
syllable is heavy CVC, the post-stress vowel undergoes expected reduction (39 ms, SD 9.9 ms,
15 tokens; in 4 out of 5 tokens of ut⁀ʃːıt̆jelja the post-stress vowel elided completely).

Therefore, a contrast between t⁀ʃ and t⁀ʃː appears to exist in the positions of quantity distinc-
tions in Lower Luga Ingrian, unlike in Soikkola Ingrian, where only long t⁀ʃ jː occurs in these
contexts (see 2.3.4). The difference from Lower Luga Votic, in turn, is that t⁀ʃː and t⁀ʃ (like ts and
t⁀s) in Lower Luga Ingrian do not participate in grade alternation (cf. with Votic pit⁀ʃjːi— pit⁀ʃjä in
3.1). I tentatively consider not only t⁀ʃ, but also t⁀ʃː as monophonemic, because, impressionisti-
cally, no cluster-like realisations were attested for t⁀ʃː (unlike for ts), which potentially correlates
with the fact that t⁀ʃ-types are not palatalised in Lower Luga Ingrian, unlike t⁀s-types. Addition-
ally, t⁀ʃː was much shorter than ts, when measured in maximally comparable structures like
[ˈmät⁀ʃːikː] ‘ball’ vs [ˈmetsəsː] ‘forest:IN’ from the same speaker (a male from Vanakülä):
171 ms (SD 16.5 ms, 11 tokens) vs 223 ms (SD 21.1 ms, 15 tokens) (Kuznecova 2009, 279,
283), although more phonetic studies would be needed here.

4.2.5. Robust palatalised consonants. Robust palatalised consonants, present in all Lower
Luga varieties, appear before non-front vowels in expressive lexemes and loanwords. These are
the same instances where palatalised consonants occur also in Soikkola Ingrian (cf. 2.2), e.g.:
ʃulʲpahtʲı ̆ ‘flop:PST:3SG down’, rulʲːa ‘steering wheel:ILL/PRT’ (Rus. руль / rul’), potʲokː(ə) ∼

potʲokːajn ‘little boy’, Petʲːa ‘Petʲa:ILL/PRT’ (personal name; Rus. Пéтя / Peta)̂, sedʲolk(ə) ‘back
pad (part of horse harness)’ (Rus. седёл́ка / sedёlka), Fedʲːa ‘Fedʲa:ILL/PRT’ (personal name; Rus.
Фéдя / Feda)̂, nʲaukːa ∼ nʲaukːu ‘meow:3SG’, Vanʲːa ‘Vanʲa:ILL/PRT’ (personal name; Rus. Вáня /
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Vana)̂, vesʲol(ə) ‘merry, cheerful’ (Rus. весёл́ый / ves€elyj), Vasʲːa ‘Vasʲa:ILL/PRT’ (a personal name;
Rus. Вáся / Vasa)̂, larʲokːă ∼ larʲk(ə) ‘kiosk’ (Rus ларёќ / larёk).

4.2.6. Unstable palatalised consonants. Palatalised phonemes with unclear status result
from the same processes of reduction and loss of front vowels and j, as outlined for Lower Luga
Votic in 3.1.4. A greater number of unstable palatalised consonants in Lower Luga Ingrian
compared to Votic is related to two factors. First, in Votic, many such consonants exist not
only due to these processes but also for other reasons (see e.g. 3.1.1 on zjː, 3.2 on zj). Second,
individual Lower Luga Ingrian varieties may have very different inventories of palatalised
consonants. In northern varieties, where vowel reduction is weak, the number of palatalised
consonants is comparable to that in Soikkola Ingrian. In southern varieties, where vowel reduc-
tion is the strongest, almost all consonants (both long and short) have a palatalised correlate.
Table 3 presents the maximal inventory, reflecting the situation in southern varieties.

Unstable palatalised consonants (placed in parentheses in Table 3) include variability, for
example, in the following cases (individual attested pronunciations of tokens are provided;
palatalised consonants are only marked in bold before back vowels or word-finally):

(a) ongoing transformation of pC(ː)iV and pС(ː)jV into Cʲ(ː)V, which in some cases also involves
the loss of palatalisation, i.e. a further change into C(ː)V (variation between speakers is
illustrated): [ˈkozjːoma ∼ ˈkozjːuma ∼ ˈkoiz̯uma] (sic!) ‘woo:SUP’ (cf. Fin. kosiomaan), [ˈsorjːa
∼ ˈsorːe]34 ‘coarse’ (cf. Fin. sorea), [ˈmakjːa ∼ ˈmakjːe ∼ ˈmakːe] ‘sweet’ (cf. Fin. makea),
[ˈvaLkjiad ∼ ˈvaLkjed] ‘white:PL’ — [ˈvaLkjaj(t) ∼ ˈvaLkjej(t)] ‘white:PL:PRT’ (cf. Fin. pvalkea),
[ˈsupjːi]̆ ‘soup’ — [ˈsupjːia ∼ ˈsupjːa] ‘soup:PRT’, [ˈpaljjo ∼ ˈpaljːo ∼ ˈpaljːo ̆∼ ˈpaljːu ∼ ˈpaljːŭ ∼

paljː] ‘a lot’ (cf. Fin. paljon);
(b) consonant palatalisation kept after the reduction of a vowel into ə and its ultimate loss, i.e.

CV ̆ (ä, i, ü, rarely e, ö) > Cjə > Cj > C, e.g. (inter- and intra-speaker variation is illustrated):
[ˈsöːpji ∼ süöpj ∼ söːbj] ‘eat:3SG’, [ˈbrät⁀ʃäˑgä] ∼ [ˈbrät⁀ʃäˑgj] ‘pit of muddy water’, [ˈmaːzjə]
‘cream’ (Rus. мазь / mazj), [ˈuːsi ̥̆∼ uːzj] ‘new’, [ˈljehmä ∼ ljehjmj

∼ ljehm] ‘cow’, [ˈsüötəmjː
∼ ˈsüötəmː] ‘feed:1PL’ (from earlier Ingrian psöːtämːä), [ˈvjikahjːĕ ∼ ˈvjikahjː] ‘scythe’ (cf. Fin.
viikate), [tervjə] ‘healthy’ (from pterve), [ˈsüvjːə ∼ sövjː ∼ sjövː ∼ süvː] ‘eat:INF’ (from psüvːä ∼
sövːä), [ˈkofːı ̆ ̥∼ ˈkofjːĕ ∼ kofjː] ‘coffee’.

Similar to Lower Luga Votic, consonants in case (b), i.e. word-finally, are more prone to lose
palatalisation than those occurring word-internally in case (a). Consonants lj, ljː never de-
palatalise, as in Votic. Like in Votic (3.1.4) and unlike in Soikkola Ingrian (2.2), these alve-
olar/palatalised lj, ljː, which have resulted from vowel loss, are here phonemically identified with
palatalised lj, ljː found in other contexts (such as in expressive and borrowed words).

For tj, tjː, the situation varies across Lower Luga Ingrian sub-dialects, forming one of the
intradialectal isoglosses (see Kuznecova 2009, 210–213; Kuznetsova & Verkhodanova 2019,
227). In many central Lower Luga varieties, t and tː before i, ü undergo only weak secondary
palatalisation (especially in their eastern part, where Lower Luga Ingrian is in direct contact with

34Proto-Finnic pCeta /pCetä and later Proto-Ingrian pCea/pCeä or pCia/pCiä sequences (cf. Laanest 1986, 91–92) have
remained as such or are being transformed into Cjːa/Cjːä in the varieties on the right bank of the Luga river, while the
sound change into Cjːe ∼ Cːe is characteristic of its left bank.
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Votic), whereas both in northern and in southern varieties, primary palatalisation of t and tː in
this position is observed, e.g. lustji (north), lustjı ̆ (south) — lustı ̆ (central east) ∼ lustjı ̆ (central
west). However, this palatalisation does not happen before the i, ü that are the result of a
transformation of the original long peː, pöː into iː, üː (processes typical of all Ingrian varieties)
or diphthongisation into üö and ie (found mostly in Lower Luga Ingrian on the left bank of the
Luga river, under Finnish influence). Therefore, minimal pairs such as tjüö ‘come:IMP’ (<ptule, cf.
2.2 on Soikkola Ingrian) vs tüö (work, from ptöː) are possible in certain Lower Luga varieties
(this pair was noticed by a speaker of south Lower Luga Ingrian from Vanakülä on the left bank
of the Luga river, cf. Kuznecova 2020, 281).

5. DISCUSSION

5.1. Comparison of the Soikkola Ingrian, Lower Luga Ingrian and Votic consonant
systems

Contacts between Votic and Ingrian, which led to the development of the Lower Luga dialect of
Ingrian, had a significant influence on its consonant system. Lower Luga Ingrian can be meta-
phorically described as Ingrian spoken with a strong Votic accent.

Generally, the consonant inventory of Lower Luga Ingrian resembles that of Lower Luga
Votic more than it does the consonant inventories of core Ingrian dialects (exemplified with
Soikkola Ingrian in this paper). The similarities between the consonant systems of Lower Luga
Ingrian and Lower Luga Votic are seen in several features common to both, setting them apart
from Soikkola Ingrian:

(a) a binary quantity contrast instead of a ternary one;
(b) independent contrasts in voicing and length instead of a single lenis/fortis contrast;
(c) independent phonemic s-types and ʃ-types instead of a single sibilant type;
(d) a much richer system of affricates (although the Lower Luga Ingrian system and the Votic

system are partially different in this respect);
(e) reduction and loss of unstressed vowels and j in certain prosodic positions, which leads to a

significant expansion of the inventory of palatalised consonants (many of these consonants
having an unclear status due to ongoing vowel loss processes).

The three systems examined here also exhibit some significant structural differences in both
core and marginal consonants. The consonants identified as core in this work (i.e., occurring in
the non-expressive native lexicon) include 31 units in Soikkola Ingrian, 41 units in Lower Luga
Votic, and 27 units in Lower Luga Ingrian.

On the one hand, Soikkola Ingrian has short (secondary/Q2) geminate consonants as inde-
pendent phonemes. The other two varieties only have a binary contrast of consonants because
secondary geminates have merged with original geminates (Q3 class in Soikkola Ingrian) into a
single class of geminates, contrasted with singletons (Q1). On the other hand, Lower Luga
Ingrian and Votic have developed phonemic voiced obstruents in opposition to voiceless obstru-
ents, as well as phonemic s-types as opposed to ʃ-types, unlike Soikkola Ingrian, and have
enriched their subsystems of affricates.
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However, Lower Luga Votic has notably more voiced obstruents, ʃ-types, and affricates
within its core phonemes than Lower Luga Ingrian. Reasons for this include a different system
of consonant gradation (which involves voiced obstruents, including affricates, in Votic), the
presence of ʃ-types in the non-expressive native lexicon synchronically, and certain sound
changes absent in Ingrian: the development of dj, djː, d⁀ʒj, ʒː, t⁀ʃ j, t⁀ʃ jː, zjː, tj, ljː from specific
palatalised or palatal sounds. Concerning the status and number of voiced obstruents, ʃ-types,
and affricates, Lower Luga Ingrian thus occupies an intermediate position between Soikkola
Ingrian and Lower Luga Votic.

The list below provides a numerical estimate of the similarities and differences between the
core consonant inventories of the three varieties in question. It presents pairwise comparisons of
shared core consonants between the varieties (with Lower Luga Ingrian and Votic geminates
equated to Soikkola Ingrian long Q3 geminates) and the number of consonants that differ in
each pair (present in one system but absent from the other).

(a) Soikkola Ingrian and Lower Luga Votic: 20 shared, 11 only in Soikkola, 21 only in Votic;
(b) Soikkola Ingrian and Lower Luga Ingrian: 19 shared; 12 only in Soikkola, 8 only in Lower

Luga Ingrian;
(c) Lower Luga Ingrian and Lower Luga Votic: 27 shared; 0 only in Lower Luga Ingrian; 14 only

in Votic.

Soikkola Ingrian has almost the same number of shared and different core consonants with
both Votic and Lower Luga Ingrian, and the types of these consonants are nearly identical. The
differences between 20 vs 19 “shared” and 11 vs 12 “only in Soikkola” in pairs (a) and (b) arise
only from the presence of t⁀ʃ jː in a few native Soikkola Ingrian lexemes (mant⁀ʃ jːikːain ‘straw-
berry’ and some others) but of t⁀sj in mant⁀sjikəs ‘strawberry’ in Lower Luga Ingrian (see 4.2.3).
These differences are, therefore, minor.

Lower Luga Ingrian shares all its core consonants with Lower Luga Votic. However, the
reverse is not true, as Votic has 14 additional core consonants that Lower Luga Ingrian lacks. On
the other hand, Votic has 21 core consonants not shared with Soikkola Ingrian.

These estimates provide a rough measure of the direction of contacts in the varieties in
question. Soikkola Ingrian and Votic are maximally distant in terms of core consonantal in-
ventories. That the system of Lower Luga Ingrian core consonants results from Votic influence is
reflected in the fact that Lower Luga Ingrian shares all its core consonants with Votic. However,
a series of contrasts related to voicing, ʃ-types, and affricates was not transferred into the native
non-expressive lexicon of Lower Luga Ingrian from Votic, partly due to deep systemic differ-
ences in consonant gradation and in the organisation of s/ʃ contrasts between (core) Ingrian and
Votic. Note also that the core consonants present only in Votic are not the most central to the
Votic native non-expressive lexicon either (they typically appear either in inflected forms, or in
very few lexemes, sometimes even not in all Lower Luga Votic varieties). Consequently, they had
fewer chances to be transferred to Lower Luga Ingrian.

On the other hand, the original complex system of ternary quantity, which is present in core
Ingrian varieties, was also simplified to binary in Lower Luga Ingrian, a common development
for ternary quantity contrasts in general (Blevins 2004, 202; Remijsen & Gilley 2008, 340–341;
Kuznetsova 2015, 105–107) and apparently, at least partially, a language convergence develop-
ment in the Lower Luga area (Laanest 1966a, 28; 1986, 147-149; Kuznecova 2015, 229-232).
Overall, therefore, Lower Luga Ingrian has the smallest inventory of core consonants (27 units)
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among the three varieties. This aligns with the fact that structural simplification is particularly
typical of contact varieties (Trudgill 2001; Gil, Trudgill & Sampson 2009).

Regarding marginal phonemes, Lower Luga Ingrian also shows much greater similarity to
Lower Luga Votic than to Soikkola Ingrian. The consonantal periphery of Soikkola Ingrian (20
units) includes dental palatalised consonants, such as the short t⁀ʃ j, which is in complementary
distribution with the long t⁀ʃ jː, borrowed f-types, and tentative long glides jː and vː, which have
emerged as syllable boundary signals following the loss of intervocalic stops. Notably, only few
marginal phonemes — the two long glides, the two long palatalised phonemes (ljː, sjː), and short
t⁀ʃ j — have unclear phonological status across the entire lexicon, including loanwords and
expressive lexemes.

The sub-system of marginal consonants in Lower Luga Votic, with 24 comparable units, is
not much larger than that in Soikkola. By comparison, this study identified a total of 38 similar
marginal units in Lower Luga Ingrian. The overall typology of marginal phoneme inventories is
quite similar in the two Lower Luga varieties: it includes certain palatalised consonants, f-types,
and, in Lower Luga Ingrian, also ʃ-types and affricates.

Lower Luga Ingrian still stands out against both Soikkola Ingrian and Lower Luga Votic in
the ratio of core to marginal consonants within its system. It has the greatest number of mar-
ginal consonants among the three varieties, while the number of core consonants is the lowest
(38 vs 27). Notably, the number of marginal phonemes in Lower Luga Ingrian exceeds the
number of core phonemes, unlike in Soikkola Ingrian (20 vs 31) and Votic (24 vs 41).

There seem to be two main reasons for this. First, many of those phonemes that can be
considered core in Votic but do not exist in Soikkola Ingrian (most affricates, ʃ-types, some
voiced obstruents) also appear in Lower Luga Ingrian, but as marginal rather than core pho-
nemes. Most of these have likely been borrowed into Lower Luga Ingrian from Votic rather than
from Russian, although subsequent Russian influences have further reinforced the phonological
status of these units. At least one phoneme (t⁀sj) might also have developed independently in
Lower Luga Ingrian.

Regarding the palatalised consonants, apparently none of them were directly adopted by
Lower Luga Ingrian from Votic as core phonemes, i.e. along with the native lexicon. Their rise is
related to the expressive lexicon and loanwords, as well as to the internal processes of vowel
shortening, reduction, and loss, which are prominent in Votic but much weaker in Soikkola
Ingrian. Lower Luga Ingrian exhibits high variability in this regard, with reduction becoming
stronger from north to south within the dialect (Kuznecova 2009, 93–104). The northernmost
system reflects the extent of reduction as in Soikkola Ingrian, the central system resembles that
of Lower Luga Votic (particularly of Luutsa-Liiv�cülä), and the southernmost system exhibits
almost complete loss of unstable short vowels and entire shortening of formerly long vowels
(this is akin to Jõgõperä Votic, but even more radical). Due to greater variability in Lower Luga
Ingrian than in Votic regarding these processes, the status of the emergent palatalised conso-
nants appears generally less definite in Lower Luga Ingrian than in Votic.

5.2. Stability of the Lower Luga Ingrian system and implications for theory and
typology

As mentioned, many reduction processes leading to the formation of palatalised consonants are
still ongoing in Lower Luga Ingrian. Additionally, the formation of affricates might still be
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incomplete. Conversely, as stated, many word-final consonants tend to lose palatalisation after
the following vowel is lost. The most stable palatalised consonants are only dental consonants,
the same types as in Soikkola Ingrian and Votic.

The current consonant inventory of Lower Luga Ingrian appears, therefore, relatively un-
stable and moving towards further simplification. Generally, such a contact-induced inventory
with a “hyper-inflated” periphery of ambiguous marginal phonemes might simply be a short-
lived phase in the history of a vital language. However, the Ingrian language is nearly extinct, so
there is a high likelihood that this stage will be the one documented in descriptions of Lower
Luga Ingrian and used for typological comparisons as a linguistic rarity (cf. Kuznetsova &
Markus 2022). Typology, therefore, should consider sociolinguistic factors related to language
contact and loss more carefully. Otherwise, these factors might cause biases in the data, leading
to controversial statements such as “small indigenous languages concentrate more linguistic
rarities” (cf. Anderson, Kuznetsova & Easterday 2025).

6. CONCLUSION

This study explored the system of core and marginal consonants in Lower Luga Ingrian, a
contact variety between two closely related languages, Ingrian and Votic. This contact system
was compared with one of the core Ingrian systems (Soikkola Ingrian) and with the Lower Luga
Votic system along the same criteria and on comparable material. The consonant inventory of
Lower Luga Ingrian generally resembles that of Lower Luga Votic more than that of Soikkola
Ingrian, due to a series of systemic innovations transferred from Votic to Lower Luga Ingrian.

The inventory of Lower Luga Ingrian still exhibits peculiar traits likely related to its specific
status as a contact variety. Notably, the sub-system of core consonants is the simplest among the
three varieties considered, while the sub-system of marginal consonants is the largest in Lower
Luga Ingrian. The smaller core consonant system results from the simplification of some
original Ingrian contrasts, such as the rare ternary quantity, and the failure to borrow certain
contrasts from Votic into the Lower Luga native lexicon. Most phonemes present in Votic but
absent from Ingrian have still entered the Lower Luga Ingrian inventory, but chiefly as marginal
rather than core consonants — that is, only within expressive lexicon and loanwords. Further-
more, Lower Luga Ingrian has experienced similar vowel reduction and loss processes as Votic,
which have led to the development of new palatalised consonants. Consequently, the number of
marginal consonants in Lower Luga Ingrian surpasses the number of core consonants — which
distinguishes it from both Soikkola Ingrian and Lower Luga Votic.

This inventory seems unstable and prone to further simplifications, which are unlikely to be
completed due to language obsolescence. Because of high internal variability within Lower Luga
Ingrian and numerous marginal phonemes with unclear status, creating a standard orthography
for this dialect appears particularly challenging.

ABBREVIATIONS

1 – 1st person
3 – 3rd person
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AD – adessive
COM – comitative
GEN – genitive
ILL – illative
IMP – imperative
IN – inessive
INF – infinitive
IPS – impersonal
PL – plural
PRT – partitive
PST – past
SG – singular
SUP – supine
TRL – translative
Fin. – Finnish
Rus. – Russian
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