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Abstract 

 

In the basin of Oka river there are some rivers which names end with -ul/-ur: Chistur, Dandur, 

Mokshur, Nasmur, Ninur, Pynsur, Shershul. These hydronyms look much alike hydronyms of 

Yeniseian origin which exist in Siberia (for instance: Agul, Langur and so on). The ending of -

ur/-ul looks much alike Yeniseian root “water” that has the following forms in different 

Yeniseian idioms: ul/ūl/ūr/kul. In Uralic and Indo-European languages there is no such root. 

Thus, it looks like the territory of the East European plain was inhabited by a western branch of 

Yeniseian people in the Neolithic period. Also the fact of good preservation of hydronyms of 

Yeniseian origin in the basin of Oka correlates well with the fact that the traditions of Neolithic 

pottery (Pit-Comb Ware) were maintained much longer in the basin of Oka than in other 

territories of East European plain. 
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1. Introduction  

 

What can be evidence of the presence of a certain ethnic group upon a certain territory if this 

ethnic group had no writing systems yet and left no written sources? If there are no written 

sources (inscriptions, documents, chronicles and so on) the evidence of the presence of a certain 

ethnic group can be material culture and toponymy. The issue of material culture can be 

sometimes rather complicated since material culture can be very similar in very different ethnic 

groups or can be dissimilar in related ethnic groups: for instance, in the modern world almost all 

ethnic groups use mostly the same Chinese technique and clothing; on the other hand, for 

instance, Finnish and Sami people of the 19
th

 century (the first had material culture that was 

much like that of Swedish and/or Russian while the second had material culture much alike that 

of Khanty or Nenets people). There can be no universal recipe in the case of material culture 

(one can always say that similarity of two material cultures is simply a result of the influence of 

a third ethnic group) that’s why material cultures always should be considered and compared in 

a wider context. Anyway, it is possible to say that if the material culture of a certain ethnic 

group represents a unique complex it can be trustworthy evidence of the presence of the 

corresponding ethnic group.  And also it should be noted that in the case of ancient/prehistoric 

cultures material culture can be reliable evidence of the presence of a certain ethnic group
1
 since 

material cultures of ancient and prehistoric epochs usually were spread by the presence of 

corresponding ethnic groups. 

                                                           
1
 One can probably say that it is incorrect to speak about ethnic groups since it is possible to speak about ethnicities 

only from the time when the term ethnicity/ethnic group was introduced into use. However, we should note that 

such a point of view is pretty hypocritical. It is possible to use the term ethnicity/ethnic group speaking about 

ancient times at least from the Upper Paleolithic epoch when different languages of modern type and different 

cultures connected with those languages already existed.  
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Material culture in conjunction with toponymy is very reliable evidence, but even toponymy 

itself is a reliable proof.  

Toponymy is quite an obvious and direct proof of the presence of a certain ethnic group upon a 

certain area. If there is an area where live ethnic groups A and B and there are some toponyms 

which can’t be explained through A and B languages but can be explained through language C it 

means that people speaking C language lived upon this area. For example, the large spread of 

place names of Ainu origin in Japan means that in ancient times Ainu people inhabited vaster 

territories (for more details see Akulov 2015).  

Some toponymy can be changed, but hydronymy usually is pretty stable/conservative, especially 

so-called microhydronymy i.e.: names of small rivers and creeks.  

 

2. Traces of Yeniseian people in the basin of Oka river  

 

In the basin of Oka river there are some small rivers/creeks which names end with -ur/-ul: 

Chistur (fig. 2), Dandur (fig. 3), Mokshur (fig. 4), Nasmur (fig. 2), Ninur (fig. 5), Pynsur (fig. 6), 

Shershul (fig. 2) All these creeks are tributaries of Gus river (fig. 1). Also the river of Syntul 

(Syntulka) (fig. 7) that is a tributary of Oka; the -ka ending in this hydronym evidently is a very 

late influence of Russian language and the original hydronym is Syntul, this form is preserved in 

the name of the lake from that the river flows. (Here we have noted only the most noticeable 

hydronyms, and we suppose that many more such hydronyms can be found.)  

These hydronyms look much like names of rivers located in the region where live or lived 

Yeniseian people (Dulson 1964), for instance: Langur that is located in Sverdlovsk oblast (fig. 

9), belongs to the basin of Ob; Agul (fig. 10) is located in Krasnoyarsk krai, belongs to the basin 

of Yenisei.  

 

 
 

Fig. 1. Gus river (original image source: Gus’) 
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Fig. 2. Chistur, Nasmur and Shershul creeks (map has been made after Yandex map screenshot)   

 

 
 

Fig. 3. Dandur creek (map has been made after Yandex map screenshot)  
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Fig. 4 Mokshur creek (map has been made after Yandex map screenshot) 

 

 
 

Fig. 5. Ninur (map has been made after Yandex map screenshot) 
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Fig. 6. Pynsur (map has been made after Yandex map screenshot) 

 

The ending of -ur and -ul seem to be just variants of the same root, and this root looks much 

alike Yeniseian root “water” that has the following forms in different Yeniseian idioms: 

ul/ūl/ūr/kul (see Yeniseian languages). In Uralic and Indo-European languages there is no such 

root (see Uralic Swadesh lists; Indo-European vocabulary); and, thus, it is possible to state that 

this ur/ul root is a marker of the presence of Yeniseian people. Thus, it looks like the territory of 

the East European plain was inhabited by a western branch of Yeniseian people in the Neolithic 

period.  

 

This Western branch of Yeniseian people seems to be the one who created the Pit-Comb Ware. 

This conclusion is based on two arguments.  

 

1) The disintegration of Proto-Uralic language into several languages took place about 3000 

BCE (Janhunen 2009) while Pit-Comb ware already existed in that time
2
, so people speaking 

Uralic languages could not be the creator of this pottery.  

 

2) Upon the Eastern European plain hydronyms of Yeniseian origin best preserved in the basin 

of Oka, and are not seen in other areas
3
.  

                                                           
2
 The Pit-Comb ware existed in 6

th
 – 2

nd
 millennia BCE.  

3
 Upon other territories also can be found Yeniseian hydronyms with -ur/-ul ending. For instance, in Mari-El there 

is a river named Sesnur (fig. 8) and also there are some toponyms with -ul/-ur ending which, however, are difficult 

to be identified with certain rivers.  The presence of such hydronyms/toponyms in the territory of Mari-El is a clear 

and convex proof that in ancient times Yeniseain people inhabited a much vaster territory. Yeniseian toponymy in 

the Volga region and in the Ural is a direct ‘bridge’ between the Western Yeniseian branch and the so-called 

historical/modern Yeniseian people.   
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Fig. 7. Syntul river (map has been made after Yandex map screenshot) 

 

The fact of good preservation of hydronyms of Yeniseian origin in the basin of Oka correlates 

well with the fact that the traditions of Neolithic pottery (Pit-Comb Ware) were maintained 

much longer in the basin of Oka than in other territories of the East European plain. The so-

called Volosovo technocomplex that is generally considered as a technocomplex of the 

Chalcolithic/Aeneolithic stage actually maintained the tradition of Neolithic pottery, of Lyalovo 

technocomplex  (Akulov 2019a), and the basin of Gus river is included in the region of 

Volosovo technocomplex (fig. 11).  
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Fig. 8. Sesnur creek (map has been made after Yandex map screenshot) 

 

 
 
Fig. 9. Agul river (map has been made after Wikimeida Maps screenshot)  
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Fig. 10. Langur river (map has been made after Google and Yandex map screenshots)  

 

 

Fig. 11. The territory of Volosovo technocomplex is marked by strockes; red line marks the 

basin of Gus river (original image source – Krainov 1987: 12) 
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3. Conclusion 

 

If the Neolithic people who lived upon the East European plain spoke a Yeniseian language, 

then they were related to Ainu-Minoan stock, since as it has been recently discovered Yeniseian 

languages belong to the Ainu-Minoan stock (see Akulov 2019b).  

This fact is very great and notable since in many cases archaeological items are hard to be 

interpreted since they are not connected with any existing ethnicities, but in our case 

ethnography of different existing ethnic groups of Ainu-Minoan stock is well described and can 

be widely used for the interpretation of archaeological materials. 

And it is possible to say that Pit-Comb Ware is our local version of Jōmon.   
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