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A. INTRODUCTION 

In his essay from the year 1816 «Ueber die Wohn-
sitze der Jemen, ein Beitrag zur Geschichte Neu-
Finnlands», Aron Christian Lehrberg put the living 
areas of Finnic peoples on a map [1]. Jooseppi 
Julius Mikkola, another St. Petersburg scholar, iden-
tified the tribes of the area of modern Finland which 
are recorded in Novgorodian medieval sources [2]. 
Heikki Kirkinen has continued on the same path in 
his article «Finland in Russian Sources up to the 
Year 1323» [3]. 

The analyses, as well as many others of their 
likes, have taken for granted the ancient tribal 
system of Finnic peoples, which consists of Kare-
lians, Tavastians, Finns, Ižorans, Vepsians, Esto-
nians and Sámi/Lapps. These names are men-
tioned in medieval sources and archaeological 
evidence supports the existence of tribal areas to 
some extent also. The nation building is, how-
ever, a very complicated issue. Although we call 
foreigners according to their national names, the 
concepts have mostly been created by 19th cen-
tury national romantics according to languages. 
The existence of the medieval Finnic tribes is 
problematic also, because a Finnish word for the 

tribe, «heimo», had the original meaning of fam-
ily. The 19th century historians only introduced it 
in the meaning of the population of a larger geo-
graphical area corresponding to the German con-
cept «Stamm» [4]. 

In the medieval times other aspects were more 
important in identity building than languages and 
groups of people formed their togetherness accord-
ing to activities, loyalties etc.; they were traders, 
men of Prince, pirates, crusaders etc. According to 
modern literature, the early populations of the 
Eastern Fennoscandia were heterogeneous, con-
centrated in resource niches and they hardly had 
supra-local, language based identities. Most 
probably the people identified themselves as mem-
bers of families or clans and understood as others 
those whose economical system was different [5]. 

My intention is to re-evaluate the Novgorodian 
written sources concerning the populations in East-
ern Fennoscandia until the 15th century state forma-
tion. I will try to see how the Novgorodians under-
stood the situation in the territory, regarding what 
peoples or groups they understood to be living 
there, how exact their concepts of identities were 
and finally who Novgorodians considered to be 
«us» and who they considered to be «aliens». 
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The ancient authors were not always well in-
formed, they were not intending to say something 
very specific, many times they were only following 
cultural patterns and myths and in any case there 
was no fixed terminology or standards for various 
phenomena. Generally, the terminology varies much 
from one source text to another [6].  

My main source is the first Novgorodian 
chronicle which I have studied in detail. Moreover, 
the material of the first Sofian chronicle, Trinity 
chronicle, Laurentius chronicle, the fourth Nov-
gorodian chronicle, Simeonov chronicle, Rogoskij 
chronicle, Voskresenskaja chronicle, Nikon-
chronicle and Stepennaja Kniga has been used 
through indices and N1L-cases [7]. Thereafter I 
have re-checked the material with help of the col-
lection Materialy po istorii Karelii XII–XVI vv. 

Finns and Karelians are not a big issue in the 
texts. Including the unclear concept of čjud’, there 
is in N1L all together some 68 entries which have 
something to do with our problem from the begin-
ning of the 11th to the middle of the 15th century. 
Most of the cases are very scanty. The Internal wars, 
Tartarians and Lithuanians were the issues from the 
Novgorodian point of view.  

The Novgorodian texts have, however, more de-
tailed, correct and better information concerning the 
proceedings in the north than the other texts. The 
raid of 1042 to Jem’ is recorded in the Laurentinian 
text, but except for the introduction, there are only 
three more entries with a Finnic case [8]. Rogoskij 
chronicle mentions Eastern Fennoscandia for the 
first time in 1278 in connection with the raid of 
Prince Dimitrij to Karelia and records a short state-
ment concerning Prince Juris’s raid to Viborg in 
1322 [9]. The battle at Neva river in 1240, the raid 
of Aleksandr Nevskij to Jem’ in 1256, the raids to 
Karelia in 1277 and 1322 and the attack of Andrej 
Aleksandrovič against Venec (= Landskrona on the 
River Okhta) in 1302 is recorded in Simeonov-
chronicle [10]. Trinity chronicle mentions the raid 
of 1042, but thereafter, the text records only the raid 
of the year 1256 to Jem’, the raid to Karelia in 1277 
and the attack against Viborg in 1322 [11].  

In relation to other proceedings in Novgorod, 
the peripheral value of the Finnic cases is clear in 
the southern sources because the city is as such 
recorded rather often. The late Muscovite texts 
(VL, NL, StKn) deal with Finnish and Karelian 
issues but less so than early Novgorodian texts 
and totally looking from the 16th century political 
perspective. VL is a little less loqacious than the 
others. Among the Novgorodian texts the Sofian 
chronicle and N4L pay less attention to the Finns 
than N1L. 

B. PHILOLOGICAL POINT 

Sources deal with people sometimes as collective 
groups and sometimes as individuals. There are 
clear singular collective concepts of jem’, sum’ and 
ves’. Svei, varjaži, gosti, nemci, greki and rusi are 

mentioned in the plural form.  The concepts čjud’, 
vod' and korela seem to have both forms, i.e., also 
čjud’ – čjudi [12], vod’ – vožani [13] and korela – 
koreli (goročane korel’skyi). The plural forms are 
used very seldom [14]. 

Medieval Russian texts use plural forms for the 
peoples with whom they had regular contacts and 
who they personally knew, such as Slavic tribes or 
Hungarians or Poles or Varangians or Pečenegs or 
inhabitants of various towns [15]. More alien beings 
seem to have been addressed with collective forms 
like the Primary Chronicle does in the list of «all 
pagan peoples» who belonged to the subjects of 
Japheth after the Deluge [16]. 

The collective words čjud’, vod’, sum’, ves’ and 
jem’ look like the noun Rus’. At first glance, they 
seem to refer to realms or administrative or cultural 
units and not just to people living somewhere. On 
the other hand, using these expressions the Nov-
gorodians iplied first of all a group of people be-
cause the texts use verbs in plural forms [17].  The 
same is the case with the noun Korela [18], al-
though it is usually referring to the town Käkis-
almi/Kexholm/Priozersk. 

C. ČJUD’ 

Čjud’ is the most common name for Finno-Ugrian 
peoples. For the first time, čjud’ are recorded among 
taxpayers of Rus’ in the prology of the Primary 
Chronicle [19]. According to Heikki Kirkinen, the 
word referred first to Baltic-Finnish tribes including 
Estonians and Finns but, later on when the Russians 
got the idea of the tribal system of the Finns, the 
word was used only for Estonians, while the others 
were called according to their proper names [20]. 
Later on Kirkinen advanced his theory claiming that 
čjud’ were the pre-Karelian population at Lake La-
doga, which was later divided into Karelians and 
Ižorans [21]. According to some Russian scholars, 
the expression of čjud’ meant Baltic Finns in the 
North-Western Rus’ or the Novgorodians used it for 
all the people that had an unknown origin. Later the 
expression covered all Finno-Ugrians [22]. Other 
Russian scholars think, however, that čjud’ have 
nothing to do with Finns or Karelians, but refers 
only to Estonians [23]. Earlier studies speak much 
about the concept of «zavoloč’skaja čjud’» which 
would refer to the Finnic population living between 
Lake Onega and River Dvina [24], or to the people 
in the area of River Vaga [25], or even to the mystic 
Bjarmians [26]. 

The basic weakness of the earlier studies is the 
idea about «the proper original names of the Finnish 
tribes». There is no evidence whatsoever about what 
the Finnic forest dwellers of backwoods called 
themselves and how they saw who they were. One 
has to see that Novgorodians only used some names 
to call peoples without proper ethnic analysis. The 
Sámi concept of čuđđe or čuδδe means mystic for-
eign robbers, pursuers, enemies and their troops. 
This word is the root for the Rus’ian «čjud’». Per-
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haps the ancient Slavonic speakers had taken the 
term into use when they saw how Sámi called for-
eigners demanding furs and wealth [27]. 

Čjud’ is much more common in our material than 
Jem’, Vod’, Sum’ or Korela. It is a name for human 
beings living in modern Estonia or in its neighbour-
ing areas in those cases which can be defined. Except 
once, the čjud’ were never living «beyond the sea» 
from the perspective of Novgorod. According to 
S1L, prince Aleksandr went «na svejskuju zemlju i 
na čjud’» when he attacked somewhere to the terri-
tory of modern Finland, 1256. The formulation is 
repeated in Muscovite chronicles after the end of the 
15th century. Most probably, however, the chroniclers 
have mixed together various raids in Ingermanland, 
to River Narva and to Southern Finland as the story 
is described by N1L [28]. 

Čjud’ were allied with Nemci but never with 
Varjaži or Korela. With Svei, Jem’ and Sum’ they 
were mentioned together only once, in the text of 
S1L at River Narva 1256. The same story is re-
corded in other texts without čjud’ [29]. Although 
Novgorodians considered čjud’ as «aliens», they 
were seldom taken as prisoners, i.e., slaves [30]. 

«Zavoloč’skaja čjud’» were living among «all 
heathens» («vsi jazyci») in the area of Noah’s son 
Japheth, according to PVL [31]. The concept is not 
mentioned elsewhere in old texts. The word 
«zavoloč’e» is, however, widely used for the north-
ern, peripheral territories. There were living there at 
least Finno-Ugrian Permians but otherwise modern 
scholars are not unanimous about the exact meaning 
of the concept [32].  

Karamzin spoke about čjud’ that killed Gleb 
Svjatoslavič in «zavoloč’e» in 1078. He refers to 
the chronicle of Novgorodian priest Ioann, i.e., the 
Academic MS of N1L(m) where is said that Gleb 
was killed by čjud’ «za volokom» [33]. Čjud’ living 
in the remote area encouraged scholars to call them 
in further studies «zavoloč'skaja čjud’» indepen-
dently of the fact that such a concept is never men-
tioned in trustworthy old sources [34].  

The expression of PVL is a more poetic than 
analytic concept in the meaning of real odd un-
known people in remote backwoods. The noun 
«čjud’» describes here the alienness of the people 
and the adjective «zavoloč’skaja» (= remote) 
stresses the extreme remoteness of these aliens. 
Moreover, because PVL lists also Permians in the 
same entry, it is not identifying the Permians with 
«zavoloč’skaja čjud’». The short life story of St. 
Stephen of Perm’ neither mentions any 
«zavoloč’skaja čjud’» [35]. 

Although some references clearly mean people 
living in remote areas and beyond the Gulf of 
Finland, the čjud’ of our material can be mainly 
identified with non-Slavic populations living in Bal-
ticum. Because the Novgorodians used the collec-
tive conception čjud’ as well as the plural form 
čjudi it looks like the Novgorodians had rather de-
tailed information about čjudi and their society. 
They handled them as an organized unit but also 

knew the individual members of this society and 
thus did not consider them as «total aliens». Čjudi 
were not used as sources of slaves more than Slavs. 
However, one had to understand that the Novgoro-
dian chroniclers had not used the word as a general 
concept for people who were speaking a grammati-
cally similar alien language. It would also be 
strange if the medieval Slavic chroniclers had been 
able to analyze their surrounding with the linguisti-
cal concepts of the 19th century philologists. 

D. JEM’ 

According to the introduction of PVL, Jem’ were 
among the taxpayers of Rus’ [36]. Prince Vladimir 
Jaroslavič attacked them in 1042 [37]. Thereafter, 
the Novgorodians and the Korela launched raids 
against Jem’ [38] and vice versa [39]. Jem’ went 
also against vod’ [40], Finno-Ugrians living at the 
south-eastern shore of the Gulf of Finland, around 
the town Kopor’je [41]. The living area of the jem’ 
was situated far away from Novgorod, because the 
stories stressed the difficulty of the trip unlike in the 
connection of čjud' [42]. Obviously the Jem’ came 
«from abroad» [43]. From Korela one went to Jem’ 
by boats [44], but from Jem’ to Vod’ and from Nov-
gorod to Jem’ one could go «in the winter time», 
i.e., by land or on lake ice (not over the Gulf of 
Finland) [45], although to the «Vd’skoe ozero» one 
went by boat [46]. 

The area of Jem’ was beyond the sea [47]. Ac-
cording to the Laurentinian chronicle, prince Jaros-
lav Vsevolodovič went against Jem’ and proceeded 
so far that no Russian prince had ever been so far, in 
1226 [48]. VL tells only that the raid went beyond 
the sea and was very successful [49]. The remote-
ness of the area of Jem’ is also stressed in the story 
about the raid of Aleksandr Nevskij in 1256 [50]. 
While the story of the raid of 1226 described in 
N1L without any exceptional characterization, we 
might think that the jem’ belonged to «the digital 
others» for Muscovites but were «less other» for 
Novgorodians. In comparision to čjudi they were, 
however, «more other» [51]. 

The «jemskaja zemlja», is recorded in the 
sources for the first time in 1292 [52]. The concept 
of «zemlja» (land) has a special meaning in the 
Russian terminology of central power, regionalism, 
other – we. By using this term the sources stress the 
otherness of jem’, because their living area is sepa-
rated from «Novgorodskaja zemlja» or «Russkaja 
zemlja». There were neither towns nor castles in 
«jemskaja zemlja» [53]. However, the raid of the 
year 1311 against Jem’ was already launched to 
«nemeč’kaja zemlja» and nemči were the enemies 
there. Thus the idea of the land of Jem’ was only 
short lived [54]. 

The contradictory sources do not allow to place 
Jem’ on a map, although Finnish and Russian schol-
ars have tried to find their place between western 
Finland and River Dvina. In the 1830s, Sjögren 
composed even a theory about two separate Jem’. 
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Traditionally Jem’ are identified with the inhabitants 
of the inland of South-Western Finland, who are 
called Tavastians/Häme. According to the 19th cen-
tury Romantic taxonomy, they would be the original 
Finnish tribe of the area [55]. 

The Jem’ were taken as prisoners, i. e. slaves, by 
the Novgorodians and were thus regarded as alien 
heathens [56]. On the other hand, Jem’ formed a 
group of people who threatened the land of Nov-
gorod but who were also rich enough to be targets 
of robbery raids. According to the Novgorodian 
chronicles, 400 men of Jem’ attacked against Nov-
gorod in 1142 and this story is repeated in the 16th 
century Muscovite texts, too, but otherwise the 
sources do not deliver any information concerning 
the society of the Jem’ [57]. 

According the Vladimir-Suzdal and Moscow 
chronicles, Prince Alexandr Nevskij attacked Jem’ 
in winter 1256 with the Suzdalians and took prison-
ers [58]. Although the Suzdalians are recorded also 
elsewhere in the troops of Novgorod [59], they 
hardly went to western Finland. The wording im-
plies, however, that jem’ were not simply heathen 
people beyond the sea but dangerous western ene-
mies against whom Grand Prince must go with large 
troops and against whom the whole Rus’ had a mis-
sion. This well suits the late medieval mission of the 
Muscovite rulers and might be the reason for this 
historiographic stress. 

First, the raids of Jem’ were separated from the 
raids of Swedes (svei, varjaži) [60] and of foreign-
ers (nemci) [61], but later Jem’ were already allied 
with western enemies of Rus’ like at River Neva in 
1240 and at River Narva in 1256. The change re-
flects the start of the Swedish state formation in 
eastern Fennoscandia although the stories may be 
better hagiographic than historical [62]. 

The First Sofian chronicle and Muscovite 
chronicles call the raid of Prince Aleksandr to 
Southern Finland, 1256, a raid «na svejskuju zemlju 
i na čjud’». Although the chroniclers have mixed 
together proceedings in Balticum, Finland and 
Ingermanland, this is the first time when the prob-
able living area of Jem’ (called here čjud’) has been 
described as a part of the land of Swedes [63]. Or-
ganized western power has entered the area of west-
ern Finnish inland and founded a castle in the mid-
dle of the 13th century, but the people of Jem’ re-
mained outside of the centre as objects of the Swed-
ish taxation [64]. A little later the «jemskaja zemlja» 
were mentioned and finally in the early 14th cen-
tury, Novgorodian texts started to speak about the 
area as «nemeckaja» and about the representatives 
of the power as «nemci» [65]. 

The separation of Swedes from Jem’ corres-
ponding to townsmen and rural population reflects 
the division of power. The Jem’ may have paid tri-
bute to Swedes but were not considered as a part of 
their power structure. The concept of Jem’ disap-
pears from the Russian sources soon after the con-
clusion of the peace of Nöteborg in 1323, showing 
that Swedes were from now on able to implement 

their permanent power in Western Finland (Häme, 
Savo, western part of the Carelian Isthmus). The 
only later evidence of using the concept of Jem’ is 
the odd statement of N4L in 1496 that Prince Ivan 
Vasilevič attacked «gamskoju zemlju». This event is 
separated from Ivan’s raid to Viborg earlier in the 
same year [66]. What was the reason for the reuse 
of this concept? 

Although many later texts, like Rogoskij chron-
icle, do not use the concept of Jem’ [67], the 16th-
century imperial political manifestation Stepennaja 
Kniga describes how «Jem’» belonged to the sub-
jects of Vladimir Svjatoslavič in the late-10th cen-
tury, how Jaroslav Vsevolodovič launched a raid 
against Jem’ in 1220s, how Vsevolod Mstislavič 
was victorious over Jem’ in 1142, and how there 
were also Jem’ participating in the battle of Neva in 
1240, too. Scribes knew old texts and the concept of 
Jem’ suited well the 16th century Muscovite diplo-
matic reclaims concerning the provinces which 
were surrendered in the treaty of Nöteborg to the 
Swedes [68]. 

E. SUM’ 

«Sum’» are mentioned as a tribe in three entries 
of N1L and S1L. Rogoskij chronicle and Lauren-
tinian chronicle do not use the concept in the same 
stories. Simeonov-chronicle, Voskresenskaja-
chronicle, Nikon-chronicle and Stepennaja Kniga 
mention the term in connection with the battle of 
Neva in 1240 [69]. N4L records the tribe «soum’» 
and Sokraščennyj Novgorodskij letopisec (spisok 
N. K. Nikol'skago) the tribe «sim» at River Narva 
in 1256 [70].  

The Sum’ were allies of Swedes in the stories of 
Neva and Narva [71]. More important is the story of 
the year 1318. Novgorodians attacked across the sea 
to River Polna, occupied the town Ljuderev and 
returned home. The town belonged to the prince and 
bishop of Sum’ [72]. While S1L calls Ljuderev «go-
rod sum’skogo mesterja i biskupl’» [73], N4L tells 
how Novgorodians attacked «za more» to the River 
Polna and conquered two towns: Ljuderev and 
Piskupl’. The inhabitants were nemci (not sum’) 
and they were killed during the raid [74].  

The hard facts of the story are the names of the 
towns, Ljuderev and Piskupl’, the River Polna and 
the notion that the people sum’/nemci were living 
«za more», i. e., beyond the Baltic Sea. The Sum’ 
were living in towns and formed an organized 
Christian society mastered by a prince/"meister" 
and bishop. The variation of the ethnic names refers 
to the proceeding of the Christian state formation. 
The name of the town Piskupl’ of N4L is derived 
from the Swedish word «biskop» or German «Bi-
schof» (Bishop) and the concept «mester’» from 
German «Meister» [75]. 

The south-western part of Finland is called 
Finland Proper, in Finnish «suomi». The origin of 
the the concept «suomi» is unclear but looks like 
similair to «sum’». The traditional centre of the area 
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of Finland Proper is Turku, a permanent episcopal 
see since 1270s. Commander of the castle of Turku 
was Lyder van Kyr(e)n in 1318 and the scholarly 
tradition has connected the name of the town Ljud-
erev with his first name [76]. There was also an 
episcopal castle near Turku in Kuusisto which was 
built using stone in the beginning of the 14th century 
by Bishop Rangvald [77]. 

River Polna has been identified with River Aura 
which is running through Turku. Lehrberg ex-
plained the name as a translation from the Finnish 
name of the River Aura, which is according to him 
avara = polnyj. Although the philological explana-
tion is unprofessional, the identification with River 
Aura is possible, because the name has been used 
also in one late Hanseatic document. On the other 
hand, «Polna» was in every-day use in old Russia 
for big rivers, and rivers with this name are known 
elsewhere, too [78]. 

The timing of the Novgorodian attack fits well 
with the sack of Turku by «rutheni» which is re-
corded in the late medieval «chronicle of Bi-
shops» [79]. «The prince» of the text may have 
been «the Duke of Finland» Valdemar Magnusson, 
the younger brother of king Birger Magnusson of 
Sweden, although he was already murdered with his 
brother Eric in the early part of 1318 [80]. 

It is, however, difficult to believe that the Nov-
gorodian sources had not known the right names of 
the most famous centres of Western Finland. It is 
also confusing that the sources suddenly speak 
about the people of Sum’, their organized Christian 
society, the prince and bishop of Sum’ which never 
happens in connection with Häme or Karelia and 
with the inhabitants of these areas in these years. 
Novgorodians were also active in Eastern Finland in 
the beginning of the 14th century and have more 
than enough problems elsewhere, too. Under these 
circumstances, it is highly improbable that Nov-
gorod had launched a sudden raid to the totally new 
western area. The «chronicle of Bishops» is a prob-
lematic source, too, because it is actually a text of 
the 16th century and its so-called fragment of Palm-
skiöld only from the late 15th century, and this was 
already the period of Swedish-Russian controver-
sies. Possibly the author has «re-evaluated» some 
raids of pirates against Turku especially because the 
word of «rutheni» used in the chronicle was not an 
established concept for Novgorodians or Russians 
in the 14th century. 

The River Polna decribes the border between 
Sweden and Muscovy in the map of Anton Wied 
and Ivan Ljackij made in Vilnius between 1542 and 
1555 [81]. The border river Polna is present in the 
all-European maps after the cosmographia of Sebas-
tian Münster and the Theatrum Orbis Terrarum of 
Abraham Ortelius [82]. According to the early-15th 
century fictitious testament of King Magnus Erics-
son, a monastery of Saviour was situated on the 
shores of River Polna. The monastery has later been 
identified as the Valaam-monastery of Lake Ladoga. 
Finally, Kyösti Julku has identified River Polna with 

River Näätämö running to Arctic Ocean in Lappland 
and Heikki Kirkinen with Bömelfjordh near Bergen 
in Norway [83]. 

Although the border river Polna of the maps is a 
typical imagination of early modern cartographers, 
it has connections to reality, too. The western end of 
River Vuoksi «Suomenvedenpohja» formed a con-
nection between Lake Saimaa and the Gulf of Vi-
borg. It was navigable still in the 16th century; the 
Saimaa area forms a chain of lakes and rivers to the 
Arctic Ocean, and has been used as a communica-
tion route from times immemorial [84]. 

The story of the raid of 1318 can be connected to 
the area of Viborg in other ways, too. There is 
toponymic and other evidence concerning the early 
relations between (Varsinais-)Suomi and Gulf of Vi-
borg, starting from the name of river Suomenveden-
pohja which contains the prefix sum’ [85]. The well 
recorded military activity in the region of Viborg in 
these years also fits well with the story of 1318, while 
there is no other evidence concerning expeditions 
from western Finland, and the names of the chronicle 
text are neither impossible in the connection with Vi-
borg since it was also a Swedish royal castle and our 
real knowledge about the visits and travels of military 
leaders and bishops are most scarce. 

«Suomi/sum’» names are present in Balticum, 
too. The Estonian island Saarenmaa (Osel/Ösel) is 
called in the Latvian language Sāmusala which is 
derived from «Suomensalo» (island of 
Suom/sum) [86]. It is not possible to exclude this 
region from the story of the raid in 1318 either, be-
cause it was «beyond the sea» from Novgorod and 
nemci were living there, archbishop of Riga Albert 
founded an episcopal see of Saarenmaa (Ösel-Wiek) 
in Lihula (Leal) in 1228 and German knights had 
been present with their «meiser» in Ösel since 1234. 
River Polna is possible to identify with straits, 
sounds and rivers of the area [87]. 

F. KORELA  

According to PVL Korela belonged to the peoples 
of Japheth like jem’ and čjud’ [88]. The first real 
historical record of Korela is the story of the year 
1143 [89]. Korela were like Vod’ [90] and 
Ižerjany [91] not a part of the realm of Novgorod, 
while ladožany [92] had closer relations to Novgo-
rod. Soon Korela were, however, allied with Nov-
gorod against Jem’, Nemci and Svei [93]. The status 
of Korela was still long labile. The Prince of Nov-
gorod planned a raid against Korela in 1269, but at 
the same time Korela also had internal troubles with 
Novogorodians, Pskovians, Ladogans, Ižori and 
Vod’ concerning their mutual relation. Sometimes 
Korela was included in treaties between Novgorod 
and Hansa, like in 1262, but at the same Novgorod 
could not totally guarantee the security of the trade 
in Carelian Isthmus [94]. 

The relations of the areas around Lake Ladoga 
with Novgorod became closer after the 1270s. Prince 
Dimitrij Aleksandrovič occupied Korela in 1278 and 



North-Western «Others» in Medieval Rus’ian Chronicles 47 
 
the area was taken under permanent Novgorodian 
rule during the early years of the 14th century [95].  

Traditional studies have argued about the early 
independent status of Karelia, while being unable 
to understand that such an independent status did 
not exist in the medieval world [96]. It is more es-
sential that Korela becomes a bigger issue in later 
texts than it was in earlier ones. According to the 
Nikon-chronicle, Aleksandr Nevskij fought «s ko-
rel'e/s koreloju» and even the monastery of Valaam 
existed in 1240 (in fact it was founded in the early 
15th century), and the Laurentinian text, which is 
actually the most ancient physical manuscript of 
the chronicles, praises the Baptism of Korela by 
the prince Jaroslav Vsevolodovič in 1227 [97]. 
Correspondingly, the concepts Sum’ and Jem’ un-
derwent a new popularity in the 16th century Mus-
covite texts. 

The territorialization and nation building of 
Muscovy and Sweden started in the 15th century and 
were soon visible in the historiography on both 
sides. The early role of the old realm was empha-
sized in peripheral territories, and thus, the old texts 
were reviewed. Such an interpolation is most 
probably the story of the Karelian Baptism of 1227 
and the idea of Stepennaja Kniga that Karelians 
paid taxes from now onwards to Rus’ [98]. An ob-
scure issue is also the expansion of the Nov-
gorodian/Karelian trade and administration to the 
northern areas before the 15th century, despite the 
opinion of traditional literature [99]. 

After the conquest of Novgorod in 1471/1478, 
Muscovy came into direct contact with Sweden and a 
became a partner in regular peace negotiations from 
1482; in the same time the Muscovite diplomacy 
took up the treaty of the year 1323 as a permanent 
argument for the defence of the border line against 
the expansion of Swedish taxation to the east [100]. 
The increasing interest of the 16th-century Muscovite 
historiography with the peace treaty of Nöteborg re-
flects the same fact [101]. The new situation is also 
clearly visible in the emphasis of the crusade of King 
Magnus Ericsson to Neva and in the interpolation of 
the fictitious testament of the King to the chronicles 
after the late-15th century [102]. 

The word Korela differs from the other con-
cepts of our study because it was used also by the 
medieval western sources [103]. In connection 
with the noun Korela the verb is used in the plural 
which indicates that the authors spoke about inha-
bitants [104]. The use of the plural form «Koreli» 
differs from the concept of Jem’ and Sum’ and re-
sembles the use of words čjudi and vožani. Proba-
bly Koreli were considered as individual people 
with whom Novgorodians were in regular contact 
and whom they knew fairly well. Perhaps Koreli 
were «not very much other». 

There was a town (gorodok) and townsmen 
(gorodčanin) in «Korela» who were «Korela» and 
«Rusi» [105]. «Korela» were living also in the area 
of Viborg which was called «korela nemečkaja» like 
the town Viborg was a town of Nemci after the late 

13th century, because it was founded by Svei [106]. 
This reflects the approach of the foreign power as a 
superstructure and a starting of foreign state building. 
The case resembles the description of Vanaja in 1311. 

Thus Korela means people, town, as well as a 
geographic area, where superstructures were Swed-
ish and Novgorodian, but the local population was 
Finnic [107]. The Korela could be taken as prison-
ers, i.e., slaves, too. According to some chronicles, 
prisoners were taken from the eastern part of Korela 
in 1277/1278 as well, but this is not sure [108]. 

The geographical location of Korela is rather 
precise, although exceptions can be found. Accord-
ing to the short life story of St. Stephen of Perm’, 
Korela were living in Perm' [109]. Some western 
sources place Karelia on the southern coast of the 
Finnish Gulf, too [110]. 

Nemci could reach Korela by boat via River 
Neva and Lake Ladoga [111]. When Svei attacked, 
they divided the troops, and half of them went to 
Korela while the rest to Ižora [112]. The shores of 
the River Neva did not usually belong to korel’skaja 
zemlja [113], although Nikon chronicle once speaks 
about «grad Orehov korel’skij» [114]. There was a 
conceptual difference in the eyes of Novgorodians 
between the eastern end of the Gulf of Finland and 
Western Finland, too. Although Vanaja (Häme) be-
longed to «nemeč’kaja zemlja», the Swedes 
founded their castle of Viborg in «korel’skaja zem-
lja» in 1293, according to N1L [115]. 

 «Kobyličkaja korila» as well as «korela 
semidesjackaja» belonged to the realm of Novgo-
rod [116]. According to Heikki Kirkinen, the previ-
ous concept refers to the South-Eastern Carelian 
isthmus while Svetlana Kočkurkina speaks about 
the region of Toksova and also the area of Savo 
(South-Eastern Finland. According to John Lind 
«korela semidesjackaja» can be placed at the shores 
of the rivers Okhta and Saja and in the regions of 
Keltto, Rautu, Kuivas and Korpiselkä [117].  

Kirkinen has placed «Korela semidesjackaja» in 
Northern Ostrobotnia, at the shores of the Botnic 
Gulf, but the theory has not, however, any direct 
support in sources. According to Kočkurkina, the 
concept could have meant also the eastern coast of 
Lake Saimaa [118]. 

Indeed, sources use concepts of Jemskaja, Ko-
relskaja, Vodskaja and Cjudskaja zemlja. The lack 
of sumskaja zemlja might depend on the fact that 
this name is mentioned only three times. All the 
expressions belong to later periods. The use of the 
concepts excludes the people in concern outside of 
the Novgorodskaja zemlja as some kind of foreign-
ers although Vod’ and Koreli clearly belonged to the 
Novgorodian realm (vlast’, volost’) and not to the 
«digital other people». Zemlja is also referring to 
the fact that Novgorodians considered them as a 
unit in a certain geographic direction. The Nov-
gorodians used the expressions more in the sense of 
population than as territorial names, because the 
predicate verbs are in plural form in the connections 
of the concepts [119]. 
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G. MISSING SÁMI 

The Finnic speaking population of the European 
arctic and subartic area are called Lapps or Sámi. 
The Novgorodians had economical contacts with 
Kola, Finmarken, Lapland and Norrland in the age 
of the Vikings [120]. For the first time, according to 
my knowledge, Russian sources refer to «Lopari» or 
«Lop’» in the žitie of Lazarij of Murom, who was 
opposed by «lopjane i čud’» in the 14th century 
Dvina. The text is much younger [121]. The «Lo-
pari» and «Lop’» were recorded regularly in the tax 
books of the area from the 16th century on-
wards [122]. 

The lack of the concept in old chronicles does 
not mean that the Novgorodians had not faced Sámi 
speakers. As said, they had economic contacts with 
them and the Novgorodians used even Sámi based 
concepts like the word «čjud’». They did not, how-
ever, make any difference between Sámi speakers 
and other Finnic forest dwellers but used for them 
all the above mentioned concepts. In fact, the same 
phenomenon is visible in the western sources, too, 
which, on the contrary, use the concept of Lapp for 
all forest dwellers including the proper Finns [123]. 
This state of affairs underlines only two aspects. 
First, the language was not important for the identi-
fication of people. Secondly, the forest dwellers 
were simply odd, foreign people from the perspec-
tive of the Novgorodians. 

H. ALIENS 

Russian sources record also Svei, Varjaži, Nemci 
and Gosti in the north-western territories. Gosti 
were Novgorodian and foreign merchants, who had 
connections outside of Novgorod, but the concept is 
not used very often [124]. 

Nemci were at first foreign merchants [125], but 
soon the concept refers to foreign knights against 
whom Novgorodians were fighting, too. Nemci 
were allied with čjud’ and they were the enemies of 
Rus’ in the battle of Lake Peipus [126]. On the other 
hand, many Nemci come to Riga in 1237 and to-
gether with the locals attacked  the heathen Lithua-
nia [127], but Nemci were also the soldiers in Vana-
ja [128]. The concept «zemlja nemečkaja» is used 
as well [129]. Thus the term Nemci covers German 
knights, Swedes as well as the Baltic area. 

Varjaži is an old term for varangians and Vik-
ings as well as for the Latin Church [130]. In the 
Novgorodian material it is used for foreign mer-
chants, too. Varjaži is like the word gosti but with-
out any reference to Novgorodian merchants [131]. 
A clear exception is the use of the concept for Latin 
crusaders in the story about the sack of Constanti-
nople 1204 [132].  

Pirates are called in western sources sometimes 
curones. Although PVL records Kors’, Ljub’, Zime-
gola and Letgola which have been identified with 
these «Kurians», the Novgorodian and other Rus-
sian chronicles do not use the expressions in the 

north. Perhaps the Curones were called Nemci or 
Svei as well, like we know that Vitalian pirates were 
called Nemci in 1392 [133]. 

Svei were pirates and other foreign enemies 
who came beyond the sea and attacked against 
Novgorod [134]. After the late-13th century a clear 
difference between Svei and Nemci disappears, as 
far as it concerns the areas of the Gulf of Finland 
and Carelia. While Trund and his men who went 
against Neva and Carelia in 1284 and the inhabi-
tants of the town Vanaja were Nemci, the conque-
rors of Western Karelia in 1290s were Svei [135]. 
The castle of Viborg was in 1294 a «gorod sveiskij» 
but already in 1322 a «gorod nemečkij» for the 
same chronicle [136].  

According to the Novgorodian texts, Svei at-
tacked in the first years of the 14th century against 
Neva, brought their allies «from Rome, from Pope» 
and built a town at River Okhta [137]. In southern 
texts the concept of nemci is used in these proceed-
ings, or like in Voskresenskaja chronicle «priidoša 
iz zamoria nemci svejskie» [138], and king Magnus 
Ericsson who made a crusade to Neva in 1348–1350 
was also «korol’ nemec’sky», according to the Tri-
nity chronicle [139]. The manner of the Muscovite 
texts from the late-15th century on to call King 
Magnus in 1348 as «korol’ sveiskii» reflects the 
new relations between Muscovy and Sweden [140]. 
The treaty of Nöteborg 1323 was concluded be-
tween the prince of Rus’, Novgorod and the King of 
Sweden. Therefore, in the connection of the peace 
treaty the sources use the concept of Svei [141]. The 
idea to call the realm of the King of Sweden and his 
representatives as Svei and the unspecified foreign-
ers as Nemci was established during the 14th century 
in Novgorodian first Chronicle [142].  

Murmane is recorded in some entries as allies of 
western enemies. Svei attacked with Jem’, Sum’ 
and Murmane to River Neva, while at River Narva 
Murmane were connected to Sum’ as well as to 
«land of didman», 1240 [143]. The word «murman» 
derives from «norman» [144]. «Murmanskoe more» 
had the meaning of the Arctic Ocean and «Mur-
manskij bereg» the shore of the Ocean from the 
mouth of White Sea to the Norwegian border. The 
Novgorodians had connections to Finnmarken 
which may explain the use of the expression, but the 
participation of real Norwegians in the proceedings 
is, of course, another issue [145]. 

The texts speak about «aliens» in plural. The 
explanations may vary, however, and all groups did 
not form similar unspecified unknown entities. 
Nemci and Varjaži were heterogeneous and indefi-
nite foreigners while Gosti individual merchants 
and Svei, Ljahi and Greki well known neighbors. 

One cannot make any ethnic differences be-
tween Swedes, Danes, Norwegians and Germans 
like today. All the expressions refer to living forms 
or activities, relation to sea, to position in power 
structures and only slightly and unspecified as to 
geographical direction [146]. National labels of me-
chants should also be avoided. Hansa was a German 
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national movement, and Vikings exclusively Scan-
dinavians only in the imagination of the 19th century 
literature. The clear difference between Vikings and 
Hansa merchants is a later simplification, too [147]. 

I. RUS’ 

Traditionally, Novogod is a part of Russia, but the 
concept of Rus’ and the relation of Novgorod to 
Rus’ is complicated in medieval sources. «Episkop’ 
i kup’ce i sly novgorod’skyja ne puščahu iz rusi, - - 
- - -» [148]. A couple of years later, in 1145: «- - - 
hodiša vsja russka zemlja na Galic’ - - - hodiša že i 
iz Novgoroda pomoč’e» [149] and in 1146: «Pres-
tavisja v rusi Vsevolod’.» [150]  

These kinds of expressions are a standard in the 
Novgorodian sources. It looks like that Novgorodi-
ans did not count themselves to be a part of Rus’. 
Rus’ was outside of Novgorod like the area of čjud’: 
in 1149: «Ide arhiepiskop novgorod’skyj Nifont v 
rus’ pozvan’ Izjaslavom’» [151], in 1165: «V to že 
leto hodi igumen Dionisii s ljubov’ju v rus’» [152], 
in 1179: «Tgda že novgorod’ci poslašasja po brata 
ego po M’stislava v rus’ - - -; a na zimu ide 
M’stislav s novgorod’ci na čjud’ - - -.» [153] and in 
1180: «I poslaša novgorod’ci k Svjatoslavu v rus’ 
po syn, - - -  Tom že lete - - - ide knjaz’ Svjatoslav 
Vsevolodic’- - - iz rusi na Suždal’ - - -.» [154]. In 
the last sentence the word Rus’ refers only to Kiev 
because also Suzdal’ was outside of it. The concept 
of Rus’ is used in this way elsewhere, too, but ex-
clusively in connection with the Grand Prince and 
Metropolitan [155]. 

The concept Rus’ is not used in this way in 
chronicles which are from areas other than Novgo-
rod, e.g., the Laurentinian text. Firstly, russkaja 
zemlja or Rus’ is used very seldom. The geographi-
cal definitions are made basically with assistance of 
names of towns. When Rus’ is used, it is a general 
concept in the meaning of we/us without any aspect 
of alienness. The aliens in Laurentinian text are, of 
course, different than in Novgorod, mainly «Ugry» 
(Hungarians) and «Ljahi» (Poles) [156]. 

The concept of Rus’ is a singular collective 
word, too. As said above, this kind of expressions 
were used mainly for foreign, unknown groups of 
people. This fact is very striking, e.g., in the PVL-
story about the foundation of the realm of Rurik in 
862. All Slavic tribes and townsmen are in plural 
forms but non-Slavic tribes and the concept Rus’ in 
singular collective forms [157]. One should remark, 
however, that sometimes a plural expression «rusi» 
was used or individual one «rusin», too [158]. 

J. RELIGIOUS OTHER 

Modern scholars speak about the Novgorodian ac-
tivity in the north also as a Christian Mission. The 
descriptions concerning the 14th century expansion 
of the Latin Church, the influence of the pope and 
Rome and the Western threat can be found in the 
later Muscovite chronicles [159]. Interestingly, the 

raids until the early 14th century wars are mostly 
skipped in these texts with some short sentencens. 
E.g., the famous story of the year 1227 when 
«Prince Jaroslav Vsevolodovič baptisted very many 
Karelians almost all people» is recorded only in the 
Laurentinian chronicle [160]. Because Muscovy 
invested itself in the role of the defender of All-Rus’ 
against the foreign religious threat and built its 
power on the religious legitimization since the 14th 
century, the Orthodox mission was increasingly 
emphasized in the Muscovite historiography after 
the early 15th century [161]. 

The Novgorodian texts, of course, noticed the 
religious matters, e.g., the participation of bishops 
in raids but religious missions were not an issue in 
early texts [162]. According to the traditional litera-
ture, the reason was the liberal attitude of the Nov-
gorod administration towards local institutions and 
original religion [163]. This view is supported by 
the criticism of Henry of Livonia against the lazi-
ness of Novgorodians in religious matters [164]. 

The Novgorod texts do not consider western ar-
eas as a Pagan land. The concept for total alien be-
ings «jazyč’nik» is never used for Swedes, Germans 
or other «Latins». Instead of this the concept «po-
ganyj» («dirty», «pagan») and the word 
«bezbož’nyj» («godless») is used especially for Li-
thuanians.  The Lithuanian Prince Algirdas was 
«bezbož’nyj», and the crusade and crusaders against 
Pskov are called «napadenie bezbož’nyh latin» and 
«poganaja latyna» [165]. 

 The religious other is hidden in tribal terminol-
ogy, too. A part of the inhabitants of the town of 
Korela was not regarded as Christians. The term 
«Rus’» might be equal to the expression of Chris-
tians in this connection and the Pagans referred 
most probably to the Finnic population called «Ko-
rela». This same use of the concept Rus’ can be 
found in the story about St. Stephen of Perm’ and 
his relation to the local Permians. A Novgorodian 
chronicle text tells about the uprising of 1337: 
«Townspeople killed Rus’ from Novgorod and mer-
chants from Ladoga and other Christians in Korela 
and escaped to the town of foreigners (Viborg) and 
killed there Christians, too» [166]. 

Similarly, the paganism is connected with 
Mordvians in the late antivita of Patriarch Nikon, 
St. Sergej was opposed in Valaam by (Pagan) Kare-
lians, and angry (heathen) Lapps and Finns tried to, 
expel St. Lazarij of Murom from his island in 
Onega. Arsenij Konevskij faced also (heathen) Ka-
relians who venerated a stone on his island of 
Konev [167]. 

In some earlier Novgorod stories the same tribal 
division is visible in a religious distinction, too. Jan 
Vyšatič went to Beloozero and collected tributes in 
1071. According to the text, locals were terrorised 
during a famine by sorcerers whom Jan finally exe-
cuted. In the chronicle entry of the same year, there 
is a story about a sorcerer and uprising in Nov-
gorod, too. People aimed to kill Bishop Feodor who 
declared that those who believed in the sorcerer 
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must join with him and those who believed in Holy 
Cross must join with him. Bishop, Prince and his 
men were on one side, but the common people on 
the other side. Finally Prince Gleb Svjatoslavič 
slaughtered the sorcerer [168]. 

The third story about the sorcery in PVL de-
scribes the situation in the periphery. A Novgorodian 
visited the land of the čud’ and met a soothsayer, 
while he was searching for Shamanistic services. The 
soothsayer did not succeed, however, because the 
ghosts were frightened by the Baptismal Cross of the 
Novgorodian. The division between «us» and 
«other» follows here the religious border but is de-
scribed with a tribal concept, too [169]. 

When Archbishop Makarij sent priest Elijah 
with warriors to Carelia in 1534, to destroy the hea-
then «čud’ian» cult places, «the elder people did not 
dare to join the mission because they were fright-
ened that the Devil might kill them. But when Priest 
Elijah had shown a miracle that after the holy water 
was spread, the Devil lost his case; the people 
joined with him with a joy and started to destroy the 
old sacred places». Again the cultural and political 
border went along the religious border and the 
aliens were called with tribal names [170]. 

K. CONCLUSIONS 

The Novgorodian view concerning the political 
geography in early medieval eastern Fennoscandia 
differs from the traditional explanations. Swedes 
were those, who came from west by sea. Interna-
tional foreigners occupied towns and castles. Oth-
erwise, the terminology is varying from one case 

and time to another. The Novgorodians had neither 
dealt with the inhabitants of the area of eastern Fen-
noscandia like there had been an established tribal 
system with fixed areas and mutual relations, nor 
had they called the peoples with standard names. 
Generally, the level of information was not very 
high, which may reflect the less important position 
of the Eastern Fennoscandian area from the pers-
pective of the Novgorod society. The sources use 
some pseudoethnic names, because they had to call 
by some way the heterogenic populations which 
were connected to fur trade, tributes and fights. The 
core idea was, however, to note the otherness, and 
there are differences between the levels of the 
otherness from «total other» to «rather well-known 
people». A division between the allies of Swedes 
and Novgorodians started to form during the 14th 
century, when the territorialization of the roy-
al/princely power had proceeded far enough. 

The tribes and their identities became important 
only during the early modern period when the Swe-
dish Kingdom and Muscovy faced each other in 
every-day life. The formation of parishes and estab-
lishment of permanent taxation resulted in the late 
15th century in the need to identify the real territori-
al border and the inhabitants, who belong to each 
realm. The task of historians was to create the an-
cient legitimation roots for this political argumenta-
tion and thus was composed also stories about me-
dieval Karelians, Jem’s and Finns among all others, 
and their roles as allies of medieval realms. It is, 
however, no longer our obligation to believe these 
legitimization stories created by the nation building 
processes of the 16th –19th centuries. 
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