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DEFEMSIVE DEVERSE IN FINLAND - WILL IT WORE.
An analysis of Finland's security policy in the past present

ané future.

The small Nordic states, Denmark, Norway, Sweden and Finland,
have built their defenses based on national capacities to
Je2er war in the region and to withstand an attack on the
regprotive natiovsg' territories. Norway and Denmark belong to
the t"orth Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and expect
alitel reiniorcements in the event of war or as part of crisis
asnagemant. Sweden and Finland are iw.=autral nations. The
individual countries cannot expect to win a war against a
large, resourcaeful i1atiocn in the long run. They have to reily
on the way they proastec pelitical stability in the region, the
capacity of their cdcisnses to deter any attack, or, shoula
daterrence fail, the capacity {o withstand an enemy untii a

negotiated peace can be setileo

Finland's geographical piiition ie euch that the nation has
bsan & buffar bafwaen tha two allianctt HATO and the Warsaw
Pact (WP) thruoughuort Lthe Cold War pericd. Tha nation has
gradually built a da2f2ixe thau has heen succeesful aes a
decerrence. In the post Coid War =mra, this defeiise {5 not
Inagar ecfificiant to dany the use of Finnish territory for an
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in technology. Finland has to reds?®ine the role of its
Spiense force.. Thie is pa<iicularly true as Finland has

suclefsfuily colpleted nagotiating an agreamant tc join the




European Union. Pending the results of a referendum in late
fall 1994, Finland may ioin already in 1995. If so, Finland
can hardly be considered a nmeutral nation anymore and will
have to find new ways for {ts security policies. The
defensive defense of 3 neutral state may no ionger de the

desired solution in a new gecurity policy context.

The Republic of Finland is a small, prosperous state in the
northern part of Europe. Socially and politically the country
ie part ot the comssunity of Nordic States, which also includes
Denzark, Norway, Iceland and Sweden. Culturally and
ethnically, howevar, Finland is different from “hese
countries, with a urigue language and a unigue cultural
heritage. Finland has only been independent since 1917. From
the Middlie Ages tc 1608 tha country was part of the Kingdom of
Swaden, leading te the aegtablishcant of a Swedish speaking
cozaunity. In the Swedish - Russian war of 18us - 1809,
Finland was conquered by the Tsar, and became an Autonogous
Grand Duchy of the Russian Espire. With the cutbreak of the
Russian Revolution, Finland broke free, and on Dacember 6,
1917, Finlard's Declaration cof Indepandence was signed by the

Senate'.

Finland gained ({ts indepandence as a byproduct of the 1917

révolation. A bloody civil war followsd between the Whites

and the Rad, Without gignificant Soviet intervention, and
with scaa support from Germany, the White Forces won this war.
During thsa 19208 and 1930s Finland saw itcolf as tha cutpost

of Western civilixav:on and eade no secre. about its
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preparedness to fight its eastern neighbor’. The Winter War
(1939 - 1940) is an event that defines Finlaad'e history more
than any other evant in the nation's history. The nation,
divided in two by the gory <ivil war of 1918, was reunited in
oppesition toc the Soviet Union. Even the Finnish cocamunists
did not hesitate to fight the aggressor. As a result of the
war Stalin was rforced tc disband the Kuusinen puppet
government he had set up and accept a aegotiated peace with

Finland’.

In 1941 Finland again was at war with the Soviet Union. When
tha Germans attacked the Soviet Union in 1941, the Soviet
government saw Finland as a dangerous bridgehead and initiated
limited military operations. The Finns saw an opportunity to
regain territories lost undar the Winter War, cowiterattacked
and pushed the demarcation line deep into Soviet territory.
This war, which the Finrs call tha Continuation War, lasted
until 1944. Finland eventually ios* the raogaived terrain, but
escaped Soviet occupation by the signing of the Armistice in
September 19€4. “At the heart of Finland's survival lay
Finlend's determined defence, which prevented the 3oviat Union
from achieving a romplete victory with the forces available in
the northern theatre.*'
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ArZietice to the conclusion of the Finno-Soviet Frie~dship,
Co-operation and Hutual Asgistance Traaty (FUMA)! in April 1948

wag marked Iin Finland by an uncertainty over the futura of the




4
repub.ic. This tims of anxiety was designated “the years of
dange.® {Vaarar vucdet) by tha Finnish historian Lauri
Hyvamak: in thke title Of a book in 1954.’ During most of this
pariod, the country was supervised by an Alliead control
commigeion which consisted of both Soviet and British
representatives, bhut where the msain supervisory role was
overtaken by the Soviet representatives. The Commisgsion
gteyed in Finland until the signing of the Peace Treaty in
September 1947. In addition, the Finnigh Comsunist Party
managed, through the firgt post-war alections in March 1945,
to win 8ix sests in the govaernaant. The position of Minister
of Interior was particularly influential as he, Yrjo Leino,
controlled the vtegular police as well as the State Police.
The Finns ' fear of Soviet occupation increased with the
introgucticn of Soviet troops into Porkkala naval base,

locatad on.y 20 kilozeters west of Helsinki.

UnCarstandanly, the Fianish poilcy makers recognized the
dangere end scopted a vary cautious and careful policy vie-a-
vig tha Soviet Union. Ae Urho Kakkonen, later president in
Finland expressaed it in i943: "The proximity of a gresat power
to us, or our proximity to :¢, whicheve- way it s expresced,
is somathing weé can naver chasge. ' he z.e.orated tn 1937:
*The vital issue for the Finnielh pecple has alwayes bogn the
yalationchis with the zzstasn neighbour, irrespsciive of
uhoethar ite naxe has bsan Novgorod, Nuscovy, Russia or the
Soviet Union.* During thesa “years of danger® and since,

Finland's gecurity-political gituation can ba characterixed by
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four relatively immutable facts of life. Firstly, the
immsdiate proximity to tho Soviet Union, and now Russia.
Finland's border with Russia extends over 1,269 kilometers and
is only 150 ke from St. Petersburg. Proximity in itself may
not imply significance, but the subjective potential for
conflict was considerable during the Cold wWar. This was
basically due to the second fact-of-life; the previous
ideological differences betwean Finland and the USSR and a
lggacy of mistrust based on historical experience. Thirdly,
the imbalaznice in power batween the superpower the Soviet
Union, and aven now Russia, rd 8 small nation of approx 5
mill inhabitants. Finally, Finmlzad is militarily isolates.
Finland's exp~riencesa after indapendence and during both ware
have been that effective outside support or alliance partners
to vectify the Fenno-Soviet imbalance have not been within the

reales of posaibility.

Gn this basie, Fiunland's policy towards the Soviet
Unien/Russia has baen two-pronged. 14 has bDeen a policy of
reassurance and & policy of datervance. The Finnish
lesdarghip, issadiataly after the war, voluntariiy guaranteed
tha Soviet/Russian gacurity interests affecting Finlandg,
thereby removing the priaary Soviet motivaticn for occupying

thé country. ¥%his shift in Finland's staftice was carried out
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tha Soviet Unice in 1944, and Finland's presidsnt betwean 1946
and 1956. It was formally amdbodied in the Treaty of

Friendship, Co-operation and Mutual Assistance of 1948.
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Through tha tresty, Paasikivi essentially removed the ®ain
possibie justification for Soviei control over Finland.
Finland was reduced from a "need to have" objective to a "nice
to have®. The task for the Finnish leaders became to ensure
that the "need to have® objective never arose again, and
gsecondly to ensure that there would never be any opportunity
for the distinguished neighbor to satisfy its "nice to have”
interest at a low cost. Thus, to ensure that Finland's
military deterrent reksined credible against! the levels of
pressure sacondary interests could justify, also became a

political goal for the Finnigh leadership.

Soma knowledge of contents and the background for the FCMA
traaty is important to fully understand Finnish security
policy and the esxphasis on a non-provocative foreign policy
over the last 50 vears. In & letter to Paasikivi 22 February
1644, stalin proposed that Finland and the Soviet Union began
negotiating a traaty of friendship that would be based on the
treatiae the USSR had with Rumznia and Hungary. President
Pazsikivi confessed privately that he saw the note as being
aigad at the inclueion of Finland in tha Soviat Untion's
military gphare 0f influence as well as the institution of a
com@uniet govemsant (n Finland. The Fianish government
proapared s codiplete countei-proposal to Stalin’'s suggestions,
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eimilar trpaty to the Soviet-Rusanian or Soviet-Hungarian
treaties. Tud principle of reciprocity and the sutomatic

pechan:aa for initiating military co-oparatfon could not be




extanded to the Finnish treaty. In-addition, peacetime co-
operation batwean the Finnish and the Soviet armies could not
be accepted. To the surprise of tne Finnish delegation to the
negotiations, Molotov accepted the Finnish proposal as a
basis. The only major point of contention had to do with the
question of the initiation of the military co-operation. The
final text was settled in a compromise. The final Finnish-
Soviet treaty differed cubgtantialily from the treaties which
the USSR had concluded with Czechoslovakia, Poland, Rumania
and Hungary. While these trcaties recognized no territoriail
limitations on the application, the Finno-Soviet treaty
applied only in case of an attack through Finnish territory.
There were nc provisions that could require Finnish troops to
leave Finnish s0il in any circusstances. There was no
autceatic machaniss that would bring Finland and the Soviet
Union into military co-operation - the parties would negotiate
Gie thE plupde {CIpwasT. The l.gaty «-7 LTt hased on the
concept of joint defensive action. Instead {t stipulated that

the Soviet Union would provide assistance ‘only if necessary”.’

The Finnish interpretation of the treaty has been remarkably
likaral. Already Paasikivi claimed that the treaty did not in
any way change Finiand's foreign relations or duties. In
addition he claimed, disregérding the text of the treaty, that
or comsultaticong 1o beglin, ihw threatl of an attack
Bust be BUtyally establisbed. The Soviet Union was not vocal

about the differences batween Finntsh and Soviet

interpretations. The mcset i1mportant thing for the Soviet
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officials sseas to have been that a treaty had been signed

without ezcessive international attention.

The FCMA treaty has ezisted, with ssall alterations, up to the
demise of tha Soviet Union in 1992. All this time it has had
a sigeificant impact on both Finnish foreign policy as well as
defence policy. Although . treaty did not stop Finland from
becoaing a fol! mambar in the Nordic council, it war not
before the 1980s that the lack of Scviet interest resulted in
conspicuous changes in Finnish political life. Tne
congervative Coalition Party (Kokocomus), which had been kept
out of the government for twenty-one years dwe to Soviet
Gisapproval of its policies, won the electicn of 1987 and
forsad a new government with the sccial demccrarts, Finland
bacase a full mesbar of the Buropean Free Trade Assoriaticn
(EFTA) 1n 19383, and a meeber of ths Council of Burope in 1989.
It began to co-cperate in high tachnology with the European
Space Cagarnisgation and BEUREXKA. The Soviet tUntion let all this
happan without a hint of disapprovai.  The FUMA treaty and the
Parsie Pgace Treaty bave not gtopoad Finland from building up a
relatively strong erlitary defenze force either, as a

deterrant againet any &8ggressor.

Rowaevar, tha FCHA treaty has governed Finland's defences,
seCurily an€ foteign policy aiter the war. It haa baen
important for Finland to engure that tha Soviat Unien did not

perceéive & military thraat vie Finnish tarritory. Such a

parception wuld be a fuaction of two factors: The Soviet




(now Russia) p£. .eption of a military threat in the Nordic
area and the credibilitly or sirland’'s capacity to shiald the
Sovie’ Union frcom that “hieat. There is little Finland can do
t« .nflvence internatiosnal political and military developaents
affecting the Russian threat perception affecting Finland's
territcry. The purpose of one eliement 2f Finland's "active
foreign policy”™ has, however, been trying to assist 1n
reducing tensions in the Eurcopean region {n general! and
Ainimize their spill-over to the Nordic region. The second
varjable, involving the capacity of the defense forces to
shield Russia frca a perceived threat via Finland, has been
the key field of Finland's reassura c-e policy. For a nation
to remain neutral, it is igportant that 1t can d=aonstrate the
will to safeguard its territory so no threat can be perceived
by neighboring countries through i1ts territory Furthermore,
the country sust desonstrate a capability to safeguard the
Rarritory To demonstrate wili. Finland must provide both
formal guarantees and inforeal, psychological guarantees,
which affect both {coreign and doamestic policy. To Ssasonstrate
capability, Finland sust have & silitary capebiliity
guaranteseing that the country can prevent foreign transit of

1ts territory. This 15 Ihe t..x of the Defency ¥Forces.

Finland has &lopted a concept of Totil Defence. This (5 an
attagpl (o 3dopi a coEpiehagnsive securiiy posiure rhich
combinss military forces with a faisrly well-davelopad Civi!

Dafense structure and an attempt te link the civilian econoamy

a.d political infrastructure explicitiy in defense planning.
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Finland has also adopted an cverational doctrire of
territerial defense which s2es the protecticn of national
territory ag the chief security task for the arsed forces and
Civil Defense as protecting the civiitan population.  The
tarm Total Defense was adopted in Sweden already in the early
18508 in order to connote the ali-encompassing nature of
defense preparations in the sra of total war. In Austria the
term “‘cogprehensive national defence” was adopted in the 19%6(s
in order to avoid the negetive connctations of the term
"total”™ (such as totalitarian and total war' In Finland, the
term Total Defence was replaced 1n 1964 with “security policy’
for the same reasons. Sinc: to'nu, it has become an
agtablished pattern in Finiand ¢o divide gecurity opolicy into

foreign policy and defence policy.

Finland's econo®ic preparedness for a war is soaewhat luimited.
Original.ly very depaend=nt on the foirest i1ndustry for
employwent and revsnue, since wWorld war I the Finnish econcsy
has baccoee diversifiad, especially in the fields of msachine
building, ship construction and metal wOrRing. In the pericd
1944 - 1952, much of the national! economic sffort was devoted
to paying off the wa: reparations dazmanded by the Boviet
Union. These payments delayed Finland 3 econusmic tacovary and
even threarenadd to bankrupt the country. Ssnce the sucressliul

he Finnish ecunomy has baen capable
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of rapid expansion, ensuring a hig. standgasd of iiving and an
axtengive system of social services. although lagging sose S

- 10 years behin“ the econcamic devalopment :1n *he rast of thes
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Nordic countries. Economic defense is an extensive sec*ar of
national defense, including fields like industry, agricultural
production, fuel and power supply, foreign trade, labor as
well as transport and construction. The co-ordinating and
planning buody for the ahove fields is the Planning Board for
Defence Eccnomy under the Ministry of Trade and Industry.
Although Finland, largely as a consequance of the 1973 oil
crisis, hak attempted to establish a system fcor stockpiling
key resources like human and animal food, fuels and medicine,
it is quite cbvious that the measures taken are not
sufficient. Finland is among the most scarcely populated
countries in Surope. Distributed stockpiling of key
regources, and especially perishables or rescurces which have
to be cycled through the storage system, e.g. fuel, would
indeed be very uneconomical and hardly affordable. The
distribution system and the infrastructure of the lines
compunication have become fairly advanced with the iaproved
econofy in Finland over the past d@cades. This has led to a
reduction in local stockpiling, as in the neighboring
countries, Norway and Sweden. The iocai merchants in small
communities GO nOt any more store large volumes or quantities

of foodstuff et cetera. To counter the tandency of being

depandant of impoit of kay suppliesz from a limited nuwber of
countrivs, Finnish foreign econokic policy has been focusing
on developing increasingly diverse export markets and diverse
sources of supply. Finland does have some capacity to live
through a crisis of sc#e Aurstion. Abou“ one third of the

countIy’'s energy requiremnents can be satigsfied by means of
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domastic fuels and hydro-electy i~al powsar. The amount of
liquid fuels in various emerczacy etocks currasponds to
saveral months of normal consuspi;on. Agricultural production
is capable of satisfying nutriiionei needs during a prolonged
period of time. Becaure of the vulnerabil!l’.y of the linas of
coxmunication, Finland can, however, not count on sustaining a
war effort over an extended period of time. To some degree,
Finland could again be the victim of econvaical blackmail,
similar to what it egperienced in 1941, when Germany
controlled the Baltic Sea and Norway, the Soviet Union
prepared for a new offengive against Finland and Sweden
strived to remain neutral. Ir order to avoid starvation,
Finland had to accomamcdate Germany's wish Jor the Fianish

support of >»wracion Barbarossa.

The civii deferse ls gpecifically aimed at reducing the lcss
to the civiilan population by war c¢r other comparable events.
Civi) Defense (s kapt clearly distinct from armad nationa’
defenge. The Ministry of the Interior has the coverall
regpongibility for tue direction of the Civil Defense. At the
county adainistration lavel, the activities are ied by the
Couinty Governmants and at tha local level, by <hn
suaicipalitios. Undaer the Civil Dafense Aci, preparations
have baen asde to protect the population in ovrinciole
thronghout the entire country. The GCovermsent is responsiblae
for geinrsral protective measures, and (he aunicipalities for
those reqQuired in thel: raspactive areas. Shelters of various

kinds are raady for uge by & littic adre than two ajillion
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perecons (of a population of 5 will). Plans have been sade for
evacuatione with the intention to avoid the effect caused by a
conventional armg attack. Very litile has been done to avoia
the dangers of radicactive fall-out, except for radiation
control. Efforts have been made to enable the Civil Defense
to warn people of impending danger. The operation of the
alarm system {5 for instasnce lipked with the air surveillance
aystem. The various fire-extinguishing, rascue and firet aid
units operating in emergency situations, constitutes soae
100,000 persons. The total pergonnekl count in the Civil
Defanse proger is approximately 400,000. I1f number of
perscnnel engaged in the Dafence Information, in maintenance
of public crder and safety, in maintenance of comcunications
and i{n the aadical secvices were added, the number wounid grow
substantially. Finland has a fairly advanced civil defense
syetam, although it ig guite cbviocus it hag nox baen
constructad to ciunter the effects of nuclear war. This is
probebly partly due to aisconception of the fifties that
nuclear we8apons were only a more powerful conventional weapon,
partly dua to the Fianisgh balief in presidant Kekkonen's
fnjtiative irn the =a2arly sixties for a Nordic nuclear free scne
and partly due to the stated zolicy of the nuclear powars not
0 ues nuclear weapnns against any nation not possassing such

weapone or in alliance with natious with such weapong.

A particularly isportant issus in analyzing Finland's defense
reguireaents ie the guestion of what are the mosy likeoly

crises that the country might have to find. What kind of




14
threets ars thare, and how likely are they? In particuiar,
cTe *he moet probable crises of a manageable size, or are thay
s¢ overwhelming that Finland could rot do amuch about thea
anyway? How should the Finnish force structure be, given that
the crises are manageable? The widely accepted starting point
fcr miiiitary planning in the Nordic region is that the
potential threat to the area will most likely originate not
inside the region, but as a result of outside crises. A
Finnish defense report echoes this conclusion: "Any potential
nilitary threat against Finland is likely to be part of a

wider international crisis or armed conflict.""

Support for
this sharedé Nordic conclusion is found in the way the
wurround: .g strategic environaent is shaped. The main factors
affecting the mil‘tary situation in the High Rorth are
elepan.s in the global situation Datwean Russia on the cne
hand and ths United Steates and its allies on the other.
Alshough they are not specisically addressed to Finland the

sffect and coaplicate the dufense planning.

On this background, a et of rundawmantal taske have been
formuiated fcor *%u rFinnish wmililary forces and Lthe clemants Of
civilian defense. Thase tesgke are presumably oo integral part
of general Finnish foreign peolicy and ace subsumed under
eevas al fundasantal goals and objectives. The ganaral go~ s
are 33 follnwsa:

Ths preservation of thoe territorial integrity of Finland

in puscetime &nd in war.

- Danial of Finnigh territory tc any would-be aggressor
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whoge purpsse may focus on the subiugation of Finland
proper or on the utilization of Finnish land, s8ea or air
space for aggression &against third parties.

- Pregservaticn of the political, sociceconomic and legal
eystess of Finland.

In order to execute these fundamental tasks, the defense

forces and the political authu-sities immadiately responsible

for thea, have established a number of more specific

functions, the wost important of which are tha fellowing:

- Maintensace of the forces authorized under existing
treaties and proper training of parscanel.

- Production, procurezent and asintanance of equipaent
needed by the defense forces.

- Enhancesent of the population's support for the defense
effort and cdevelopaant of physical education and sports,
thersby improving the ability of all Finns to participate

in this national effort.'

Tha Finnish perception of the military threat to the nation
hat been divided in two differant schools of thought since the
Continuation War. Within the Finnish arsed gervicaes there
a@aorgad twoe approaches to the post war situvation. On the one
harnd thare was tha lins pursusad by Harshal Hannerheia
(President from 1944 to 1946) which euphasised co-operation
with tho Soviet Uniocn and the Control Comaission. This
aprroach can ba ters=sd the sodarnist defenge policy becsuse it
was pre2isod on fundamsatally new strategic thinking.” While

Finland had for centuries fought the Russians with passicn,
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the modernist view now recognized coamon ailitary interests
with the Soviet Union and therefore considered the Soviet
Uniocn as a military partner of Finland in the loose sense of
the term. On the other hand, there were officers who felt
less certain about Soviet's intentions and who, therefore,
continued to prepare counter-measures for the eventuality of a
Soviet occupation. This, at that tise, secretive defence
policy line, car be called the traditiocnalist line because of
its traditional attitude toward's Finlaud's strategic
si :atica. For its advocates, the Soviet Union was neither a
friand noz an ally, but a dangerocus potential adversary who
aight very well attempt to cccupy Finland, aven focllowing the
conclusion of an armistice. Despite the contradictory
approaches of the sodernists and the traditionalists, a
cartalin overlap existed, already at that time, between the two
dafence policy lines. The modarnists could not totally
ignore the possibility of a Seviet occupation. The mcdernist
line becase to & certain degree the declared policy for the
pregidents following Mennerheism as well. Under Paasikivi,
presidant frowm 1946 to 1956, the tendency was to live by the
slogan:* Do not teasze the baar.” It was genaerally bslieved
that Paasikivi had succiedsd in his attaxpt to creatae
relaticnes of mutual confidence betwssn Finland and the Soviet
Union and that ihe return of the Porkkola naval base in 1956
w88 a concrete exauple of the Soviet trust in Finlend's
forefign policy. The Piang did not pay attentiocn in public te
the overall changes in Soviet foreign policy and military

stratggy during this period of time. With the lack of
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allocation of funds to the Finnish military torces from 1944
to 1656, it {: highly unlikely¥ that the poorly funded forces
coculd have suddenly convinced the Scviet Union that the Finns
had the capabii.ties for a sufficient defence of their oun.
However, the incident leu to Paasikivi's first speech about
Finland's defence po'icy since 1948. His unilateral
pronounceansnts in this speech conceraing the FCMAR treaty
cannot be regarded ag realistic prescriptions for a possible
crisis situatica in tha Nordic regicon. They should be
regarded ae efforts to crsate an image of Finland as a state
whose defance policy wis not dictated solely by the
relationsuip with its eastern neighbor. The Soviet withdrawal
fro@ Porkkala naval base resulted in a change in Finlarnd's
low-profiie defence policy. As the prospects for neutrality
becase more realistic, defense spending was increased aodestly
and a dafensa policy with a plightly higher profile was

adopted.

The advent of Finnigh aeutrality coincided with the beginning
of Urho Kexkonen's paricd as president (President from 1958 to
19€1). His promdtion of neutrality could not, however, take
pleace at tha expense of Finland's ralations with the Soviet
Union. According to & statemant by VNekkonan in 1961, "the
better we succeed in wmintaining the confidence of the Soviet
Unicn in Finland aa a peaceful neighbor, the bhatter ocur
opportunities aere for a close co-oparatica with the countv - ias

of the Westorn world.*'
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In Xekkcnen's view, foreign policy was a far more izportant
activity than defense policy. Yet, oue of KekMhonen's earliest
conspicucus measures of international conseguence did include
the use of Finniah defenge forces. In 1256 Kekkonea decided
to send troops to Sue: ax part of the United Hations Emergency
“orca. This decision was based on a belief that sending
peacekeeping forces would be helpful in the promotion of the
idez of Finland's active policy of 1. trality, a policy that
aimad at making a positive contribution tc world peace. Since
the Sues crisis, Finland has been active a8s a participant in
UN peace kesping activities. Kekkonen's balief that Finland
could not defend itself against nuclear arms strengthened his
conviction that Finland had to eeek gsecurity through foreign
pelicy. This meant to scme degrae the promotion of Finland's
neutrality. Following Khruschev's inclusion of Finland in his
list of neutral states, Kekkonen began referring to the FINK

treaty as a legal basis for nautrality.

The sest sarious crisis in Finno-Soviet relatioas since the
1940y was what later has bean refeired to as the Note Crisis
in 1961. The npote, suggesting military conasultations batwean
Finland and tha Soviet Union, ha” its background in Boviet
rasctiong to iacroased MAIQ influence in the Hoodic region and
to the poor state of tha Pinnieh dafenco capabilities in the
face cof tho new ctrategic situation in the srea. The note
crieis finally convinced Kokkonan of tha nged of "a readinaess
& capedbility to repel violationz of neutrality.” In &

speech in Kouvale Decesber 28, 1961 he edded thst the defense
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forcas supported this policy by their =msre existence, but "the
=20rs eifective they are, the batter they can do it.*" Tha
most conspicuous step towards improving Finland's defense
posture was the growth in military purchasee. Up till now,
Finland's dofense had been structured largely to counter thes
traditionalist threat scenaric, & surprise attack with land
forces by an enemy which sought to improve its strategic
situation by occupying Finland. Such an attempt could turn
into a proionged war, for which Finland had tc bg p.apared.
(The Sgriet Union was never mentioned by name,even if it was
guite ocbviocus that no othar nation could poge such a threat).
Now, the defense capabilities against the modarnist threat
scanario of a Kestern aerial or naval attack were igpproved.
Aanng tha major purchases from ths Scviet Unicon were a few
MiG-15%2, a sguadron of the soet modarn version of XiG-21s and
two RIGA-class frigates. The army purchasas included long
range artillery znd a sxa2ll pumber of amphibious tanke. In
addition, a few dosen Swiss-made Hispano Suiza anti-aircraft
cannchs ware purchased and long-rangs redsr and Vigilante

&iti-tenk uies!les from Great Sritain.'

Fakkonsn reverted back to his view that foreigan policy was
#cre ixportant than silitary policy. It was not befere 1970
that ¢he cdefenss forces bagan to receive wore fuade at a
steady rate. Budgst allocatious wars stabiliged and loag tera
procurcsgnt planning was started. This coipcidad with an
cEple recognition in the wost of Finland as a neutral stats,

while Soviet bagen to witharaw its esrlier uncoanditional
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recognition of Finland's ngutrality. Kakkonen's (and the
Socicl Democratic Party's) acceptance of gtronger ¥Finnish
military capability graw together with the intensity of Soviet
criticisa levelled against Finnish neutrality. During tho
1970s the Finnish navy and air defenses were again uggraded -
this tise with Swedish Draken fighters, with AIM-9 waiveiies,
while long term plaas for iLhe improvensnt of tde Iy ware
agresad upon. The consegquences were quite dramacic:
expanditure on military procuresent i{ncreased froe: 1:6 mii:
FIH in 1970 to 1,990 mill FIM in 1988 (in real terms an
increasa of 250% coapared to the GNP)." The single domestic
factor that made the modest, but steady build-up pessible weas
the getting up of three Parlizmantary Defense Coamittees which
left their raports in 1971, 1976 and 1681. Thesa comaitteas
dafinegd Finland's foreign policy and the type of neutrality
Finland was to purgue, as well as the force structure Finland

cculd afford to pursue its political geals.

The 19808 and gerly 1990g ..ave in many ways besn tha
culmination of Finland's foreign policy efforts in tho post
war era. The nation continued to integrate itself into the
¥ast. An ipndication of this is the recent dacision to
purchase ¥-18 fighters froa the Unitad States of America.’
Ite zalaticns with the Soviet Union were dsprived cof most of
this secrecy and daualics io ths B0s. Constraints were re@oved
in Soastic public &adate. Tha Finnieh governacnt declared
unflaterally on 3agptékder 21, 1990 the® Finland no longer fels

codpelied to live by the stipulations ~* the 1547 Parie Peace
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Treaty.’' The FCMA treaty has been canceled in 1992 and
replaced with & Friendship Treaty with Russia,’’ and Finland

2ay beccae a waasber of the Buropean Union.

The Finniah doctrine for defease of the country has developed
in paraliel with the Gevelopasnis in foreign and defense
policy. Ome of the absclutes has been the stated intention tc
take advantage of the tcopography and the climate of the
country, which tha Finnigh pecple are quite able to do. Like
in the othaer Scandinavian countries, the Finns enjoy ocutdoor
life. Thay participate to a large dagree °‘n orienteering
during sumesrtiae and c¢rose country skiing during winter, not
necessarily as cosEpetitive participants, but they enjoy these
sports as 3 way of life. This makes the ¥inns able to survive
in bBarsh wirter conditions, and to uge thn topography to their
benefit. These abilitiaes becaaxd obvious advantages during the
two wars with the Soviet Union and have bean a basis for the

furthetr developmant of military doctrine.

Today's territorial defaence systak in Finland ise tha resuvit of
& gradual aevolucion since 1944, baczd on the lessons learnsd
in thoe war combinoed with snalyses of the intermaticnal
dsvelopmant of military techaoil gy and doctrine. The trand
ancng the planners hat bean tha constant effort to increase
the depih, mobility and endursnce of allitary operatioc:s.

Thie has bosn hampeirsd by the limited fumide i{nitially
available for tha dsfense forces. [t was recognised aiready

i tha ¢arly 195Cs that defensa in great depth was necessgary,
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but it was not until the 1970s that the necessary materiel for
such operaticns becaze avajilable and the territorial Cefense
strategy becaxs feasible. In tha period up to 1960 the
commaind structure bacame dacentralized and the brigade became
the basic ccabat formation to provide greater flexibility.
The strategy w&s based ocn an expanded version of the tactics
adopind in the final stages of the Continustion War and was
called Dafence Poeitions (defensive lines in a belt some ten
wa dserc). To compensate for the lack of operational mobility,
the terrain was exploited as far as possible. [t was
recognized that dafense must be carried out 1n far greater
depth, including active operations with greater offensive
aggressiveness. In this context the value of guerilla warfarce
and indepandent operations by saall units were increasiagly
agphasized. By the late 19505 the regular training of units
for such operatione began. During the 1960s limited
improvesants in the army's fighting aegquipment permitted a
deeper defense strategy., called the Defance Zone. This
consisted of two or more successive Defence Positions with a
total depth of scse 50 km. Within the xone, 3 smaller force,
eguipped with the most modern weapons and transport, cperated
dvnasically. In a genge, this systex, coabining aobile heavy
strike forcgs with a very la.sge nusber of relativaly immcbile
iight infantry, reprosants the esgence of todey's oparations,
though on & scch goallor acale with lessg waapons and using

ra prizitive tgctics.
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The territorial defense system today is based on the
regquirements identified by Finland's military strategy which
focuses on peacetime readiness, crisis ma2nagesent and national
defense. The poacetime readiness task is focusing on policing
viclations Finland's territory and maintaining readiness
against crisis or surprise attack. Crisis management {s based
G the possibility of an international or regional crisis
affecting Finland. For this purpose the Fast Deployeent
Forces has been developad. This organtzation consists of up
to 250,000 men, including 120,000 from the Air Force, Navy,
Frontier Guard and varicus surveillance and C'l networks, and
130,000 from the Army. It is characterized by rapid
aobilization, flexibie configuration and sustainability over
time. In the event of a full invasicn, the Katicnal Defence
Forces becoma the eost isportant ingtrusment of security
policy. If mobilization has not taken place, the pilitary
forces are divided intc Covering Forces, which are the rapidly
sobilizable forces, consisting of both Geaneral Forceg and
Leocal Forces, located in strategic areas along the froatier orx
inside the country. Thelr task 15 to cover the ful!l
wodilization of the reserve by protecting key centers and
delaying &n gventual eneay sdvancs intce the couniry. Once the
fuil wartime force has been mobilized, the Dafence Forces are
dividad into Ganeral and Local Forcew. This division t3 basad
on the quality of the troops and their egquipsent. The General
Forces overlap to a large degree with the Fast Deploysent

Forcea. The Local Forces are generally light infantry taaked
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with gusrilla warfare benind th2 euemy lines and light

infantry and guard duties in their own area.’’

Finland hag been successful in guarding its neutrality and
indspendence since Worléd War II. This can not be contributed
to Finland's defenge policy alone. it should be quite obvious
that the Soviet perception of the Finnish people as stubborn,
independent ond willing to fight for indapendence, is part of
the reason. bBut it has to be zdmitted that the relatively low
strategic value of Finland, especially after Soviet asined
control over the Baitic slates, must be part of the reason why
Finland has been left alona. NKevertheless, Finnish resolve
and will to fight has influenced and contributed to stability
in the northern region, partly due to its deterrent value and
partly due to skillful politics of the Finnigh leadership. In
Korway, 28 a part of HATO, thers has never been any doubt
abput Finland's wiil to defond !*e territory. In periocds,
howaver, the capacity to do so has been guestioned. Finland
hag v:ndicated the accoemodations it had to accept after world
War i1, and has become a nation totally free toc make its own,

{adependant chwices.

In the late 1980s and early 19905 it secame increasingly sore
cbvicus that tachnology had aurpaszed the type of defenses
sall naticns can afford. The air battlea of the 159! Juif
Kar is an eloguent eszample. The technological factor sxst be
defingd not simply in terms of military lethality, but also in

terms of the coaplex of econcmic capacity, industrial know-how
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end the competitive frontiers of research and developsent that
produce mrilitary tachnology. The operational characteristics
of contemporary conventional military techno)logy are changing
the meaning of the cacstrategic ané geopolitical environment
in which it must operate. inland i< cne of the countries
whose Cefense doctrine will mist likely be affected because
tht impurtation and acqguisition of high-tech equipment raise
foreign policy sensitivities in regard to dependence on otiher
nations.’’ This problem must have been very obvious to the
Fiupish decision makers when deciding to Purchase the American
F-18 fighter. It is also quite obvious that a nation like
Finland, with its limi%ted GNP, cannot afford to build a
defanse which denies low cbservables like stealth aircraft and
cruise Rigsilec, access to Finnish air space. The capability
of the Fianish dafense to defend Finland's territory against
transit ¢f such immense fire power, is becoming increasingly
more quastionabie for its neighbors. It is also obvious that
Finiand cannot defend itself against sir strikes with high
precision, conventiona weapong, supported electronic warfare,
without ovarspending on its miiitary defense. The ability of
& small nation to defend its neutrality has becose
gquestionable. Such an evaluation may have baen part of the
resagon why F‘nland has chosen to apply {or meambership in the
European Union. W®Within the EU, collective security in a
larger context is possibla. After Maastricht, the ultimate
geal for EU is to create the European Political Union {(EPU)
which aims to harmonize foreign policy interests of the member

nations and to give the community a veoice in international
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affaixss by establishing a coumon foreign and security policy.
This might inciude the evantual framing of a common defense

poiicy and in time lead to a coamon defense.

If Finiand's security can be guaranceed through EU some time
in the fature, it seeme that its main challenge will be to
find & satisfactory political and econrcaic position in
tocmorrow's Burop:. Because of Finland's geographic position
in tne northcrnmost corner of Burope, and its wait-and-see
tradition, the country may easily find itself lagging behind
the major economic and political develop@ents in Europe. But
being a late-comer will not be a threat to Finland's security.
Czution may indeed be a blessing. But Finland should not
forget a saying that has been contributed to Bismarck: Russia

i3 never an gtrong or 38 wWeak as it seams.
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