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INTRODUCTION

THE YEAR 2022 has been a tumultuous period for Euro-
pean security. Russia’s unprovoked assault on Ukraine
in February brought large-scale interstate warfare
- with its devastation and horrors - back to Europe.
The West has responded forcefully to the Russian in-
vasion by supporting Ukraine economically, supplying
it with weapons, and cutting Russia off from signifi-
cant parts of the international economy. For Finland,
the Russian aggression marked an external shock,'
which forced Helsinki to reconsider the very founda-
tions of Finnish foreign and security policy. Less than
three months after the outbreak of the war, on 17 May,
President Sauli Niinisto officially decided that Finland
would apply for NATO membership - a decision under-
pinned by a striking level of elite and public support.

Finland’s eventual NATO membership will inaugu-
rate a new era in Finnish foreign, security, and defence
policy. For the first time in its history, Finland will
become a member of a formalized military alliance.
Finland’s full integration into NATO’s military and
political structures will inevitably take time. Simi-
larly, the formation of Finnish NATO policy will be a
long process. Finland will duly begin to formulate its
alliance policy when the ratification process is con-
cluded and the country officially becomes a member
of the alliance. At the same time, the basic outlines of
Finland’s NATO policy will also be decisively shaped by
enduring factors such as Finland’s geostrategic loca-
tion, its defence model, the strength and capabilities
of its armed forces, as well as its foreign and security
policy objectives and traditions. These form the basis
on which Finland will build its approach towards, and
role in, NATO.

Crucially, Finland’s NATO policy will not only
be determined by national preferences, but also by
NATO’s existing policies and the views held by Finland’s
future allies. Helsinki has clearly expressed that upon
entering NATO, it wants to find solutions that optimize
Finland’s own defence as a part of NATO’s collective
defence, and that make sense both from the national
point of view and from the perspective of the whole
alliance.? In practice, the process of national policy for-
mulation will take place rather organically. As a NATO

1 See Hermann 1990.

2 Kivinen 2022.

member, Finland must express its views on the broad
array of issues that feature on the alliance’s agenda,
thus building its NATO policy and profile bit by bit.* In
the longer term, governmental programmes, as well as
foreign, security, and defence policy reports, will be
the key documents for setting Finland’s NATO-related
objectives.

This Finnish Foreign Policy Paper delves into Fin-
land’s emergent NATO policy, identifying and analysing
its underlying factors and rationales. In addition to trac-
ing the contours of Finland’s embryonic approach to-
wards alliance politics, the paper also aims to shed light
on the alliance Finland is joining, describing both the
evolution of, and recent trends in, several areas of NATO
activity and discussing what these mean for Finland.

To accomplish these objectives, the paper proceeds
as follows. The first chapter illustrates Finland’s path
to NATO, recounting how the country’s relationship
with the alliance has developed, and explaining why it
ended up applying for NATO membership. The second
chapter depicts how NATO itself is evolving, portray-
ing the alliance’s ongoing transformation that started
with Russia’s first invasion of Ukraine in 2014, and was
accelerated by Russia’s full-scale attack on Ukraine in
February 2022.

The third chapter spells out the fundamental
geostrategic factors that shape Finland’s objectives as
a NATO member. The fourth examines Finland’s stand-
points regarding NATO’s collective decision-mak-
ing, including its implications for the national deci-
sion-making process. In the subsequent chapters (5-11),
the paper introduces several defence policy and mili-
tary issues that Finland needs to take a stand on, and
which will affect Finnish security and defence policy.
The issues include NATO’s defence planning process
(Chapter 5); the evolution of the alliance’s command
and force structure (Chapter 6); NATO’s operational
planning (Chapter 7); the alliance’s peacetime collective
defence and deterrence missions (Chapter 8); NATO and
allied military exercises (Chapter 9); NATO’s nuclear
and missile defence policy (Chapter 10); and defence
cooperation with allies outside the alliance’s structures
(Chapter 11).

3 Niinist6 2022a.
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The paper continues by evaluating how - or
whether - NATO membership will impact Finnish for-
eign and security policy (Chapter 12), the country’s
views on the EU’s security and defence dimension
(Chapter 13), and its policy towards Russia (Chap-
ter 14). The final chapter explores how Finland views
NATO’s two additional core tasks: conflict prevention
and management, as well as cooperative security.

The analysis is based on extensive research material.
It not only taps into the existing literature on NATO,
transatlantic relations, and European security, but
also utilizes primary sources such as speeches, state-
ments, and official documents. Furthermore, more
than 40 confidential background discussions with
Finnish and NATO officials, as well as policymakers and
scholars from allied countries, were conducted for the
purposes of the paper. The study will be the first com-
prehensive assessment of Finland’s NATO policy. As
such, it seeks to support both policymaking and public
debate regarding Finnish alliance policy. At the same
time, the paper also aims at laying the foundation for
further research on the multifaceted and evolving is-
sue of Finnish NATO membership.

FINNISH FOREIGN POLICY PAPER
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1. INCREMENTAL INTERNATIONALIZATION
OF DEFENCE: FINLAND’S LONG ROAD TO NATO

FINLAND’S DECISION TO join NATO entails many path
dependencies, which one needs to appreciate to un-
derstand the policy turn that took place in the spring of
2022. The deep relationship with the alliance, which has
gradually evolved since the mid-1990s, has considerably
eased Finland’s membership process, not only in practi-
cal terms but also politically. However, Finland’s choice
to ally itself militarily was not pre-determined - far
from it, in fact. Rather, it was contingent upon height-
ened threat perceptions - a direct result of Russia’s full-
scale attack on Ukraine in February 2022 - as well as

permissive domestic and international circumstances.

This section of the paper briefly lays out Finland’s

path to NATO, thereby also identifying the factors that
have produced doctrinal stability on the one hand and
change on the other. To understand Finland’s journey
towards membership in the transatlantic alliance, the

section divides Finland’s post-Cold War foreign and
security policy into three phases: the non-alignment
era, the alignment era, and the (dawning) alliance era,
the last one beginning with the process that culminated
in Finland’s formal application for NATO membership.

1.1. The non-alignment era 1992-2014
In the early 1990s, Finland’s security and defence pol-
icy was markedly national. Unlike Sweden,* Finland
did not boast secret military cooperation networks
with NATO allies during the Cold War. Instead, the
country’s scant international military activities in the
Cold War years were strictly limited to peacekeeping
within the framework of the United Nations.> Howev-
er, in the 1990s Helsinki started to utilize its increased
room for manoeuvre in international affairs. While
sticking to a conservative defence model¢ - focused
on territorial defence and based on a system of uni-
versal male conscription - Finland took its first steps
towards international defence cooperation.

In 1992, Finland decided to buy 64 F/A-18 Hor-
nets from McDonnell Douglas. The Hornet deal

4 Seee.g., Dalsjo 2006.
5 Pesu, J. 2020.

6  For an overview of the Finnish defence model, see Ossa & Koivula 2022.

- exceptional in scale for Finland at that time” - opened
military-to-military ties with the United States and
eventually paved the way for additional, and substantial,
defence procurements from the uUs.® In 1994, Finland
joined NATO’s Partnership for Peace Programme (PfP),
and subsequently became a significant contributor to the
alliance’s crisis-management operations in the Western
Balkans, both in Bosnia-Herzegovina and in Kosovo.®
Importantly, as part of the PfP, Finland also began to ad-
just its defence forces to NATO standards - a prerequisite
for interoperability between Finnish and allied forces.

Finland’s accession to the European Union in 1995
was a vital development for the internationalization
of Finland’s defence policy. From early on, Finland
adopted a proactive stance vis-a-vis the EU’s nascent
security and defence policy, advocating making crisis
management the focal point of the Union’s security and
defence activity.'® Despite its readiness to advance the
EU’s security and defence policy, Finland insisted on
preserving the essence of its military non-alignment.
Indeed, Finland’s strong support for enhancing the EU’s
role in crisis management partly served as a pre-emp-
tive strategy, designed to ensure that the EU’s security
and defence activities would not touch upon the more
sensitive matters of territorial defence.!!

In the early 2000s, during the negotiations on the
Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe, Finland
was hesitant about including a mutual assistance clause,
currently known as the Lisbon Treaty’s Article 42.7, in
the treaty.!'? Above all, Finland wanted to ensure that the
clause in question would not entail any automatic pro-
vision of military assistance, as binding security guar-
antees were seen to jeopardize its non-aligned status.'

From the early 2000s to the early 2010s, the inter-
nationalization of Finland’s defence outlook contin-
ued. The country’s participation in NATO’s International
Security Assistance Force (1SAF) further developed its

7  Enestam 1996.

8  McNamara and Salonius-Pasternak 2022.
9 See e.g., Pesu 2017a.

10  Palosaari 2013; Ojanen & Raik 2017.

11 Pesuetal. 2020.

12 Tuomioja 2022, 255-276.

13 Palosaari 2017.
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interoperability with the alliance and brought Helsinki
to NATO tables when the operation in Afghanistan was
on the agenda. Finland also took part in NATO and al-
lied military exercises. Towards the end of the 2000s,
defence cooperation between the Nordic states started
to gather steam as well, initially focusing primarily on
finding cost-efficient security and defence solutions in
a worsening economic context. A new framework for
Nordic defence cooperation - NORDEFCO - was estab-
lished in 2009, bringing together previously distinct
cooperation formats under a common umbrella.™

In contrast to Finland’s strictly nationally oriented
defence outlook in the early 1990s, its defence policy
in the early 2010s duly contained considerable inter-
national elements. Finland had acquired credentials in
several crisis-management operations, and its capable
defence forces were interoperable with NATO. Moreover,
Finland was actively involved in other defence fora, such
as the EU’s Common Security and Defence Policy (cSDP)
as well as NORDEFcO. Therefore, one of the most notable
trends in Finnish post-Cold War defence policy was the
broadened interpretation of the kind of activities that
were deemed appropriate for a non-aligned state.

That said, Finland’s military cooperation did not
touch on the hard core of its defence policy, namely
territorial defence. Finnish decision-makers, support-
ed by a public opinion that remained sceptical of NATO
membership, wanted to preserve the country’s military
non-alignment by maintaining territorial defence as a
strictly national undertaking.'® A ‘post-neutral’ mindset
thus underpinned Finland’s policy until the early 2010s.1¢
Although Finland no longer pursued a Cold War-type
neutrality policy and internationalized parts of its de-
fence policy, the country still adhered to the remnants
of neutrality, its military non-alignment, viewing it as
an essential tool in managing its relationship with an in-
creasingly assertive but not yet openly revisionist Russia.

Despite the post-neutral thinking, since the early
2000s, Finnish governments have explicitly stated that
Finland upholds the possibility of joining NaTO. This so-
called ‘NATO option’ was a controversial but enduring
part of Finland’s foreign and security policy, represent-
ing the lowest common denominator between propo-
nents and opponents of Finnish NATO membership. At
the same time, it arguably also served as a soft strategic
communication tool with regard to the outside world

14  Saxi2011; Saxi 2019.

15 On the evolution of Finland’s post-Cold War public NATO discourse, see Sirkké
2019.

16  Forsberg & Vaahtoranta 2001.

and Russia in particular, signalling that hostile behav-
iour towards Finland could trigger a major change in
Finland’s security and defence policy posture.!?

1.2. The alignment era 2014-2022
Russia’s first invasion of Ukraine in 2014 led to a major
- and still underappreciated - adjustment in Finland’s
security and defence policy. In the years following the
assault, Finland significantly intensified its international
military cooperation and defence partnerships. More-
over, henceforth this cooperation increasingly revolved
around territorial defence. This meant that Finland to-
gether with its partners began to generate conditions
for potential wartime cooperation.

Finland developed a particularly close relationship
with neighbouring Sweden, with the two countries’ co-
operation advancing to cover “peace, crisis, and war”
and extending to joint operational planning. Finland also
enhanced its partnership with the us and Norway, and
joined the most important ‘minilateral’ defence frame-
works in Europe, the uk-led Joint Expeditionary Force,
the German-helmed Framework Nations Concept, and
the French-run European Intervention Initiative (for a
more detailed account of Finland’s defence cooperation
prior to 2022, see section 11.1). Finland’s relationship
with NATO rose to a new level as well, as the country
became one of NATO’s five Enhanced Opportunities Part-
ners at the Wales Summit in 2014. Within the EU, Finland
became a rare advocate of Article 42.7, the clause it had
initially been hesitant to include in the EU treaties.!® As
a sign of its changed approach towards defence coop-
eration, Finland also enacted a new law in 2017, which
allows for the provision and reception of military assis-
tance by combat forces.!® Furthermore, providing and
receiving military assistance was added to the tasks of
the Finnish Defence Forces.

The intensification of military cooperation demon-
strated a de facto change in Finland’s security and de-
fence doctrine. After 2014, Finland gradually abandoned
its military non-alignment and the post-neutral mind-
set and adopted a policy of alignment - a strategy in
which a group of states coalesce and cooperate to pre-
vent and, if necessary, counter aggression from a shared
adversary without formalizing their relationship by
forming an alliance.?° For all practical purposes, Finland

17  Salonius-Pasternak & Pesu 2020.
18  Iso-Markku & Pesu 2021.
19 Seee.g., Pesu 2017b.

20 Synder1997.

FINNISH FOREIGN POLICY PAPER  DECEMBER 2022 / 10


https://alliance.20
https://forces.19
https://treaties.18
https://posture.17
https://2010s.16
https://undertaking.15
https://umbrella.14

President Sauli Niinist6 and Prime Minister Sanna Marin held a joint press conference on Finland’s decision to apply for NATO membership on 15 May

Source: Matti Porre / Office of the President of the Republic of Finland

integrated itself into the Western NATO-centred deter-
rence and defence system but did so without formally
joining the alliance.? This approach banked on the (his-
torically valid)?2 assumption that in a potential conflict
with Russia, Western wartime coalitions would be based
on shared interests and could therefore emerge also
without the existence of formal treaties.?

There were at least three reasons why Finland did
not consider NATO membership in the post-2014 en-
vironment. First, Finland wanted to continue having
functioning relations with Russia and considered this to
require circumspection regarding its eastern neighbour.
In other words, the majority of Finnish decision-mak-
ers did not want to unnecessarily irritate Moscow by
applying for NATO membership. Secondly, and interre-
latedly, Finnish policymakers were concerned about the
potential escalatory effects of a NATO bid, which could
have undermined the already fragile stability in the Bal-
tic Sea region in the aftermath of Russia’s first invasion

21  Pesu2022.
22  Seee.g., Lanoszka 2022, 135-162.

23 Waris 2017.

of Ukraine. Thirdly, public opinion remained strongly
against NATO membership, which further dissuaded
Finnish leaders from thinking about seeking additional
backing from the alliance.

1.3. The dawn of the alliance era: Why did
Finland apply for NATO membership?

The beginning of Russia’s war of aggression against
Ukraine on 24 February, 2022, marked a shock that
eventually forced Finland to re-evaluate its security
and defence policy. Less than three months after the
start of Russia’s armed attack, Finland decided to ap-
ply for NATO membership. The decision was based on
a national deliberation process and consultations with
several NATO members, including the United States. It
was also preceded by a (symbolic) vote in the Finnish
parliament, in which 188 out of 200 members voted in
favour of Finland joining the transatlantic alliance.?

24 The parliament voted between two proposals - the foreign affairs committee’s
suggestion to join NATO and a proposal put forward by an individual Member
of Parliament against NATO membership. The decision to apply for NATO
membership was the president’s and government’s prerogative. The Finnish
parliament will eventually vote on the ratification of the North Atlantic Treaty.

FINNISH FOREIGN POLICY PAPER DECEMBER 2022 / 11


https://alliance.24
https://treaties.23
https://alliance.21

Finland’s choice to seek NATO accession marked
the effective conclusion of Finland’s brief post-2014
strategy based on alignment, signalling the country’s
willingness to formalize and solidify its position in
the NATO-centred deterrence and defence system of
the West. The decision was essentially the result of
two (sets of) factors: a greatly increased perception
of Russia as a military threat and a dramatic shift in
public opinion in favour of joining NATO.

Russia’s armed aggression affected Finnish threat
perceptions in several ways. First, it showed that Russia
can be willing to attack its neighbour despite the costs
and risks involved.?® Secondly, the outbreak of the war
demonstrated that there can be very clear limits to the
kind of military assistance other countries are ready to
provide to a non-allied state. While supporting Ukraine
in multiple ways, including by delivering weapons and
training Ukrainian forces, NATO allies have so far re-
fused to offer Ukraine direct combat support.

Thirdly, and interrelatedly, the Russian assault un-
derscored how a state in possession of nuclear weapons
can create significant room for manoeuvre when oper-
ating against a country that is not under the protection
of a nuclear umbrella. Interestingly, after the start of the
Russian invasion, Finland’s political leadership began to
openly acknowledge the country’s potential vulnera-
bility to nuclear threats.2¢

Lastly, as part of the coercive campaign that preced-
ed its attack on Ukraine, Russia vocally demanded that
NATO should halt its eastward enlargement, and called
for the alliance’s withdrawal back to its Cold War bor-
ders. Finnish leaders saw the Russian demands as a di-
rect challenge to Finland’s voluntary non-allied sta-
tus and Helsinki’s long-standing ‘NATO option’ policy,
considering them to seriously limit Finland’s external
room for manoeuvre and to challenge the key princi-
ples of the Organization for Security and Co-operation
in Europe (0SCE).2’

Allin all, Russia’s assault on Ukraine clearly created
the impression that there was a gap in Finland’s capac-
ity to deter a potential Russian attack, which existing
defence solutions - strong national military capabilities
and a dense network of international defence partner-
ships - were unable to fill completely. In this situation,
a further deepening of Finland’s international defence

25 Finnish Government 2022a.
26  Sirkkd 2022.

27  Karppi & Vaaherkumpu 2022; Finnish Government 2022a.

cooperation appeared the most viable option to remedy
the identified ‘deterrence deficit’.

At first, Finland’s political leadership entertained
two options: intensification of non-treaty-based mili-
tary cooperation with Finland’s closest partners, above
all Sweden and the United States, or applying for NATO
membership.2® Surprisingly, the Finnish public ex-
pressed a clear preference for the latter. Public opinion,
which for almost 30 years had been consistently against
joining NATO, changed quickly and dramatically. In late
February, immediately after Russia’s attack, a poll pub-
lished by Finnish broadcasting company Yle showed,
for the first time ever, that more than 50% of Finns
supported the country’s NATO membership.?® In mid-
March, 629% of Finns viewed military alignment posi-
tively.? By early May, support for NATO membership
had exceeded 75% and solidified at roughly that level.3!

The staunch backing from the Finnish public strong-
ly directed the country towards the NATO path. It is
safe to assume that the bottom-up pressure influenced
opinions at the elite level and facilitated the forma-
tion of a firm consensus in favour of applying for NATO
membership among Finnish decision-makers. Impor-
tantly, given the resolute public opinion, non-mem-
bership options simply did not come across as political-
ly feasible. As politicians were already starting to gear
up for the parliamentary election in spring 2023, many
were also likely to have been particularly mindful of the
preferences of voters.

As a broad public and elite-level consensus on ap-
plying for NATO membership emerged, Finland’s leaders
were quick to communicate this to Finland’s closest
partner, Sweden, where the mood had not yet changed
as profoundly as in Finland. The ruling Social Democrats
in particular were still hesitant to re-evaluate Sweden’s
position. However, after realizing the inevitable trajec-
tory of its neighbour, Sweden decided to follow suit and
seek NATO membership together with Finland.?? Subse-
quently, the two countries coordinated the steps in their
application processes as closely as possible.

From the very beginning, NATO and most allies have
welcomed the Nordic duo with open arms and excite-
ment. Only Turkey expressed clear reservations and,
regrettably, has been willing to delay the accession
process. However, the initial impasse was resolved at

28 Milne 2022.

29  Koivisto 2022.

30 Kinnunen & Koivisto 2022.

31 Kinnunen 2022; Larros & Metelinen 2022.

32 Seee.g., Stromberg & Nilsson 2022.
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the margins of NATO’s summit in Madrid at the end of
June 2022, with Finland, Sweden, and Turkey signing
a trilateral Memorandum of Understanding (MoU),
which led to Turkey lifting its objections.?®?® This al-
lowed the alliance to make the decision at the summit
to invite Helsinki and Stockholm to become members.
Brief accession talks followed in July. Importantly, the
invitation made Finland a NATO invitee, granting it the
right to attend and address most NATO meetings, with
exceptions being discussions concerning nuclear mat-
ters and the NATO aspirants themselves.

Overall, Finland’s and Sweden’s membership pro-
cess has duly progressed at a remarkable speed. By
early December 2022, only two allies - Hungary and
Turkey - had not ratified the Finnish and Swedish ac-
cession protocols. Although policymakers in Helsinki
and Stockholm have understandably underscored the
importance of a rapid accession process, Ankara’s and
Budapest’s hesitation has also given the Nordic aspir-
ants valuable time to plan and resource their coming
membership.

33 Trilateral Memorandum between Finland, Sweden, and Turkey 2022.

The fact that Finland had already developed a close
relationship with NATO and its key allies prior to ap-
plying for membership has greatly facilitated the ac-
cession process. Briefly put, Finland already knows
the alliance it is joining, and NATO and the allies know
Finland. It has taken Finnish policymakers and the
public decades to get used to international military co-
operation. However, by the time Finland handed in its
NATO application, its level of defence cooperation had
already intensified to a point where the country was de
facto militarily allied. Thus, the leap from non-mem-
bership to membership has never been this short - a
fact that applies to Sweden as well despite its long and
deeply ingrained tradition of neutrality.

From a practical standpoint, Finland’s NATO-stand-
ardized and highly interoperable armed forces should
make the military integration and assimilation into
NATO structures (see Chapters 5-10) a relatively fric-
tion-free process. At the same time, NATO accession
represents the biggest change to the Finnish defence
system in Finland’s post-war history.

The internationalization of Finland’s defence policy: Finland’s long road to NATO

Partners and frameworks

Drivers of change

Drivers of continuity

- Significant procurements
from the US

- Participation in crisis
management activities

- Search for cost-efficiency

for Peace (PfP)

defence policy
- NORDEFCO

Non-alignment
(1992-2014)

- Intensive military - NATO'’s Enhanced
cooperation

- Generation of conditions
for potential wartime
cooperation

- Preparations for
receiving and providing
military assistance

- Joint operational planning

. (Sweden, US)
Alignment

(2014-2022) (Sweden & US,

- Application for NATO
membership

- Entry into NATO
structures as invitee

- Continuation of close
military partnerships

- NATO

Alliance with NATO allies

(2022-)

- NATO’s Partnership

- The EU’s security and

Opportunities Partnership
- Bilateral partnerships

- Trilateral partnerships

Norway & Sweden)
- Minilateral groups (JEF)

- Bilateral, trilateral and
minilateral partnerships

- Conservative defence model
- Post-neutral mindset
- Public opinion
(sceptical of NATO)
- Policy towards Russia with
a focus on reassurance

- Evolving partnership with NATO
- EU membership, progress
in the EU’s security
and defence policy
- Establishment of NORDEFCO
- Broadened interpretation
of non-alignment

- Increased perception
of Russia as a threat

- Abandonment of the post-
neutral mindset, adoption
of an alignment policy >
Integration into the Western
defence system without
formal membership of NATO

- Public opinion
(sceptical of NATO)

- Willingness to maintain
workable relations
with Russia

- Fears of destabilizing
the Baltic Sea region

- Conservative defence model
- Established military
partnerships with NATO allies

- Increased perception
of Russia as a threat
- Lessons from Russia’s
attack on Ukraine in 2022
- Perceived deterrence deficit
- Dramatic shift in
public opinion

Figure 1. The internationalization of Finland's defence policy.
Source: Authors' own compilation.
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2. REBUILDING DETERRENCE AND DEFENCE: NATO

IN THE POST-2022 ERA

FINLAND (AND SWEDEN) will join NATO at critical junc-
ture. They will enter an alliance undergoing a major
overhaul, which had already begun with Russia’s first
invasion of Ukraine in 2014, but which has gained a
new level of dynamism and urgency because of Rus-
sia’s actions in 2022. To steer itself through the process,
NATO adopted a new strategic concept at its Madrid
Summit at the end of June 2022. The concept, which
is a key document defining NATO’s tasks, purpose,
and challenges, declared that “NaTo will significant-
ly strengthen [its] deterrence and defence posture to
deny any potential adversary any possible opportu-
nities for aggression”, setting a trajectory for NATO’s
development in the coming years.+*

Against the backdrop of Russian aggression and the
release of the new strategic concept, NATO’s Madrid
Summit has been portrayed as a watershed moment
for the alliance. Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg, for
instance, called the summit “transformative”, high-
lighting that the allies had agreed on “a fundamental
shift” in NATO’s deterrence and defence posture.*> Ac-
cording to Stoltenberg, the decisions made at the sum-
mit represent the biggest overhaul of NATO’s collective
defence since the end of the Cold War.4¢

The alliance is not facing a transformative moment
for the first time in its history. In fact, NATO, estab-
lished in 1949, has proved an agile and enduring mili-
tary alliance.*” It has undergone several periods of po-
litical and military-strategic adjustments - during the
different phases of the Cold War, in the post-Cold War
years and, most recently, after Russia’s first invasion
of Ukraine in 2014. These adaptations have emanated
not only from the evolving security environment but
also from changes in the domestic political landscapes
of NATO allies.*® The alliance’s most dramatic transfor-
mation took place after the end of the Cold War when
its primary focus gradually shifted from collective
defence to crisis-management and expeditionary

44 NATO 2022b, 6.
45 NATO 2022a.
46  Feldscher 2022.
47  Thies 2012.

48  Seee.g., Ruiz-Palmer 2019; Sloan 2016; Sayle 2019.

operations outside the alliance’s perimeter, most no-
tably in Afghanistan.

The ongoing adjustment is an extension of the ad-
aptation process that started at NATO’s 2014 summit in
Wales. At the Wales Summit, the alliance’s traditional
task - collective defence - rose to newfound prom-
inence after a two-decade emphasis on crisis man-
agement.*® The alliance has subsequently bolstered
its deterrence and defence by enhancing its readiness,
updating its command structure, and establishing
multinational battlegroups on its eastern flank. Fur-
thermore, NATO has updated the key military-strate-
gic documents guiding the alliance’s deterrence and
defence activities, which has solidified the conceptual
and doctrinal foundations of NATO’s deterrence and
defence posture. In 2019, the allies decided on a new
military strategy (McC 400/4), the first threat-based,
collective defence-focused strategy in 50 years.5° This
was followed by drawing up the Concept for the De-
terrence and Defence of the Euro-Atlantic area (DDa).
A third key document, the NaTO Warfighting Capstone
Concept, was endorsed in 2021.

Despite significant changes in its defence and de-
terrence posture, NATO has not returned to collective
defence entirely.*! This is partly due to very practical
and concrete constraints. Since the end of the Cold
War in particular, NATO’s European allies have under-
invested in their defence capabilities. Rebuilding their
armed forces will therefore take decades and hundreds
of billions of euros.*? Thus, despite the alliance’s efforts
to enhance collective defence, NATO’s contemporary
deterrence and defence posture pales in comparison
to the scale of the alliance’s Cold War-era defence.>?

A second reason for the partiality of NATO’s shift
back to collective defence is that NATO lacks a unify-
ing threat perception. Not all allies view Russia as the
primary threat to their security. Members on NATO’s
southern flank in particular, including big European
NATO allies such as France, Italy, and Spain are more

49 Seee.g., Deni2017.

50 NATO Military Committee 1968.
51 Tardy 2021.

52 Barrie et al. 2019.

53 Seee.g., Ruiz-Palmer 2019.
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concerned about terrorism and the instability in the
alliance’s southern neighbourhood than Russian ag-
gression.3* To reconcile allies’ diverging threat percep-
tions, NATO pursues a 360-degree approach to security,
which considers both the threat posed by Russia and
the less clear-cut security concerns of the southern
flank allies.®s The 2022 strategic concept thus high-
lights that NATO continues to have three core tasks:
deterrence and defence; crisis prevention and man-
agement; as well as cooperative security. According
to the concept, all three tasks should be thought of as
complementary and as contributing to the collective
defence and security of all allies, NATO’s key purpose.

Despite the 360-degree approach, NATO’s de facto
priority since 2014 has clearly been to enhance de-
terrence and defence, although the diversity of threat
perceptions has undermined the scope of the alliance’s
attempts to beef up collective defence. The decisions
approved at the 2022 Madrid Summit further attest to
the primacy of deterrence and defence and confirm
that Russia is NATO’s central security challenge. Al-
though several allies still do not consider Russia an
existential threat, the allies have jointly concluded
that “The Russian Federation is the most significant
and direct threat to Allies’ security and to peace and
stability in the Euro-Atlantic area”.3¢

Based on this threat assessment, NATO decided to
set a new baseline for its deterrence and defence pos-
ture. In Madrid, NATO commiitted to scaling up its cur-
rent multinational battlegroups to brigade-size forma-
tions “when and where required”.?” To facilitate rapid
reinforcement, NATO also agreed to pre-position more
military equipment and stockpiles to frontline nations
hosting the battlegroups.

Furthermore, and more significantly, the alliance
approved the establishment of a new force model.
NATO’s aim is to create a pool of 800,000 troops, out
of which 300,000 would be in high readiness. The
high-readiness forces would again be divided into
two tiers: the 100,000 troops in the first tier should
be available within 10 days, and the 200,000 in the sec-
ond tier within 10 to 30 days. The remaining 500,000
troops should be available in 30-180 days. Important-
ly, these troops will be assigned to specific defence
plans. The NaTO allies are currently working out the
concrete details of the initiative, and the alliance will

34 Seee.g., Testoni 2021. See also Haroche 2017.
35 Calmels 2020.
36 NATO 2.

37 Monaghan & Wall 2022.

clarify the design of the new model in July 2023 at its
Vilnius Summit. 38

The new force model amounts to a significant

change in NATO’s posture. As one analyst pointed out:

“For the first time all rapid reaction forces under NATO
command will be committed to a deterrence and de-
fence role and all such forces will be consolidated with-
in one command framework.”3? However, the new
model is also highly ambitious.*® Although some allies,
for example the United Kingdom and Germany, have
already declared units for the model,*! NATO mem-
bers are aware that the capability targets associated
with the Madrid Summit decisions will be much high-
er than before.*? Meeting them will be a long process
contingent on several factors, including economic and
political developments, as well as the evolution of the
Euro-Atlantic security environment. Under stringent
financial circumstances in particular, allies not facing
a serious military threat may not want to make signif-
icant investments in defence.

Irrespective of NATO’s new ambition to bolster de-
terrence and defence, it is not returning to its Cold War
posture with heavy deployments on the frontline. In
contrast to the wishes of most allies on NATO’s eastern
flank, the alliance’s military strategy will continue
to rely heavily on reinforcements instead of the de-
ployment of permanent forward defence formations
to the frontline states.*? The credibility of NATO’s de-
terrence posture will thus depend on the availability
of sufficient forces as well as the readiness to deploy
them early enough to prevent any aggression against
the eastern allies.

As a NATO ally, Finland should have a thorough un-
derstanding and clear vision of the ongoing adjust-
ments in the alliance’s posture. Considering that a key
rationale for Finland’s membership application was a
perceived deterrence deficit, it will be a strong advo-
cate for prioritizing NATO’s deterrence and defence
task. While Finland’s stances on NATO’s evolving agen-
da will be developed gradually, its views will inevita-
bly reflect the country’s geographic and geostrategic
location.

38 NATO 2022d.

39 Lidley-French 2022.

40  Biscop 2022.

41 Gotkowska & Tarociniski 2022.

42 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark 2022, 63-65.

43  Monaghan 2022b.
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3. NATO’S NORTHEASTERN FLANK: FINLAND’S
POSITION ON EUROPE’S STRATEGIC MAP

S
S

Figure 2. Geographic realities influencing Finnish NATO policy.
Source: Authors’ own compilation.

THE MAIN DRIVER of Finland’s NATO policy - the set of
interests, objectives, and tasks it pursues in the alliance
- will be the country’s geostrategic position. As NATO’s
first strategic concept from 1949 pointed out, “each
nation should undertake the task, or tasks, for which
it is best suited. Certain nations, because of geograph-
ic location or because of their capabilities, will appro-
priate specific missions.” % This idea fits well with the
prevailing thinking in Finland.
There are four geographic realities that will heavily
influence Finnish NATO policy:

1. Finland is a Baltic Sea state, dependent on un-
hindered maritime traffic and with a vital inter-
est in the territorial integrity of the Baltic states.

2. Finland is an Arctic country, with an important
role in defending the High North land domain
and, indirectly, the Northern Atlantic sealines.

3. Finland is a frontline state, meaning that building
credible deterrence vis-a-vis Russia and ensuring

54 Mattelaer 2018, 342.

There are four geographic realities that will heavily influence Finnish NATO policy:

1.  Finland is a Baltic Sea state, dependent on unhindered
maritime traffic and with a vital interest in the
territorial integrity of the Baltic States.

2. Finland is an Arctic country, with an important
role in defending the High North land domain and,
indirectly, the Northern Atlantic sealines.

3.  Finland is a frontline state, meaning that building credible
deterrence vis-a-vis Russia and ensuring the possibility to
receive allied reinforcements will be among its key interests.

4. Finland is peripherally located vis-3-vis the Western reserves
of military and industrial power, directing its attention
towards military mobility as well as security of supply.

the possibility to receive allied reinforcements
will be among its key interests.

4. Finland is peripherally located vis-a-vis the

Western reserves of military and industri-
al power, directing its attention towards mil-
itary mobility as well as security of supply.

First, the Baltic Sea represents a lifeline for Finnish
society and the Finnish economy. Roughly 80% of Fin-
land’s exports and 90% of its imports are transported
through the Baltic Sea.>* Disruptions to maritime traffic
through the Baltic Sea could therefore severely harm the
Finnish economy and endanger the critical functions of
its society. Furthermore, the territorial integrity of the
Baltic states, and especially Estonia, is a key security
interest for Finland. Tallinn, and Estonia’s northern
coast more broadly, are only a stone’s throw away from
Southern Finland, which is the most heavily populated
area of the country. Thus, from Finland’s perspective,

55 Luoma 2018.
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NATO’s ability to protect and defend the Baltic Sea and
the Baltic states are vital tasks to which Finland is will-
ing to contribute.

Second, despite not being an Arctic coastal state,
Finland has a central place in the Arctic security system.
Finnish Lapland is located between the Kola Peninsula,
home of Russia’s nuclear-capable Northern Fleet, and
the Norwegian coastal regions that are crucial for de-
fending the Northern Atlantic sealines.* In essence, the
northern parts of Finland, Sweden, and Norway con-
stitute a shared strategic space, and the three countries’
ability to defend this space would largely determine the
United States’ ability to reinforce its European allies
through the Northern Atlantic in the case of a conflict
between Russia and NATO.

Third, Finland’s long border with Russia means that
it is a frontline state. As such, Finland has a strong in-
terest in building credible deterrence vis-a-vis Russia.
At the same time, Finland is also a potential recipient
of allied reinforcements in a conflict scenario, meaning
that the country will want to make sure that the nec-
essary arrangements for receiving military assistance
are in place. Overall, it is evident that the long border
with Russia is the ultimate factor influencing Finnish
national defence planning, and this fact should be re-
flected in NATO’s thinking about Finland’s role in the
alliance. Importantly, Finland not only shares a long
border with Russia but is also situated very close to
two areas of vital strategic importance to Russia, the
Saint Petersburg region and the Kola Peninsula.

Fourth, Finland’s NATO policy will also be influenced
by its peripherality. As pointed out, the country is high-
ly dependent on the free flow of supplies across the Bal-
tic Sea. Substituting the connections across the Baltic
Sea would be very challenging, especially in the event of
a military confrontation with Russia. Moreover, Finland

- located in the northeasternmost corner of the alliance -
is not easily accessible for potential reinforcements from
the West, as there is neither land nor rail connection to
Finland from Central or Western Europe. These realities
will certainly direct Finland’s attention to developing
both military mobility and NATO’s reinforcement plans.

Allin all, Finland’s and Sweden’s NATO membership
will make Northern Europe a coherent strategic whole.
Finland’s geographical location at the crossroads of the
Baltic Sea and Arctic regions will seal up the non-NATO
space between the alliance’s eastern and northern flanks,
which constitute the alliance’s primary zones of friction

56  Seee.g., Mikkola 2019; Christie 2022, 5-6.

with Russia. Given Finland’s location on the frontline,
Finland will thus form “NATO’s northeastern flank”.5”
With Finland’s and Sweden’s accession, NATO’s centre of
gravity will move towards Europe’s northern and north-
eastern parts.®® Finland - with its military capabilities
- will be a key player in the alliance’s efforts to further
develop its deterrence and defence posture in the whole
Northern European theatre. The way Finland is integrat-
ed into NATO and the kind of policy it will pursue as an
ally will thus have a significant impact on how NATO’s
deterrence and defence posture towards Russia evolves.

57 Paukkunen & Pesu 2022.

58 Alberque & Schreer 2022.
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4. ONE MEMBER IN AN ALLIANCE OF 32: NATO-RELATED
DECISION-MAKING AND DIPLOMACY

UPON FINLAND’S AND Sweden’s accession, NATO will
be an alliance of 32 nations. Despite its civilian-based
International Staff (1s) and its International Military
Staff (1Ms), NATO is fundamentally an organization
driven by its member states. The role of the 1S, head-
ed by the Secretary General, is to facilitate allied de-
cision-making by preparing and chairing committee
meetings, drafting documents, and mediating between
diverging views of the allies represented in the North
Atlantic Council (NAc). The 1Ms, for its part, provides
advice and support for the NaTO Military Committee
(Mc), which consists of representatives of the member
states’ defence forces. The Mc, on the other hand, is the
primary source of advice to the North Atlantic Coun-
cil and the Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) (see Section
10.1.) on military policy and strategy. Overall, the main
task of NATO’s international civilian and military staff
is thus to facilitate and advance the process in which
the national interests and objectives of the allies are
transformed into collective views.>

All NaTO allies are formally equal. A testament to this
is the fact that all NATO decisions are made by consen-
sus - a norm that is deeply rooted in the organization’s
ethos.®° The only exception to the consensus rule is deci-
sion-making concerning the capability target packages
allocated to each ally in NATO’s Defence Planning Process
(npPP) in which the ally in question has no say, but the
rest of the allies need to reach unanimity (See Chapter
5). This mode of decision-making, strictly limited to the
NDPP, is known as “consensus minus one”.

Consensus decision-making means that there is no
voting in NATO; consultations among allies take place
until a decision is reached that is acceptable to all. Thus,
consultations among the allies within NATO and be-
tween the capitals are an essential feature of the organi-
zation. Such consultations are facilitated by the fact that
all allies maintain a national delegation that is physi-
cally located at NATO Headquarters in Brussels. Despite
the formal equality of the NATO allies, size and power
matter in alliance politics. The United States stands as
primus inter pares within NATO, and other big states,

59 See Schmidt 2014; Weaver 2021.

60 Michel 2014.

such as France, Germany, the United Kingdom, and
Turkey, have historically played a key role in alliance
decision-making.¢! Big member states are also the most
likely outliers in NATO decision-making, occasionally
willing to throw a spanner in the works to get their way
in alliance politics.

Finland’s entry into NATO will turn the alliance
into one of the most significant multilateral forums for
Helsinki. Importantly, the scope of issues that Finland
needs to deal with as an ally is much broader than the
agenda Finland handled during its time as a NATO part-
ner. NATO’s decisions will also have much more signifi-
cant implications for Finland than before.

However, NATO membership will not bring about
significant changes to the Finnish foreign and security
policy decision-making system. In practice, any major
NaTO-related issues will be dealt with at the joint ses-
sion of the President of the Republic and the Ministerial
Committee on Foreign and Security Policy, known in
Finnish as the “Tp-UTvA”. Furthermore, there is a strong
consensus in Finland that the president will be the one
to represent Finland at NATO summits.

Although the president leads foreign and security
policy in cooperation with the government, the Finnish
parliament has a right to obtain information from the
government - a constitutional prerogative applying to
NATO policies as well. Furthermore, the parliament has
arole in decision-making related to crisis-management
operations and to offering military assistance to oth-
er countries. The government has not recognised any
immediate need to amend Finnish legislation, which
is already compatible with the requirements of NATO
membership. However, some legislative changes may
take place in the future, for example regarding the Act
on the Defence Forces or area surveillance. %2

Policy formulation on routine foreign and security
policy matters will continue to rest on tripartite co-
ordination and consultations between the Ministry for
Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of Defence, and the Defence
Forces. The increased volume of NATO issues will fur-
ther underscore the role of this mechanism, as not every

61 Honkanen 2002, 25-38.

62 Finnish Government 2022b, 34.
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decision can - or should - be referred to the joint ses-
sions of the president and the government. NATO makes
decisions, including on military policy and strategy, at
the political level - based on the advice of the Military
Committee, which consists of the representatives of al-
lied armed forces. Thus, an effective NATO policy requires
a shared view on Finland’s national priorities, which
should then be consistently promoted within the alli-
ance’s political and military structures as well as in key
allied capitals.

Importantly, Finland will not begin to formulate its
alliance policy from scratch. Almost 30 years as a NATO
partner have given the country a good overview of al-
liance activities. Furthermore, it has long experience
operating in various multilateral organizations. On the
other hand, as a NATO partner, Finland has had only a
limited role in shaping NATO’s policies, along with re-
stricted access to its documents. There are a myriad of
novel issues that Helsinki needs to familiarize itself with
and take a stand on. Understanding the background and
history of NATO’s extensive policy portfolio, includ-
ing the delicate compromises behind various decisions,
will necessarily take time. Grasping the intricacies of
the alliance’s politico-administrative system, infor-
mal political forums as well as its military bureaucracy
also involves learning.®* The concept of “alliance ma-
turity” has been used to highlight the fact that getting
to know one’s way around NATO and alliance politics
takes time.%* Both skilful diplomacy and experience are
important determinants of Finland’s ability to propose
initiatives and influence the outcomes of NATO politics.

Fellow NATO allies will most likely view Finland as
amedium-sized power because of its geographical size
and military strength. However, compared to bigger
allies, Finland’s military and diplomatic resources are
limited, and its geopolitical gaze is primarily regional.
To maximize its influence in the alliance, Finland must
understand its strengths and identify clear priorities.
There are several elements that can bolster Finland’s
clout in NATO.®

First and foremost, Finland’s strategic location as
well as the capabilities and strength of its armed forc-
es should enhance the country’s political weight and
afford it additional bargaining power in alliance de-
cision-making. Moreover, Finland’s defence efforts
have been underpinned by a comparably high level

63  See Schmidt 2014; Kriiger 2014; Mayer & Theiler 2014.
64 Forsland Widerberg 2015.

65 See Honkanen 2002.

of defence spending, which is an important yardstick
within NATO due to the ever-present burden-sharing
debates. Secondly, in past decades, Finland’s focus has
uninterruptedly been on deterrence and defence, duly
providing the country with valuable expertise to offer
NATO in the alliance’s current efforts to rebuild its de-
terrence and defence posture.

Thirdly, Finland has considerable experience in mat-
ters such as resilience, civil preparedness, and Arctic
warfare, which are all potential policy areas, or nich-
es, in which Finland can wield influence and in which
Finland has already managed to build a good reputation
within NATO. Smaller allies in particular have often tried
to find specific policy areas, in which they have tak-
en a leading role. For instance, Estonia - home to the
Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence - has
excelled in cyber security, whereas Latvia has concen-
trated on strategic communication, hosting the NATO
Strategic Communications Centre of Excellence.

Finland has several options for establishing a dis-
tinctive profile for itself. However, any potential niche
must have a clear connection to military and defence
matters. Furthermore, one should bear in mind that
NATO Centres of Excellence (COEs)¢® are funded by the
participating states. The setting up of a NATO COE in
Finland, already home to Hybrid CoE, which cooperates
closely with the EU and NATO, would require a signifi-
cant financial contribution from Finland.

Fourthly and lastly, Finland’s multilateral diplo-
macy has traditionally been marked by pragmatism,
bridge-building efforts, and the avoidance of bloc build-
ing. These characteristics could prove useful in NATO
as well. Akin to its traditional approach to EU politics,
Finland is likely to be a solution-oriented ally that seeks
to cooperate with countries from across the alliance,
depending on the issue in question.” That said, in mat-
ters of core national interest, Finland should not shy
away from pursuing an assertive strategy, which may
be necessary to get one’s way in a large alliance.

66 COEs are international military organizations training and educating officials
from NATO member and partner countries. They generally specialize in one
functional area and act as subject-matter experts in their field. Today, there are
28 cOEs with NATO accreditation.

67 Iso-Markku & Jokela 2014.
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5. HARMONIZING NATIONAL AND COLLECTIVE DEFENCE:
FINLAND AND THE NATO DEFENCE PLANNING PROCESS

THE NATO DEFENCE Planning Process (NDPP) is the pri-
mary means for the alliance to facilitate the identifi-
cation, development, and delivery of the capabilities
that it deems necessary to meet the objectives agreed
in the strategic concept.¢® Based on jointly formulat-
ed requirements, it sets capability targets for each ally,
facilitates their implementation, and assesses progress
regularly. The NDPP is a vital process for NATO. It has
been portrayed as the glue that “forces nations to com-
mit themselves to a common effort”,%° or as a tool “to
bring order to chaos”.”® In the coming years, the key
objective of the NDPP is to ensure that NATO reaches the
ambitious capability goals set in the new force model.
The NDPP operates on a four-year cycle - a new cy-
cle starts in 2023 - and has five distinctive steps. First,
the allies develop a political guidance document, which
identifies threats and risks as well as the nature and
scale of operations that NATO should be able to carry
out. Secondly, these guidelines are turned into con-
crete requirements. Then, thirdly, these requirements
are apportioned to individual allies as capability tar-
gets, which should reflect the principles of fair burden
sharing and reasonableness.”* Interestingly, the NDPP
follows a consensus minus one rule, which means that
the allies cannot veto the commitments and capability
targets that have been set for them through the NDPP.
Fourth, NATO assists the allies in implementing the

68 NATOn.d.
69 Mattelaer 2014, 30.
70  Deni 2020.
71 Ibid., 6-9.

targets — a step that is continuous in nature. Fifth, the
allies’ performance in fulfilling their commitments is
then examined and reviewed by NATO’s Defence Policy
and Planning Committee.”?

In practice, NATO allies have had different approach-
es to the NDPP. Some allies have been rather comfort-
able with not meeting their targets.”?, However, there
are also allies that take pride in fulfilling their com-
mitments.”* The same traditionally applies to the al-
lies’ approach to defence spending, which ultimately
determines their ability to deliver the capabilities that
have been requested from them. In 2022, only 10 allies,
a third of the alliance, lived up to the joint NATO com-
mitment to spend 2% of their GDP on defence. > On the
other hand, some allies attach great significance to the
expenditure goal. Poland, which has steadily main-
tained its defence spending at 29% of GDP, has already
announced its intention to increase its defence budget
to 3% of GDP in 2023.7¢ Generally, the most strategi-
cally vulnerable countries on NATO’s eastern flank tend
to take their commitments seriously, realizing that as
potential recipients of reinforcements they should not
give the impression of being free riders.

Finland’s involvement in the NDPP will bring about a
significant change to Finland’s national defence policy.

72 Seee.g., Michel 2014. Some national capability review overviews are publicly
available. See North Atlantic Council 2020a; North Atlantic Council 2020b.

73 Seee.g., Seborg Agger & Engholm Michelsen 2006.
74  Ministry of National Defence of the Republic of Lithuania 2022.
75 NATO 2022€.

76  Stronell 2022.

The five steps of the NATO Defence Planning Process

Step 1 Step 2

Establish political
guidance

Determine requirements

Figure 3. The five ste%s of the NATO Defence Planning Process.
Source: NATO 2022.
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ttps://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_49202.htm.
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So far, the Finnish defence planning process - long-
term force structure and capability planning - has been
markedly national with a very limited international
dimension.?’” However, when joining NATO, Finland
will receive regular international input into its national
planning efforts. Furthermore, participation in the NDPP
will also introduce an element of external accounta-
bility into the national military planning processes. In
other words, as a NATO member, Finland must justify
its defence policy choices to its allies on a regular basis.
Importantly, the capability targets emerging from the
NDPP can potentially be significant, not least in eco-
nomic terms. The government’s proposal on Finland’s
NATO accession acknowledges that the targets com-
ing from the alliance may yield considerable additional
costs.”®

The integration of Finland into the NDPP has already
begun. Finnish and NATO officials have engaged in dia-
logue on Finland’s potential capability targets, and the
alliance will adopt interim capability targets for Finland
and Sweden at the alliance’s February 2023 defence min-
isterial. These targets will still build on the previous po-
litical guidance from 2019, reflecting NATO’s assessment
of the security environment prior to Russia’s full-scale
attack on Ukraine in February 2022. The first full target
packages for Finland and Sweden will be approved in
2024 as part of the new defence planning cycle, provid-
ed that the two countries have become members of the
alliance by then.

In the framework of the NDPP, NATO allies as well as
the International Staff will treat Finland as a prosperous
ally, thus setting the required commitments according-
ly. Although the allies largely agree that Finland’s pri-
mary contribution to allied collective defence (Article 5)
will be defending its own territory (Article 3) and that
Finland’s role in potential collective defence activities
will be a regional one, NATO will ask Finland to devel-
op capabilities that are interoperable and that can be
deployed anywhere within the alliance’s defence remit.

This concerns not only Finland’s air force and na-
val capabilities, which are inherently more deployable
in nature, but also land forces. Due to Finland’s heavy
reliance on reservists, Finnish land forces are not easily
deployable to different parts of the alliance at present -
specifically not at short notice. To provide an example
of the kind of requests Finland may face, NATO has asked

77  Finnish NATO partnership and the EU’s new Coordinated Annual Review
on Defence have provided limited international input into Finnish defence
planning efforts.

78 The Government of Finland 2022, 42.

Denmark and the Netherlands - allies roughly the same
size as Finland - to develop a heavy infantry brigade of
4,000-5,000 soldiers, including the associated support
and service support elements such as combat engineer-
ing, communication, intelligence, and medical services.
Finland does not boast such a capability today.”® More-
over, even major NATO allies, such as the United King-
dom or Germany, struggle to maintain such a force.

Although most capability targets emanating from
the NDPP will be proportionate and likely align with
Finland’s own plans and preferences, some discrepancy
may emerge. As a frontline state, Finland would favour
acquiring capabilities that are useful in territorial de-
fence in Northern Europe over obtaining assets that
are mobile and deployable to other theatres in Europe
and beyond.®® Without significant additional resources,
building deployable capabilities, which bring limit-
ed added value to territorial defence in Finland’s own
vicinity, could potentially undermine Finnish efforts
to bolster other vital capabilities, such as anti-aircraft
defence.

Thus, some tensions exist between the responsibil -
ities stemming from Article 3 and Article 5, meaning
self-defence and collective defence tasks, respectively.
As part of its NATO policy, Finland should try to convince
its allies that the missions and tasks that are most suited
to it — and that best contribute to NATO’s collective de-
fence - concern regional security.

Nevertheless, developing additional deployable and
interoperable combat forces will likely be politically
necessary, sensible, and militarily beneficial for Finland,
even if it is unlikely that a significant number of Finnish
troops would be deployed beyond Northern Europe in
the event of military confrontation with Russia. Meet-
ing NATO’s capability targets is a factor influencing an
ally’s profile and status in the alliance. As a frontline
state and a new ally, Finland should avoid being seen
as a free rider and must pay careful attention to its ex-
penditure and capability-related performance. If Fin-
land decides to ignore some NATO targets, it must then
most likely compensate for this in some other form.

However, the commitments related to the NDPP
are less significant for a country’s NATO profile than
meeting the alliance’s defence spending targets. Today,
the 29 of GDP target is increasingly seen as the floor
rather than the ceiling. Moreover, it is an increasingly
important yardstick in assessing an ally’s contribution

79 Anteroinen & Peltoniemi 2016, 398.

80 Mattelaer 2018, 350.
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to NATO, particularly for the United States. Most na-
tions on the eastern flank spend more than 2% of their
G6DP on defence.?®! Finland’s defence expenditure will
be in line with the 29% baseline until 2026, when its
military budget is currently expected to drop below
the guideline. Not meeting the target would likely
negatively affect Finland’s image as a responsible and
self-reliant ally.

81 NATO 2022e.
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6. TOWARDS A STRUCTURED ALLIANCE: FINLAND AND
NATO'S COMMAND AND FORCE STRUCTURE

6.1 Command structure

NATO’S COMMAND SYSTEM forms a critical part of the
alliance. Its contemporary command structure is com-
posed of permanent multinational headquarters at the
strategic, operational, and tactical levels of command.
The commands are distributed geographically, and are
funded by the allies. The purpose of the system is to
command and control its operations, missions, and
activities across all military domains. 2

The alliance’s military structure has a long history.
NATO began to build a multinational command and
control system in response to the outbreak of the Ko-
rean War in 1950. The most significant decision was the
appointment of the first Supreme Allied Commander
Europe (SACEUR) - the commander of allied forces in
Europe. After considerable political wrangling, the
allies managed to devise an extensive command struc-
ture composed of major commanders, their subordi-
nates, and a network of regional joint and single-ser-
vice headquarters.

During the Cold War, the design of the command
structure was guided by a distinct regional philosophy.
The European theatre was divided into northern, central,
and southern regions, each having major subordinate
commands and single-service command elements. Over
the course of the Cold War, the command structure un-
derwent adaptations, which resulted from major politi-
cal changes such as West Germany’s NATO accession and
the French withdrawal from NATO’s military structures.
Despite the adjustments, the regional division remained
the organizing principle of the system.83

The end of the Cold War marked the beginning of a
profound transformation in NATO’s command structure.
Both major and subordinate commands were either
eliminated or reorganized in light of the more lenient
security environment. At its 2003 summit in Prague,
NATO decided on the most radical and definite change
to its command structure, which “effectively ended the
regional distribution of command responsibilities”.8
Geography thus ceased to be the organizing principle in

82 NATO 2018, 1.
83 Pedlow 2009.
84 Mattelaer 2018, 346.

this respect.® As opposed to defending allied territories,
the new, leaner structure was tailored for commanding
and controlling crisis-management operations beyond
the borders of the alliance, as well as for driving in-
teroperability and the improvement in the alliance’s
warfighting capability.

The return of collective defence to the core of NATO’s
agenda after Russia’s 2014 invasion of Ukraine has led
the alliance to rethink its command and control sys-
tem. However, major reforms have not been carried
out. Instead, the alliance has limited itself to tweaking
and streamlining the post-Cold War military structure.
In 2018, the allied defence ministers agreed to establish
new headquarters - the Joint Forces Command (JFc) in
Norfolk, Virginia, and the Joint Support and Enabling
Command (JsEc) in Ulm, Germany. The focus of the
two commands is on securing the movement of forces
across the Northern Atlantic and in continental Europe,
respectively.8¢

To put it simply, NATO’s current command structure
consists of three levels. NATO has two strategic com-
mands, Allied Command Operations (Aco) and Allied
Command Transformation (AcT). The mission of ACT is
to lead the development of NATO’s military structures,
forces, capabilities, and doctrines. For its part, Aco,
commanded by SACEUR, is responsible for the plan-
ning and execution of all NATO military operations and
therefore has a more prominent role in the planning
and, potentially, the conduct of collective defence.

ACO has a sprawling network of headquarters. Su-
preme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE) is
a strategic headquarters whose role is to prepare, plan,
conduct, and execute NATO military operations, missions,
and tasks. In addition to the strategic-level headquarters,
there are three joint operational-level commands in
ACO: JFC Brunssum, JFC Naples, and JFC Norfolk. These
three commands plan, conduct and sustain NATO op-
erations of different sizes and scopes. Finally, there are
three tactical, single service commands under Aco for
air, land, and sea operations: Headquarters Allied Air
Command in Ramstein, Germany; Headquarters Allied

85 Mattelaer 2018; Ringsmose & Rynning 2021, 151.

86 Seee.g., Mehta 2018.
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Figure 4. The NATO Command Structure: Allied Command Operations.
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Land Command in Izmir, Turkey; and Headquarters Al-
lied Maritime Command in Northwood, the United King-
dom. The task of these service-specific commands is to
provide expertise and support SHAPE and the Jrcs. The
Maritime and Air Commands are also able to lead naval
and air operations, respectively.®?

Although the current military structure reflects the
needs of NATO’s crisis-management era, it has devel-
oped a certain “regional awareness”:#® JFC Brunssum
concentrates on Europe north of the Alps, JrC Naples is
focused on the south, including the Mediterranean and
the Black Sea region, and src Norfolk’s focus is on the
Atlantic. However, there is still a lack of clarity regard-
ing their exact responsibilities and division of labour.
None of NATO’s commands is formally pre-designated
to lead operations on the eastern flank, for example.®®
Some analysts have also pointed out that the current
chain of command regarding NATO troops in the Baltic
Sea region is ambiguous and has never been tested in a
large-scale regional military exercise.® It is also notable
that NATO has not established prominent headquarters
on the territory of the “new member states”, namely
those states that have joined the alliance since the end
of the Cold War.

The introduction of the new force model as an-
nounced at the Madrid Summit will push NATO to re-
consider its command and control system, and the
review is currently underway. Finland’s and Sweden’s

87 Weaver 2021, 35-100.
88 Ringsmose & Rynning 2017a, 138.
89 Aronsson et al. 2021, 54-60.

90  Szymariski 2020, 23.

entry into the alliance is an additional factor that NATO
must acknowledge in its deliberations. The fact is that
the alliance’s area of responsibility will expand con-
siderably on the ground, in the air and at sea. The allies
must agree on how command and control is arranged
- or re-arranged - in Northern Europe. Experts have
already put forward several ideas on how the allied
military command structure could be remodelled. The
suggestions range from reintroducing the Cold War-
era Northern European regional command®! to estab-
lishing regional single service commands, as well as
divisional headquarters as part of the force structure.®?

Finland’s future command arrangements as a NATO
member will hinge on the alliance’s broader decisions.
These boil down to whether NATO will thoroughly over-
haul the crisis-management-era command structure,
or whether the allies will content themselves with sim-
ply updating the existing system. For now, the latter
option looks more likely - at least in the short term.
One reason for this is that the alliance simply lacks
officers who would be able to serve in multinational
headquarters. Finland will nevertheless need to formu-
late national preferences regarding the allied command
and control system both today and in the future.

The most acute question for Finland is which jrc
should be responsible for planning and leading oper-
ations in Finland. This is first and foremost a military
issue, and the solution should therefore reflect mil-
itary logic. However, the question of Finland’s (and

91 Neretnieks 2022.

92 Deni 2022; Insinna 2022.
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Sweden’s) place in the command and control structure
has a political dimension as well, and certain NATO allies
attach considerable importance to the issue. Basically,
Finland has two options when it comes to its place in
the alliance command and control system. It could be
positioned in the area of responsibility of JFC Brunssum,
a land-heavy command focusing on the eastern flank.
Alternatively, Finland could be placed under the mari-
time-focused JFc Norfolk, which is still under develop-
ment and could thus assume a stronger role in planning
operations in other domains as well. Another central
issue is whether the Nordic countries are placed under
the same command and control system - something
that the Nordic defence forces have suggested.®* An
additional, complementary option would be the es-
tablishment of non-NATO multinational command ar-
rangements among the Nordic states, which would be
associated with NATO’s command and control structure.

The command structure question has attracted at-
tention in Finland. Politicians have understandably
entertained the idea of Finland hosting an allied head-
quarters. However, from Finland’s perspective, the
location of the potential new commands should be
of secondary importance. As long as NATO has suffi-
cient command arrangements, capacity, and expertise
for operating in Northern Europe, this should satis-
fy Finland’s immediate needs. Selecting the location
of NATO’s headquarters and the design of the whole
command structure are highly politicized and sensi-
tive issues.®* As a new member state and as a frontline
nation, Finland’s position may be disadvantageous
vis-a-vis older and geopolitically less vulnerable allies.
In other words, NATO allies may regard it as risky to
establish a permanent multinational headquarters in
a country located in close proximity to Russia and its
strategic locations. Moreover, older allies may consider
it their prerogative to host command elements, and
may thus fare better in alliance politics determining
the structure.

6.2 Force structure

In addition to the command structure, NATO has a
force structure that comprises allied national and mul-
tinational forces and headquarters placed at the alli-
ance’s disposal on a permanent or temporary basis.
The troops in the force structure provide NATO with

93 Swedish Armed Forces 2022.

94 Pedlow 20009, 15.

a pool of capabilities available for its operations. The
structure has different force categories, each of which
has specific readiness criteria ranging from high read-
iness forces to forces of lower readiness and long-term
build-up forces. The troops at highest readiness could
be deployed within days, whereas the deployment of
the long-term build-up forces could last over 180 days.
The current force structure framework was established
in 2001, reflecting the alliance’s need for deployable,
mobile, and flexible multinational forces and com-
mand-and-control capabilities for crisis-management
operations.?®

The NATO Response Force (NRF) constitutes the most
rapidly deployable element of the alliance’s current
force structure. The NRF was launched in 2002, with
the aim of strengthening the alliance’s readiness and
responsiveness, as well as encouraging European allies
to develop more deployable forces. The NRF reached its
full operational capability in 2006, and before 2022 (see
Chapter 7), it had only been used for operations of little
military significance such as catastrophe relief.

The NRF underwent a significant change at NATO’s
Wales Summit in 2014. As part of its new Readiness Ac-
tion Plan (RAP), NATO decided to establish the Very High
Readiness Joint Task Force (VITF), currently comprising
approximately 20,000 soldiers, as the NRF’s most rapid-
ly deployable spearhead force. Secondly, the NRF - con-
sisting of 40,000 rotating soldiers at less than 15 days
readiness - was for the first time explicitly linked to
collective defence and Article 5 operations. In practice,
this has meant repeated exercises on NATO’s eastern
flank, as well as setting up small command and con-
trol nodes, NATO Force Integration Units (NFIU), in the
Baltic states, Poland, Hungary, Slovakia, Bulgaria, and
Romania to “facilitate the reception of the viTF dur-
ing a crisis”.?¢ In addition to land forces, the NRF has a
maritime component, which is based on the Standing
NATO Maritime Groups (SNMGs) and the Standing NATO
Mine Countermeasures Groups (SNMCMGs), as well as a
combat air and air-support component.

As pointed out (Chapter 2), NATO’s force structure
is currently in flux. At the Madrid Summit, NaTO allies
agreed to establish a new, larger force model, which
will modernize and constitute the backbone of its
force structure. The new model, which is currently in
preparation, will reflect a similar philosophy to the old
structure, having forces in different readiness tiers. The

95 NATO 2015a.

96  Ringsmose & Rynning 2017b, 6.
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alliance specifically aims to bolster its rapid deployment
capability, striving to have around 300,000 troops at
high readiness (less than 30 days).’

As a NATO member, Finland must agree on its contri-
bution to the emerging force structure, which will take
place through the NDPP. It will be expected to provide
not only deployable air and naval assets but also mobile
land forces at least at a brigade level (see Chapter 5).8
Furthermore, it will occasionally be expected to provide
troops and assets for very high readiness forces and
NATO’s standing maritime forces (SNMG and SNMCMG).
Furthermore, Finland must declare forces available for
different readiness categories based on the needs and
requirements coming from sHAPE. Should Finland place
its forces under NATO’s command for an operation one
day, this will take place through a Transfer of Authority
mechanism. It is worth noting that even in a large-scale
conflict, a significant number of Finnish forces would
likely remain under its own command, and allies could
also place their forces under the national command of
a fellow ally, including Finland.*®

Lastly, in terms of the command elements associated
with the NATO force structure, Finland could potentially
host a NaTO Force Integration Unit on its territory. Hav-
ing a small command node could help to facilitate the
alignment of national and allied operational plans and
to bring about a more seamless reinforcement process,
should a need for allied military support arise. Setting
up a NATO Force Integration Unit in Finland would not
be very costly given their small size (approximately 40
persons).

97 NATO 2022d.
98 Anteroinen & Peltoniemi 2016, 392.
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7. WELL PLANNED IS HALF DONE: FINLAND AND NATO

OPERATIONAL PLANNING

ONE OF THE distinctive features of NATO has been joint
allied planning for the defence of the alliance. From the
outset, the alliance has developed emergency defence
plans, which set out “the conventional defence mis-
sions to be executed in wartime”.1°° Towards the end of
the Cold War, these documents were known as general
defence plans. The idea was clear: every military unit
assigned to the alliance had its place in the plan, entail-
ing different reaction times. Exercises were regularly
conducted in accordance with the plans that formed
the basis for carrying out collective defence against
possible aggression by the Soviet-led Warsaw Pact.!!

NATO’s transformation into a crisis-management or-
ganization in the 1990s and 2000s had profound implica-
tions for allied operational planning activities. Whereas
during the Cold War, the alliance prepared operations
against a distinct adversary with clearly defined geo-
graphical regions, in the post-Cold War world “plan-
ners were asked to employ a capability-based approach
to defence planning and to derive force requirements
from hypothetical scenarios that were not restricted
to specific political and geographical contexts”.'°? In
other words, preparing regional plans for conventional
war with Russia was not seen as sensible or necessary.
Rather, NATO had to prepare for scenarios playing out
in unidentified locations beyond the alliance territory.
This was a development that displeased new NATO allies
such as Poland and the Baltic states, who were vocally
demanding the alliance to draw up threat-based defence
plans for their region, which NATO preliminarily did after
the Russian attack on Georgia in 2008.1%%

After Russia’s first invasion of Ukraine, NATO has
again engaged in operational planning for conventional
war with Russia. However, as analysts have pointed
out, NATO does not have “an overarching and all-en-
compassing plan for the defence of Europe” like it had
during the Cold War. Rather, NATO currently possesses
a patchwork of national, multinational, and alliance
plans.1o4

100 Ruiz Palmer 2019, 23.

101 Williams 2018.

102 Ringsmose & Rynning 2021, 151.
103 Traynor 2010; Zigba 2019.

104 Aronsson et al. 2021, 52.

Today, the NaTO alliance has two planning catego-
ries: Advance Planning and Crisis Response Planning.
The former “is conducted to deal with potential threats
to the Alliance when identified and before they occur”,
whereas the latter “addresses emerging and unexpect-
ed crises and is based on circumstances that exist at
the time planning is conducted”. Advance Planning is
further divided into four types: executable Standing
Defence Plans (spps) and Graduated Response Plans
(crPs), as well as non-executable Contingency and
General Contingency Plans.103

When considering the defence of the alliance in case
of an armed attack, both Standing Defence Plans and
Graduated Response Plans are relevant. An spp is de-
signed to address a long-term, short or no-notice Ar-
ticle 5 security risk in concert with a NATO member’s
national defence plans, aimed at ensuring the integ-
rity and protection of NATO states, populations, and
territory. Graduated Response Plans are developed to
address existential threats to the alliance that require
high responsiveness. They are ‘graduated’ in the sense of
having three successive parts, of which only the first is
immediately executable, based on high readiness forces.
The first part is to be followed by a second part dealing
with an initial set of follow-on forces, namely more
substantial reinforcements, and subject to additional
planning in the situation, and by a third part with ad-
ditional follow-on forces.10¢

In recent years, NATO’s focus has been on develop-
ing the GrPs. The allies approved this new concept of
advance planning in 2015.1°7 NATO has subsequently
developed several GrRPs, which are essentially com-
partmentalized defence plans for specific geographi-
cal areas such as the High North, the Baltic Sea, and
the Black Sea.!°® Joint planning within the alliance is
a political process writ large, and the GRps themselves
were the result of a political compromise between those
allies that called for robust planning efforts with larger
forces immediately available, and those that favoured
a phased approach with more flexibility, with a lower

105 NATO Standardization Office 2019.
106 Ibid.
107 NATO 2015b.

108 Ringsmose & Rynning 2017a, 134.
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up-front commitment, and effectively with a weaker
deterrence posture.

Importantly, unlike the Cold War general defence
plans, the GRPs are not coordinated ‘theatre-wide’
plans. They specifically focus on different geograph-
ical regions. Furthermore, they have so far had only a
limited number of NRF troops attached to them. Only
looser, less detailed contingency plans for more sub-
stantial follow-on forces have been prepared.!°® Inter-
estingly, in response to Russia’s February 2022 invasion
of Ukraine, NATO activated its operational plans and
an element of the NRF for the first time. For example,
based on the alliance’s operational plans, the French-
led rapid reaction force was deployed to Romania to
reinforce NATO’s defensive posture in the eastern part
of the alliance.1?

NATO’s slow and incremental return to conventional
war planning means that the alliance has to date made
limited advance preparations for the collective defence
of Northern Europe, for example. The most developed
operational plans have thus far dealt with the deploy-
ment of NATO’s rapid deployment capabilities, more
specifically the viTF. The plans regarding the deploy-
ment of larger follow-on forces have been sketchy up
to now, and in need of elaboration.!!!

With the release of the new 2019 military strategy and
the Concept for Deterrence and Defence of the Euro-At-
lantic Area, NATO is slowly moving towards broader and
more elaborated and integrated theatre-wide opera-
tional plans. Instead of focusing on compartmentalized
regions, the new plans should give the Supreme Allied
Commander Europe (SACEUR) more flexibility in re-
sponding to threats across NATO’s theatre of operations,
ranging from the Northern Atlantic along the eastern
flank all the way to the Mediterranean.!'? Russia’s sec-
ond invasion of Ukraine will likely further enhance the
trend towards more robust, integrated allied planning.
One of the aims of the new force model is to ensure that
the alliance has not only more rapidly deployable troops
and assets but also more follow-on forces to carry out
collective defence operations against a military aggressor.

Finland is joining an alliance which is gradually re-
learning the art of operational planning for territorial
defence. Interestingly, as opposed to several NATO al-
lies, Finland has never ceased its own national planning
efforts, having a solid military planning culture and

109 Rynning 2021, 39-41.

110 Mitchell 2022.
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111 Aronsson et al 2021, 52-54.

112 Ringsmose & Rynning 2021, 157-158.

expertise - also when it comes to multidimension-
al operational planning. Furthermore, multinational
operational planning is not an entirely new area for
Finland. It has engaged in joint planning with Sweden
and discussed and coordinated relevant operational
plans with Norway since 2020.

As aNATO ally, Finland will express a strong interest
in allied planning efforts, not only within NATO, but
also between allies such as the Nordic states. In fact,
furthering operational planning will be among Fin-
land’s chief objectives in NaTO. Given the Finnish posi-
tion as a peripheral frontline state, it is vital that NATO
understands how Finland can be reinforced, what kind
of forces the potential reinforcements might include,
and who the reinforcers could be. Due to Finland’s own
strong land forces, the alliance is unlikely to allocate
significant land force reinforcements to Finland. In
terms of military reinforcement, Finland will most like-
ly be interested in air support, including anti-aircraft
defence, naval support (also in the broader Baltic Sea
domain), surveillance and intelligence, and additional
military equipment to maintain its stockpiles.

To facilitate potential joint operations on its soil,
Finland must align its own national planning with allied
preparations and pay special attention to its capacity
for receiving, staging, and moving onward allied troops
and equipment. Finnish NATO accession will also open
up more opportunities for joint planning with NATO
allies outside the alliance structures (see Chapter 11).
Importantly, exercises would need to be conducted
for national and multinational plans on a regular basis.
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8. OFFERING PRESENCE: FINLAND AND NATO'S
PEACETIME COLLECTIVE DEFENCE AND DETERRENCE

MISSIONS

AS A NATO ally, Finland must decide how it is going to
contribute to the maintenance of NATO’s deterrence
and defence posture in general, and the alliance’s
peacetime collective defence activities in particular.
Two issues are particularly notable: Finland’s approach
to enhanced Forward Presence and its potential par-
ticipation in NATO’s Air Policing.

8.1. enhanced Forward Presence

At its Warsaw Summit in 2016, NATO decided to enhance
its presence on its eastern flank by agreeing on the es-
tablishment of enhanced Forward Presence (eFP). In
2017, NATO allies deployed four multinational battal-
ion-sized battlegroups to the Baltics states and Poland,
each led by a framework nation: The United Kingdom
(Estonia), Canada (Latvia), Germany (Lithuania), and
the United States (Poland). The aim of the deployment
of the rotational battlegroups was to reassure NATO’s
most exposed allies that NaTO will defend them, and to
provide them with combat-ready forces.

Due to the small size of the battlegroups, the bat-
talions have often been seen as a tripwire - as an assur-
ance that in the event of aggression, allies would deploy
follow-on forces to the theatre.!® In February 2022,
NATO agreed to further reinforce the four battalions as
well as to deploy four additional battlegroups to Slo-
vakia, Hungary, Bulgaria, and Romania. At the Madrid
Summit, the allies decided to scale up “the existing
battlegroups to brigade-size units where and when
required, underpinned by credible rapidly available re-
inforcements, prepositioned equipment, and enhanced
command and control”.114

The Madrid Summit confirmed that the battlegroup
format will remain the framework for NATO’s presence
on its eastern flank. The peacetime size of the troops will
not significantly increase. Instead, the alliance will fur-
ther bolster its capability to reinforce the battlegroups if
the need arises. In Madrid, NATO thus essentially agreed
to thicken the tripwire: while the allied presence on the

113 On enhanced Forward Presence, see e.g., Zapfe 2017; Stoicescu & Jirvenpii
2019.

114 NATO 2022cC.

eastern flank will increase, its nature will not radically
change.

In terms of the eFp, Finland faces a two-sided ques-
tion. First, does it aspire to host a battlegroup on its
soil? Second, will it contribute forces to one of the eight
battlegroups? The answer to the first question is rather
straightforward. Finland does not currently seek to host
an eFp battlegroup on its territory - a view that NATO
allies share. There are several reasons for this. First,
during its membership process, Finland has highlighted
its own military strength, its tradition of self-reliance,
and its ability to take responsibility for the defence of
its own area. Against this backdrop, asking for allied
presence would appear illogical and incoherent.

Secondly, given Finland’s existing military strength,
limited NATO presence in the Finnish territory would
not bring significant added value in terms of deterrence.
Third, having only just applied for NATO membership,
Finland’s political capital within the alliance is still lim-
ited, and it should thus use it wisely. Matters related to
operational planning and NATO’s command and control
structure, as well as deepening defence cooperation
with key allies are more urgent for Finland than the is-
sue of allied presence in the form of an erp battlegroup,
at least in the short term.

Lastly, and relatedly, even if Finland expressed its
desire to host NATO troops in the country, such presence
would not necessarily be obtainable. Some of the allies
already feel overstretched under the current conditions,
and none of the major allies has the capacity to take over
further framework nation responsibilities. However,
although Finland is unlikely to seek allied presence in
the short term, it should not, nor is it likely to, exclude
the option in the longer term, as the threat environment
and NATO’s deterrence and defence posture evolve.

The question regarding a potential Finnish contri-
bution to the eFp is more complicated. NATO allies may
have varying expectations regarding Finland’s role. Fur-
thermore, the political and military logics of partici-
pation may not be entirely congruent. From a military
point of view, the basic philosophy of the erp has been
to tie non-eastern flank allies to the theatre. By contrast,
moving troops from one flank country to another does
not make much sense militarily. However, deployments

FINNISH FOREIGN POLICY PAPER  DECEMBER 2022 / 29



also have a political dimension. Even if Finland’s partici-
pation in the erp would not necessarily make sense mili-
tarily, it would be a political signal of its commitment to
the security of its allies. A NATO member of Finland’s size
could be expected to contribute 100-200 troops, poten-
tially supported by infantry fighting vehicles or combat
service and combat service support elements.!'® Based
on political and geographical factors, the most natural
battlegroup for Finland to contribute to would be the
one in Estonia. However, Tallinn has thus far not shown
any interest in hosting a Finnish contingent. The same
goes for Riga and Vilnius. Instead, officials in the Baltic
states have insisted that Finnish participation would be
unnecessary.!'® The hesitancy may arise from a concern
that Finland’s involvement could tempt the more impor-
tant and more powerful allies to reduce their presence
on the eastern flank. Due to its geographic location, Fin-
land will inevitably be part of the security developments
around the Baltic Sea, whereas the presence of NATO al-
lies from more distant parts of the Euro-Atlantic region
is not a given.

Considering the lukewarm stance in the Baltic states,
Finland could of course consider taking part in one of
the new battlegroups in Slovakia, Hungary, Bulgaria,
and Romania. However, a deployment to any of these
countries would be entirely political in nature, lacking
direct military logic. However, Finland’s participation
will ultimately be based on NATO’s collective decision,
and certain allies may consider Finland’s involvement
in the erp desirable or even necessary. As noted, some
allies currently contributing to the battlegroups feel
overstretched and regard their existing contributions
as unsustainable in the longer term. These allies would
thus warmly welcome the participation of a capable
and willing ally.

8.2. Air Policing

In addition to taking part in the erp, Finland could con-
sider contributing to one or even two of NATO’s Air Po-
licing missions, which aim at safeguarding the integri-
ty of allied airspace. Established in 1961, Air Policing is
the alliance’s permanent peacetime task contributing
to NATO’s collective defence. It is part of the alliance’s
broader integrated air and missile defence (1AMD) mis-
sion, which also involves NATO’s ballistic missile defence
(BMD) (see Section 10.2). The purpose of Air Policing

115 NATO 2022f.

116 Simojoki 2022.

missions is for other NATO members to assist those allies
that do not have the necessary means to safeguard their
own airspace. Two of NATO’s four Air Policing missions
may be particularly relevant for Finland, namely Baltic
and Icelandic Air Policing.

The Baltic Air Policing mission was established in
2004 at Siauliai Air Base in Lithuania. In 2014, after
Russia’s annexation of Crimea, a second Air Policing
presence was established at Amari Air Base in Estonia.
NATO allies take turns deploying to both air bases on
a four-month rotational basis, most often with four
fighter aircraft. Since 2004, a total of 17 member states
have taken part in the mission, which often involves
identifying Russian aircraft flying near NATO airspace.

Icelandic Air Policing, for its part, was initiated in
2008. As opposed to the mission in the Baltic states, Air
Policing in Iceland does not entail the continuous pres-
ence of NATO allies. Rather, it involves the deployment
of fighter aircraft from allied nations three times a year
for three or four weeks. A total of 11 allies have contrib-
uted to the mission since its establishment.

NATO allies will likely expect Finland to take part in
both missions. Given the rotational system, the contrib-
uting allies have usually taken part in the missions every
two to four years. Finland boasts a sizeable air force and
is located close to the Baltic states, particularly Estonia.
It could potentially, and conveniently, carry out the
rotation from its own air bases. If not, maintaining a
four-month presence in Amari should be rather un-
complicated. Due to the physical distance, participa-
tion in Icelandic Air Policing would be somewhat more
strenuous and, above all, more costly. However, many
allies may see it as natural that Finland, as a fellow Nor-
dic country, would take part in the Icelandic mission.
Interestingly, Finland has some experience of Icelandic
Air Policing, having taken part in the NATO-led Iceland
Fighter Meet training event as a partner country in 2014.
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9. QUALITY BEFORE QUANTITY: FINLAND AND MILITARY

EXERCISES

A us Light infantry Company and the Guard Jaeger Regiment of the Finnish Army taking part in an exercise in Helsinki, Finland on
28 June 2022.
Source: Roni Rekomaa / Lehtikuva

MILITARY EXERCISES ARE part of NATO’s core activities.
The alliance arranges dozens of drills and training events
of different types every year, ranging from live exercises
involving troops to command post and tabletop exercis-
es simulating decision-making in conflict situations. In
addition to NATO exercises, individual allies host drills
with significant involvement by their fellow allies.
Military exercises serve several purposes, having
both tactical-technical and political-strategic elements.
On the one hand, alliance drills may aim at training staff
and forces, preserving old and producing new skills,
generating interoperability, and experimenting with
new technologies and weapon systems. On the other
hand, military exercises may also attempt to reassure
allies, deter a potential adversary, or even act as a tool

of diplomacy.!'” NATO and allied exercises serve both
purposes: tactical-technical and political-strategic.!!8
They not only enhance allied warfighting skills and fos-
ter interoperability among allies, but also signal the
alliance’s military capabilities to potential adversaries
and reassure individual allies of NATO’s commitment
to their security. Furthermore, they offer the alliance
an opportunity to rehearse the implementation of its
operational plans.

The scope, size, and frequency of NATO and allied
exercises have changed considerably as the alliance
has been rebuilding its deterrence and defence posture
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since 2014.1"° The paradigm shift has manifested in the
form of larger and more frequent exercise activities,
focusing on Article 5 scenarios. For example, NATO
allies have carried out more exercises in the Baltic
states, rehearsing the defence and reinforcement of
the three states.'?? Allied training activities in the High
North have also intensified. In 2018, NATO arranged its
high-visibility Trident Juncture exercise in Norway.
Furthermore, Norway hosts its own multinational Cold
Response drill biannually, most recently in 2022. The
next, larger iteration of the exercise in 2024 will be
called Nordic Response.

The size, scope, and location of the exercises have
occasionally been a bone of contention among NATO
allies.'?! One reason for the periodic disputes has been
the perceived risk of Russia either genuinely misun-
derstanding or purposefully misconstruing the purpose
of certain allied military exercises.!?? Some NATO allies
have been particularly careful not to generate situations
that would run the risk of either type of problem, thus
being reluctant to hold large-scale exercises close to
Russia’s borders. While views on the matter differ, all
NATO allies remain committed to pursuing predicta-
bility, transparency, and risk reduction with Russia,
including through clear communication concerning
military exercises.

In the post-2014 era, the alliance has thus far con-
ducted only a few large-scale exercises and, despite
more frequent training, the alliance has not rehearsed
the reinforcement of the Baltic states and Poland on a
large scale. Furthermore, the outbreak of the Covid-19
pandemic dampened the major us-led Defender 2020
exercise, which was supposed to rehearse the deploy-
ment of a significant number of American forces across
the Atlantic to the European theatre, including the Baltic
Sea region.!?? Furthermore, NATO is still in the process
of improving its exercise practices.!?* The introduction
of the new force model and the new associated opera-
tional plans, as well as the ambition to scale up the erp
battlegroups, will require more frequent alliance and
allied drills.

It is unlikely that NATO membership will amount
to a substantial quantitative change when it comes to
Finnish participation in international military exercises.
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Hosting and taking part in multinational drills focusing
on conventional high-intensity warfare have been a
core element of Finland’s alignment policy, and hence a
routine activity for the Finnish Defence Forces (see Sec-
tion 2.2). Since 2014, Finland has taken part in 60-90
multinational exercises and training events, includ-
ing those organized by NATO or allied nations. Foreign
troops have also been involved in Finnish exercises.
Upon entering NATO, Finland is unlikely to have the
capacity to contribute to multinational exercises much
beyond the current level. The intensification of interna-
tional defence cooperation as well as the coming NATO
membership have strained, and will further strain, the
resources of the Finnish military.

However, Finland’s accession to NATO will likely
bring about a qualitative transformation in Finnish in-
volvement in multinational exercises. First, Finland will
take part in NATO and allied drills as an ally practising
collective defence - a noteworthy change to previous
policy, according to which Finland contributed as a
partner not rehearsing the implementation of Article 5.
Secondly, as a non-allied partner, Finland was reluc-
tant to participate in exercises with a visible signalling
or force demonstration dimension. For instance, unlike
Sweden and NATO allies in Northern Europe, Finland
has not allowed Us strategic bombers, often used for
demonstrating commitment and military potency, into
its airspace, and the Finnish Air Force has not conduct-
ed joint exercises with such aircraft elsewhere. How-
ever, as a NATO ally, Finland may have to reconsider its
policy regarding signalling and force demonstration.
Us Air Force strategic aircraft have, for instance, flown
missions over all NATO allied nations in a single day.!2
The threshold for not participating in such activities will
most likely be high when Finland becomes a member of
the alliance. Thirdly, depending on Finland’s approach
to NATO nuclear policy, it will possibly contribute to
exercises involving a nuclear weapons element (see Sec-
tion 10.1.).

Overall, the Russian February 2022 assault as well as
Finland’s NATO bid have already brought about a change
in how Finland communicates about its participation
in multinational exercises. Before 2022, Finnish poli-
cymakers were reluctant to publicly acknowledge that
international exercises have political-strategic, not only
tactical-technical, elements. This changed when Finland
decided to apply for NATO membership and Helsinki
began to seek assurance from NATO allies. In May 2022,
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Finland decided to increase its exercise and training ac-
tivities with its closest partners, including the us, the UK,
Norway, Sweden, Germany, and France. Most of these
exercises would take place on Finnish territory. This
time, policymakers openly admitted that the purpose
of consolidated training cooperation and the increased
presence of foreign troops in Finland was to seek sup-
port for the Finnish NATO membership process.!?¢ In
other words, Finland sought reassurance from its future
allies with the aim of deterring Russia from interfering
in Finland’s membership path. Thus, increased exercise
activities were explicitly motivated by political-strate-
gic factors.

Hosting multinational and even the alliance’s ex-
ercises should be one of the key priorities for Finland’s
NATO policy. As Finland is unlikely to seek a permanent
allied presence on its soil, frequent multinational exer-
cises are a useful way to compensate for the lack of more
permanent deployments in the country, significantly
contributing to deterrence.!?” Furthermore, given its
role as a frontline state, it is important that Finnish allies
understand Finland as an operating environment, and
that existing operational plans and reinforcement more
generally are being rehearsed. Since 2014, Finland has
significantly developed host nation support (HNS) activ-
ities, namely its ability to receive and maintain foreign
troops in the country. Frequent exercises could further
develop Finland’s HNS capabilities, and enhance the
Finnish capacity for the reception, staging, and onward
movement of foreign troops in the country.
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10. INTO UNCHARTED TERRITORY: NATO'S NUCLEAR POLICY
AND BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENCE

10.1. NATO’s nuclear policy and Finland’s
alternatives

NATO HAS BEEN a nuclear alliance since its inception,
and nuclear weapons have constituted the backbone
of its deterrence. However, the de facto role of nucle-
ar weapons has varied over time. From 1949 to the late
1960s, NATO’s nuclear doctrine emphasized massive
retaliation, which meant that to deter aggression, the
alliance had to “be willing and able to respond vig-
orously at places and with means of its own choos-
ing”.128 In 1968, NATO adopted a more flexible doctrine,
providing increased room for conventional responses
to an armed attack. The doctrine of flexible response
thus “raised the threshold where the alliance might be
forced to employ nuclear weapons while maintaining
a calculated ambiguity regarding how and when NATO
might resort to their use”.'?° The doctrine of flexible re-
sponse retained its relevance until the end of the Cold
War, after which nuclear issues all but retreated from
the forefront.

Since 2014, NATO’s nuclear deterrence has slowly
gained in prominence, although from a practical and
doctrinal standpoint the work to reintegrate nuclear
weapons into the alliance’s deterrence is still far from
finished. The increased significance of nuclear weapons
for allied security is most evident at the rhetorical level.
Whereas the alliance’s 2012 Chicago Summit declara-
tion contained scant references to nuclear deterrence, *°
the communiqués from the 2014 Wales Summit, '*! and
particularly the 2016 Warsaw Summit, 32 underscored
the importance of nuclear deterrence as a core element
of NATO’s collective defence.

The new strategic concept approved at the Madrid
Summit solidified the development. It declares that

“the fundamental purpose of NATO’s nuclear capabil-
ity is to preserve peace, prevent coercion and deter
aggression”. The concept underscores that “the cir-
cumstances in which NATO might have to use nuclear
weapons are extremely remote”. However, it also states
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that the alliance “has the capabilities and resolve to im-
pose costs on an adversary that would be unacceptable
and far outweigh the benefits that any adversary could
hope to achieve”.133

Three NATO allies have nuclear forces: the United
States, the United Kingdom, and France. The main re-
sponsibility for maintaining NATO’s nuclear deterrence
continues to rest with the nuclear forces of the Unit-
ed States,!** which, according to the Strategic Concept,

“are the supreme guarantee of the security of the Alli-
ance”. The nuclear forces of the United Kingdom and
France “have a deterrent role of their own and contrib-
ute significantly to the overall security of the alliance”.135
This statement masks the fact that the respective nuclear
weapons of the UK and France have different roles in
NATO’s deterrence. Whereas the UK’s nuclear deterrent
is assigned to the defence of NATO, 3¢ French nuclear
weapons are not, and thus do not form part of its oper-
ational planning either.13’

Although only three allies possess atomic weapons,
the non-nuclear NATO allies have been involved in the
alliance’s nuclear weapons politics in two primary ways:
through its nuclear- sharing activities and participation
in the Nuclear Planning Group (NPG). NATO’s nuclear-
sharing activities came into being as early as the 1950s.138
The us deployed various types of nuclear weapon sys-
tems to Europe in the early years of that decade.'** How-
ever, against the backdrop of the October 1957 launch of
the Sputnik satellite, the United States decided to share
nuclear capabilities with its NATO allies. The decision

“comprised the ability of allies to launch nuclear weap-
ons under Us command, including nuclear land mines,
artillery shells, short-range rockets, free-fall bombs,
and intermediate-range ballistic missiles, all under the
direct command of SACEUR”. Importantly, “the weap-
ons would remain under the command and control of
the us, and only be released to Allies for delivery upon
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the command of the Us President, and then under war
plans directed by SACEUR”.14°

Nuclear sharing has had three broad functions. First,
it has helped restrain allied proliferation pressures.
Second, it has cemented the political cohesion of the al-
liance by giving European allies a voice in NATO’s nuclear
deliberations. Third, nuclear sharing has strengthened
the credibility of the alliance’s deterrence by offering a
broader spectrum of graduated force options, namely
more alternatives, nuclear included, for responding to
an armed attack.!#!

Today, nuclear sharing is limited to one weapon
system: the US B61 nuclear bomb. More precisely, the
United States has deployed a limited number of B61
nuclear weapons - which remain under American
custody - to certain allied military bases in Europe.
Several NATO allies possess certified dual-capable
aircraft (pca) that can carry these B61 weapons. The
estimated number of B61s deployed to Europe varies
between 150 and 200. There are five bases in Europe
storing American nuclear bombs today: Kleine Brogel
air base in Belgium, Volkel air base in the Netherlands,
Biichel air base in Germany, and Aviano and Ghedi
air bases in Italy. In addition, Incirlik base in Turkey
possibly houses B61s. In addition to the United States,
Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and Turkey
have Dcas equipped to deliver B61 bombs.#? Allies have
recently carried out infrastructure modernization at
nuclear-sharing airbases. Furthermore, the United
States has been modernizing the Bé61s, and is expected
to start fielding the upgraded B61-12 version to Europe
in December 2022.14

Non-nuclear allies without the bca capability can
also contribute to NATO’s nuclear missions with con-
ventional assets. In other words, they can participate
in the Support of Nuclear Operations with Convention-
al Air Tactics (SNOWCAT) mechanism, in which allies
assign certain capabilities, such as fighter aircraft, to
NATO’s nuclear mission. NATO’s annual nuclear exercise
of 2022 - Steadfast Noon - involved 14 participants,#4
which is indicative of the number of allies participat-
ing in nuclear-sharing and supportive missions. Allied
involvement in NATO’s nuclear activities is based on
voluntary contributions, not on the targets coming
from the NDPP. It has been estimated that seven allies

140 Alberque 2022.

141 Mattelaer 2021, 125-127.
142 Kristensen 2022.

143 Bender et al. 2022.

144 NATO 2022g.

- Czechia, Denmark, Greece, Hungary, Norway, Poland,
and Romania - have in one way or another taken part
in SNOWCAT activities. 4>

NATO’s non-nuclear allies can also contribute to
the alliance’s nuclear deterrence deliberations by par-
ticipating in the NPG. The group, established in 1966,
is NATO’s senior body on nuclear matters, discussing
specific policy issues associated with nuclear forces,
such as the global balance of the latter and procedures
for the possible use of nuclear weapons.4¢ Importantly,
the NPG provides a forum in which allies can take part
in the development of NATO’s nuclear policy, as well
as participate in decisions on NATO’s nuclear posture,
irrespective of whether they are nuclear powers or not.
[t meets at the level of defence ministers or permanent
representatives, and is supported by the High Level
Group, consisting of high-level policymakers from
allies. Over the years, the NPG has fundamentally acted
as a forum in which the us and the UK - especially the
former - have offered allies education about nuclear
matters.” Only one ally, France, does not participate
in the group.

When it comes to nuclear deterrence, Finland will
enter uncharted waters. As a NATO member, it will be
under the alliance’s ‘nuclear umbrella’. This means that
allied nuclear weapons will deter aggression against
Finland and an attack on Finland may, under extremely
remote circumstances, lead to allied nuclear retaliation.
This is a historic development for a nation which has
thus far placed emphasis on nuclear arms control, not
nuclear deterrence.

Finland’s approach to nuclear arms control has been
pragmatic, underscoring the significance of the Treaty
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), as
well as recognizing the primacy of great powers in nu-
clear arms control efforts.!#8 Finland has not signed the
Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW)

- an agreement criticized by NATO and nuclear weapon
powers — and has no intention of signing it in the fu-
ture. In fact, in the wake of the Russian 2022 invasion,
Finnish policymakers have underlined the necessity
of nuclear deterrence as a protection against potential
nuclear coercion.#?

Upon its entry into NATO, Finland must decide
what kind of role it wants to play with regard to the
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alliance’s nuclear policies. Compared to other policy
areas, formulating Finnish stances on nuclear issues is
currently challenging because, as an invitee, Finland is
still excluded from the alliance’s nuclear policy.

The policy options for Finland are nevertheless rather
clear. As of now, the Finnish leadership has not set any
limits in terms of the scope of Finland’s NATO integra-
tion, including participation in nuclear policy. Theoret-
ically, Finland could aim at participating in NATO’s nu-
clear-sharing activities, acquiring dual-capable aircraft,
and hosting American nuclear weapons. However, the
options are only theoretical and, under the current cir-
cumstances, unrealistic. Existing Finnish legislation ex-
plicitly states that the importation of nuclear explosives,
as well as their manufacture, possession and detonation,
are prohibited in Finland.!*® Some NATO allies - such as
Lithuania - have similar legislation. At present, there is
no discussion in Finland about changing or amending
the existing laws.

Furthermore, NATO has no intention, reason, or plans
to station nuclear weapons on the territories of countries
that have joined the alliance since 1997. Given the prox-
imity to Russia, the allies in Western Europe and North
America in particular see deploying nuclear weapons to
the eastern flank as imprudent militarily, and/or consid-
er it to be politically provocative towards Moscow. Inter-
estingly, Poland recently approached the United States
about potentially hosting American nuclear weapons on
Polish soil.*s! In response, Washington turned down the
offer, reiterating that it has no intention of deploying
nuclear weapons to countries on the eastern flank. !5

All in all, Finland’s participation in NATO’s nucle-
ar-sharing activities is unlikely. That does not, however,
mean that Finland should adopt a unilateral, declaratory
stance of not allowing nuclear weapons on its soil (in
peacetime) akin to Denmark's® and Norway, s for ex-
ample. The respective Danish and Norwegian policies
were borne out of different domestic landscapes and a
different international environment in the late 1940s and
early 1950s. Adopting similar positions would not only
be anachronistic but also unnecessary for the reasons
set out above.

The realistic options in terms of Finnish participation
in NATO’s nuclear policies vary from modest participa-
tion to more active, operational involvement. Finland
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could assume a mere “planning role” !> when taking
part in the work of the NPG. Opting out of the planning
group would not make much sense. Finland should have
a voice in NATO’s nuclear policy, and it must make a
serious effort to understand not only the principles of
NATO nuclear deterrence but also the nuclear weapon
policies of the United States and the United Kingdom.

More active involvement would mean assuming
an operational role in addition to participating in the
NPG. In practice, this would amount to taking part in
SNOWCAT and NATO’s nuclear exercises. Assigning ca-
pabilities to support the alliance’s nuclear missions is
entirely voluntary. Understanding the sensitivities re-
garding nuclear deterrence, allies are unlikely to exert
pressure on Finland concerning the matter. However,
given Finland’s military capabilities and its location in
the frontline close to highly strategic Russian locations,
NATO allies may privately expect Finland to contribute
to SNOWCAT activities.!®® Furthermore, NATO will put
the F-35 aircraft at the centre of its nuclear policy in
the coming years, as the plane is “thought to be bet-
ter at penetrating air- and missile-defence networks,
requiring fewer accompanying fighters”.*s? Finland’s
coming F-35 fleet will be operational towards the end
of the 2020s.

From a Finnish perspective, engaging in the sSNow-
cAT mechanism might make military sense. As a front-
line state, Finland and its airspace constitute a possible
gateway for allied nuclear operations. The American
Bé1s are gravity bombs that need to be delivered close
to the attempted target before their release. Having an
understanding of how such operations are conducted
and playing a role in them may thus conceivably be in
Finnish interests.

However, importantly, Finland’s eventual role in
NATO nuclear policy will neither be publicly disclosed
nor result from public deliberations. Rather, its possi-
ble contributions to SNOWCAT activities, for instance,
would be highly classified information, known only to
a small circle of political and military leaders. In NATO,
nuclear policy is an area of utmost secrecy, and the al-
liance communicates scantly about its nuclear activities.
Finland needs to adjust its nuclear communication to
NATO’s collective approach.

Lastly, Finland’s coming NATO membership will not
be incompatible with advocating arms control. In fact,
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several allied nations practise active arms control and
even nuclear disarmament policies.'®® As pointed out,
Finland has pragmatically supported the NPT as the cor-
nerstone of nuclear arms control, although it has not in
recent years shown considerable initiative in promoting
concrete arms control proposals. Should this change
and should Finland want to take a more proactive role,
it would need to pay special attention to the views of the
NATO allies. Against this backdrop, signing the TPNW
or taking part in treaty-related activities, such as ob-
serving meetings, does not necessarily come across as
a prudent policy.

10.2 Finland and NATO missile defence
Missile defence, in addition to nuclear and convention-
al capabilities, is the third leg of NATO’s deterrence and
defence posture.'® It is a novel but essential element of
the alliance’s strategic mix. After a decade of studying
the possibility of developing missile defence, the al-
lies concluded at NATO’s Lisbon 2010 Summit that “[t]
he threat to NATO European populations, territory and
forces posed by the proliferation of ballistic missiles is
increasing” and that “the Alliance will develop a missile
defence capability to pursue its core task of collective
defence”.'¢® In 2016, the alliance declared Initial Oper-
ational Capability of its ballistic missile defence (BMD).
Full implementation of the capability is still underway.
Today, NATO BMD is a component of its integrated air
and missile defence (1aMD). Missile defence capabilities
are based on the voluntary contributions of member
states. The United States has a leading role in the effort.
Its approach to NaATO BMD is called the European Phased
Adaptive Approach (EPAA) and it consists of Aegis Ashore
ballistic missile defence systems hosted by Romania (op-
erational since 2016) and Poland (operational in 2023),
as well as four multi-mission BMD-capable Aegis ships
hosted by Spain. Furthermore, the United States has de-
ployed a radar system in Turkey.!®! Several allies also of-
fer additional integrated air and missile defence systems
such as ships or the Patriot surface-to-air missile system.
BMD has been one of the bones of contention be-
tween NATO and Russia. The alliance has insisted that
the American missile defence assets in Europe are aimed
at defending its allies against missile threats emanating
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from elsewhere, namely from Iran.'2 Moscow has not
bought this argument and has been concerned that the
missile defence system would undermine its own stra-
tegic deterrent. Initially, the NaTO alliance and Russia
intended to cooperate in missile defence matters, but
the alliance suspended the project in 2014 in response
to Russia’s illegal annexation of Crimea. !¢

After 2014, Russia’s stance towards the alliance’s
missile defence activities grew increasingly aggres-
sive. Moscow has warned individual allies about taking
part in NATO’s BMD. In 2015, the Russian ambassador to
Denmark threatened to aim nuclear missiles at Danish
warships if it joins NATO’s missile defence system.!¢
The warnings notwithstanding, Denmark has taken
steps towards playing a role in the system.!6> Norway,
by contrast, has decided to opt out of BMD by not ac-
quiring capabilities that would enable its participation.
Reportedly, one reason for the decision has been Nor-
way’s reluctance to antagonize Russia.¢®

BMD will be a novel area for Finland, which currently
lacks ballistic missile defence capability. Furthermore,
given Russia’s concerns, missile defence has thus far
been a politically sensitive issue in Finland and has not
been comprehensively addressed in public debate or
within the government. However, things are changing
in this respect. The Finnish political leadership has set
no limits on Finland’s military integration into NATO,
including the alliance’s air and missile defence. In fact,
participation in NATO’s BMD would go some way towards
helping Finland fill a crucial capability gap. More impor-
tantly, Finland is in the process of acquiring ground-
based air defence high-altitude capabilities.!*” The re-
maining candidates for the procurement are two Israeli
systems: Barak MX and David’s Sling. Both systems can
intercept missiles, including ballistic ones.

As a NATO member, Finland must decide whether it
will make voluntary contributions to the alliance’s BMD.
The new high-altitude capability could potentially be
earmarked for NATO’s missile defence. Furthermore, the
F-35 aircraft, with its advanced sensors, could also be
used for supporting cruise and ballistic missile defence
as a part of NATO’s integrated air and missile defence. %8
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11. SOLIDIFYING COLLECTIVE DEFENCE: MILITARY
COOPERATION WITH NATO ALLIES

MILITARY COOPERATION, BILATERALLY or within small
groups of countries, has become an increasingly prev-
alent feature of European defence since the late 2000s
and the early 2010s.1%° This development has been driv-
en by several factors. Under the tense fiscal conditions
of the late 2000s and the early 2010s, multinational
defence cooperation primarily aimed to generate more
cost-efficient defence solutions or, even more direct-
ly, to achieve savings.!’ However, during the 2010s,
and particularly since Russia’s first invasion of Ukraine
in 2014, many cooperation frameworks became more
prominently driven by security threats facing Europe.!”!
Finally, major political shifts, such as the UK’s decision
to leave the EU, have also played an important role in
the developments seen in European defence.!72

Importantly, both NATO and the EU have conscious-
ly promoted defence cooperation within sub-sets of
their member states, especially since the 2010s. In the
EU’s case, this first started under the label of pooling
and sharing,'”® but the idea of creating multinational
clusters is also at the heart of later initiatives like the
European Defence Fund (EDF) and Permanent Struc-
tured Cooperation (PESCO).'” NATO, for its part, first put
forward the so-called Smart Defence Initiative, a major
novelty of the 2012 Chicago Summit, which encouraged
the allies to cooperate and coordinate more and better
in order to develop and maintain military assets.”> In
the run-up to the Wales Summit in 2014, the alliance
followed suit with the adoption of the Framework Na-
tions Concept (FNC).

The FNc builds on the idea that bigger NATO mem-
bers gather a group of allies around them with the aim
of organizing themselves in a more coordinated and ef-
fective way.!”¢ A total of three FNC groups were formed,
led by Germany, Italy, and the UK. The German-led
FNC concentrates on developing and preserving key

169 See Zandee et al. 2018; Nemeth 2022.

170 Seee.g., Valasek 2011; Terlikowski 2012; Zandee et al. 2016.
171 Figersten 2020.

172 Ibid.

173 Faleg & Giovannini 2012.

174 Seee.g., Blockmans & Macchiarini Crosson 2019.

175 Terlikowski 2012.

176 Major & Mélling 2014.

military capabilities by advancing cooperation in mul-
tiple capability clusters and building multinational force
structures, whereas the Italian FNC revolves around
cooperation related to stabilization operations.”” The
UK-led FNC group, named the Joint Expeditionary Force
(7EF), was first created to establish a rapidly deploya-
ble multinational intervention force,'?8 but has since
evolved into a broader politico-military framework.!?°
Although the FNC groups are inherently linked to NATO’s
activities and objectives, they operate formally out-
side the NATO structures - and have also been open to
non-NATO members. 180

In addition to EU and NATO initiatives, defence co-
operation has also flourished outside these organiza-
tions, ranging from bilateral partnerships to minilateral
groups involving a small number of states.!8! Many of
the partnerships and groups are based on geography,
whereas some have a more functional focus. 82

11.1. Finland’s defence cooperation prior to NATO
membership
For Finland, multinational defence cooperation outside
the framework of the EU and the country’s partnership
with NATO started to acquire increasing relevance in
the latter part of the 2000s, as Nordic defence cooper-
ation made strides. Even though the defence forces of
the Nordic countries had already cooperated in many
ways before, several factors, above all the challenging
economic context, pushed them to deepen their coop-
eration.'®? This process led to the creation of NORDEF-
co as the new umbrella for Nordic defence cooperation
on capabilities, armaments, human resources and edu-
cation, training and exercises, as well as operations.!84
However, the real watershed for Finland’s approach
towards different forms of defence cooperation was

177 Glatz & Zapfe 2017.

178 Ibid.

179 Monaghan 2022a.

180 See Hagstrom Frisell & Sjokvist 2019.
181 Nemeth 2022.

182 Zandee et al. 2016.

183 Saxi 2011; Jokela & Iso-Markku 2013.

184 Saxi 2011.
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Russia’s first invasion of Ukraine in 2014. The Russian
aggression led to a change in Finland’s perception
of Russia and gradually ushered in the era of Finnish
‘alignment’ policy. As a result, Finland started to look
for military partners in order to strengthen its nation-
al defence capability, raise the threshold for potential
Russian aggression against the country, and increase
the likelihood of receiving aid in the event of a conflict
with Russia (see Section 1.2). Correspondingly, after
2014, Finland signed a number of different coopera-
tion agreements (framework arrangements, letters of
intent, memoranda of understanding) with a host of
partners.'8%

Finland’s closest partnership developed with its
Western neighbour, Sweden, to which Finland is bound
by close historical ties and shared values. The partner-
ship was further facilitated by a highly favourable public
opinion as well as the two countries’ non-allied status,
with the latter setting them apart from their Nordic and
Baltic neighbours.!'®¢ An action plan for deepened de-
fence cooperation was signed by the Finnish and Swed-
ish defence ministers in May 2014, and a joint report
by the Finnish and Swedish defence forces on possible
areas of cooperation was published in January 2015. This
was followed by a joint statement on deepened defence
cooperation in May 2015.1%7

After 2015, Finnish-Swedish defence cooperation
progressed quickly. In 2018, a new memorandum of
understanding (MoU) between Finland and Sweden
was signed, stating that their cooperation aimed at
‘strengthening the defence capabilities of the Partici-
pants, creating prerequisites for combined joint military

¢

action and operations in all situations, and to further
common interests in the defence domain, including
strengthening the security of the Baltic Sea region”.188
To underscore the depth of the relationship, the MoU
also explicitly declared that the countries’ defence co-
operation “covers peace, crisis and war” and that “no
predetermined limits will be set on deepening the bi-
lateral defence cooperation”.!$?

The significance of the Finnish-Swedish relationship
was underlined by the fact that it developed into an in-
teresting platform for third parties to plug into. In 2018,
Finland and Sweden signed a trilateral memorandum

185 Yle News 2018.
186 See Pesu & Iso-Markku 2020.

187 Joint Statement regarding deepened defence cooperation between Finland and
Sweden.

188 Memorandum of Understanding between Finland and Sweden 2018, 3.

189 Ibid.

of understanding with the Us, whose commitment to
European security both countries regard as vital.?*® The
American-Finnish-Swedish memorandum of under-
standing stated that the three parties aim to intensify
their trilateral dialogue on defence, develop their po-
litical and military interoperability, and expand their
situational awareness. Moreover, it mentions their aim
to develop their capabilities and posture, improve their
ability to conduct combined multilateral operations, co-
ordinate their strategic communications, and promote
constructive links between NATO and the EU.1!

In 2020, another trilateral memorandum of under-
standing was signed between Finland, Sweden, and
Norway. It proposed, among other items, the setting
up of a trilateral strategic planning group and, even
more notably, coordinating national operations plans
between the three countries in areas of common con-
cern, as well as exploring the possibility for common
operations planning in certain areas.'? This is particu-
larly relevant in the northern parts of the three coun-
tries, which constitute a shared strategic space located
between the Russian Kola Peninsula and the Northern
Atlantic (See Chapter 3).

In parallel with the trilateral track, Finland also
deepened its relationship with both the Us and Norway
on a bilateral basis. A letter of intent between Finland
and the Us was signed in 2016, outlining an agenda that
covered dialogue, exchange of information, enhanc-
ing defence capability, readiness and interoperability
in the context of multilateral operations, increased
training and exercises, armaments cooperation, as
well as exploring opportunities to enhance Finland’s
cooperation with NATO.'% Finnish-uUs relations also
received a boost from Finland’s decision in December
2021 to replace its existing fleet of F/A-18s with 64
F-35 fighter jets.1%4

With Norway, a bilateral framework agreement was
first adopted in 2018 and then updated in 2021. The bi-
lateral agenda extends from dialogue to interoperabil-
ity, from military security of supply to joint combined
situational awareness, and from cyber and hybrid-re-
lated cooperation to training and exercises. As in the

190 The Finnish Government’s report on foreign and security policy from 2016
states that “[t|he commitment of the United States to NATO and its military
presence in Europe continue to be essential to Finland’s security. Cooperating
with the United States, both bilaterally and within the framework of NATO, is
needed for Finland’s national defence”.

191 Trilateral Statement of Intent among the United States, Finland, and Sweden
2018.

192 Trilateral Statement of Intent among Finland, Norway, and Sweden 2020.
193 Statement of Intent between the United States and Finland 2016.

194 McNamara & Salonius-Pasternak 2022.
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trilateral context, the Finnish-Norwegian cooperation
agenda also encompasses the coordination of national
operations plans as well as the possibility for common
operational planning.

Cooperation was also advanced in the framework
of NORDEFCO. In November 2018, the five NORDEFCO
states adopted a new political guidance document set-
ting out their vision for 2025. The document stated that
the Nordic states will improve their “defence capability
in peace, crisis and conflict”.1%% It thus served as a testa-
ment to the increasingly convergent views of the Nordic
states on the regional security environment after the
Russian aggression in 2014. Moreover, it showed that
the institutional divides between the five Nordic states

- especially the non-NATO membership of Finland and
Sweden - started to be less of a constraint for Nordic
cooperation than they had previously been.'?

Apart from Sweden, the Us and Norway, the late
2010s also saw Finland deepen its relationship with
other partners. A bilateral framework arrangement
between Finland and the United Kingdom had already
been signed in 2016. However, the most important
framework for Finnish-British cooperation quickly
became the JEF, which Finland joined together with
Sweden in 2017. Originally devised as an expedition-
ary force able to deploy wherever needed, the focus of
the JEF started to increasingly shift towards Northern
Europe, including the Northern Atlantic, the Arctic,
and the Baltic Sea region, making it a highly relevant
and interesting format from the Finnish perspective.!*?

Alongside the JEF, Finland also joined the Ger-
man-led FNc as well as the French-initiated European
Intervention Initiative (E12). These choices were mainly
motivated by Finland’s willingness to tie the respec-
tive lead nations, Germany and France, to Northern
European security and to instil Northern European
views into these cooperation frameworks.*® How-
ever, neither the German FNC nor the European In-
tervention Initiative developed as dynamically as the
JEF, and nor were they underpinned by such regular
activities.!®® Thus, their importance for Finland has
remained limited.

195 NORDEFCO 2018.
196 Saxi 2022.

197 Pesu 2020, 33.
198 Ibid.

199 Monaghan 2022a.

11.2 Finland’s defence cooperation in the context
of its NATO accession

In the immediate aftermath of Russia’s attack on Ukraine
in February 2022, the general perception in Finland was
that the country’s national defence, combined with the
above-described dense network of defence partnerships,
did not constitute a sufficient deterrent (see Section 1.3).
Consequently, Finland opted to apply for NATO member-
ship. However, Finland’s existing defence partnerships
will not lose their significance with Finland’s NATO ac-
cession. On the contrary, the importance of these part-
nerships has been visible in the pre-accession phase and
is likely to grow further when Finland formally enters
the alliance.

Consultations with close bilateral partners the Us
and Sweden had a crucial role in the process that led
to Finland’s and Sweden’s joint application for NATO
membership. Similarly, the JEF has been an important
forum for exchanging information and views after the
start of the Russian aggression.2°° The UK, as the lead
nation of the JEF, was also quick to offer Finland and
Sweden security assurances before they submitted their
NATO applications. In a joint statement between the UK
and Finland in May 2022, the two countries pledged
to “assist each other in a variety of ways, which may
include military means” should one of them suffer a
disaster or an attack.2!

Finland’s defence partnerships will also maintain
their relevance upon accession - both within and be-
yond NAToO. First, it is highly likely that the countries
with which Finland maintains close defence partner-
ships will be its primary reference group within NATO.
While Finland is likely to let the issue in question de-
termine its main partners on any given NATO issue, it is
clear that Finland shares a broad set of interests with
Sweden, Norway and the other Nordic countries, as well
as with the JEF group as a whole.

Secondly, NATO accession changes the context in
which - and the conditions under which - Finland’s
partnerships evolve, as all of its closest partners will
henceforth be treaty allies. Thus, defence cooperation
bilaterally, trilaterally, and in minilateral groups will
no longer be geared towards increasing the likelihood
of military assistance or generating the conditions
for potential wartime cooperation. Instead, following
Finland’s entry into NATO, preparing for the provi-
sion and reception of military assistance, as well as for

200 Monaghan 2022a.

201 See United Kingdom-Finland statement 2022.
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President Sauli Niinist6 and Prime Minister of Sweden Magdalena Andersson participating in a press conference during the NATO

Summit in Madrid on 28-30 June 2022.
Source: Henrik Montgomery / TT / Lehtikuva

cooperation in conflict situations, will be the basis for
Finland’s partnerships with its NATO allies.

Upon Finland’s NATO accession, its different bilat-
eral, trilateral, and minilateral partnerships can, and
should, contribute to at least four different, but mu-
tually complementary, tasks:

1. Coordinating, organising, and executing NA-
TO’s deterrence and defence activities in the
Nordic-Baltic region and beyond;

2. Strengthening and/or finetuning the concrete
political and military arrangements for receiv-
ing and providing military assistance and en-
suring security of supply in a conflict scenario;

3. Hedging against situations in which NATO for
some reason is too slow or wholly incapable of
taking decisions or action; and

4. Increasing cost-efficiency through coordina-
tion of defence planning, pooling and sharing
of military assets, as well as joint development
and acquisition of defence materiel.

As for the first task, different bilateral and minilater-
al partnerships often build the foundations for activities

in the NATO framework. For example, the composition
of the multinational battlegroups that NATO has de-
ployed to the eastern flank mostly reflect longer-term
partnerships between the participating countries.2? It
will thus be natural for Finland to work closely togeth-
er with Sweden and its other Nordic or JEF partners in
coordinating, organizing, and executing NATO’s de-
terrence activities. Moreover, the limits between what
is considered a NATO activity and what is not are fluid.
Whether something is done formally within the NATO
framework or in another format - nationally, bilater-
ally, or minilaterally - is less important than the aims
behind and the outcomes of the activities in question. %3
As long as they are in line with the commonly agreed
objectives, activities - such as training and exercises - in
smaller constellations can thus make a very important
contribution to NATO’s work.

With regard to the second task, the regional con-
text is of great significance. Finland is a frontline state
situated close to NATO’s primary zones of friction with

202 Nemeth 2022.

203 See NATO 2022h.
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Russia. As such, it is a potential recipient of allied rein-
forcements in a conflict scenario, as are its Baltic neigh-
bours. In any conflict scenario, neighbouring countries

- especially Sweden and Norway - would play a vital role

as entry points and hubs for allied reinforcements.204
Thus, it is particularly important to make sure that the

required political and military arrangements for receiv-
ing and providing military assistance, as well as ensuring

security of supply, are in place and work properly in the

sub-regional context. At the same time, this naturally

contributes to NATO’s deterrence as well.

The third point, hedging, refers to ensuring that de-
terrence and defence tasks can be executed even in sit-
uations in which NATO as a whole is too slow or wholly
incapable of taking the necessary decisions and actions.
This is a somewhat politically sensitive issue. Most allies
do not want to highlight the possibility of gridlock or
fragmentation within NATO, in order to prevent such a
possibility from turning into a self-fulfilling prophecy.
The same goes for NATO’s reaction speed. If allied coun-
tries constantly voiced their concerns about the alli-
ance’s ability to act swiftly in a crisis scenario, this could
quickly start to undermine its credibility and deter-
rence. At the same time, it is clear that policy and mili-
tary planners need to take such scenarios into account.
Different cyber and hybrid attacks, for example, could
fall under the threshold of NATO’s Article 5, making
it more difficult for the alliance to react.2° In all such
scenarios, various lower-level arrangements represent
essential alternatives or complements to NATO action.
For instance, the JEF, as a rapidly deployable force, has
often been considered a potential first responder in a
crisis situation in which NATO as a whole would not act
swiftly enough.20¢

The fourth task, increasing cost-efficiency, has been
a major driving force for defence cooperation during
the last 10 to 15 years. Cost-efficiency refers here to
the ability to make more effective use of one’s military
spending - for example by lowering costs through joint
procurement or the pooling and sharing of military as-
sets. However, it can also mean the possibility to jointly
acquire high-end defence systems that would other-
wise be out of reach for the countries involved.2°” De-
spite the significance of the cost-efficiency dimension
for defence cooperation, the results on this account
vary widely. Major joint development and procurement

204 See Neretnieks 2022.
205 See Sari 2019; Perot 2019.
206 Monaghan 2022b.

207 Valasek 2011.

projects have often proved challenging, including in the
Nordic context.2°8 Despite their strong multinational
links, many European countries are still decidedly na-
tional in their thinking. On the other hand, there are
also successful examples of defence cooperation. Mu-
tual confidence, solidarity, and trust, similar strategic
cultures and mindsets, shared geography and histo-
ry, as well as interoperability and the same standards
can all contribute positively to defence cooperation.2°?
Moreover, a smaller number of participating countries
often makes cooperation easier.2!® All of this highlights
the importance of established military partnerships,
such as Finnish-Swedish cooperation, Nordic coop-
eration, and the JEF.

Apart from these more general considerations, Fin-
land’s NATO accession can also influence the individual
dynamics of Finland’s current military partnerships.
The joint NATO accession of Finland and Sweden allows
for continuing and deepening the already very advanced
cooperation between the two countries. The closely co-
ordinated membership process has further increased
trust between Helsinki and Stockholm.?'' Moreover,
any remaining doubts about the two countries’ com-
mitment to each other’s security should be resolved by
their status as treaty allies.

Similarly, NATO accession builds an even more solid
basis for the cooperation with Norway. Thus far, Fin-
land’s bilateral and trilateral cooperation documents
with Norway have made reference to Norway’s inten-
tion to “transfer command to NATO in crisis and war”,
duly establishing that the cooperation would have its
limits in terms of extent. Now this will no longer be
necessary. Accordingly, Finland, Norway, and Sweden
signed a new trilateral statement of intent on 22 No-
vember, 2022.212

The extent to which the five Nordic states will deep-
en their cooperation under the umbrella of NORDEFCO
remains to be seen. The issue is not on the immediate
agenda as Finland’s and Sweden’s clear priority is to
complete their integration into NATO first. However,
there is a significant amount of untapped potential in
Nordic cooperation.?'?

When it comes to the uUs, Finland’s NATO member-
ship process has already had very concrete consequences
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Contributions of Finland's defence partnerships upon NATO accession

Upon Finland’s NATO accession, Finland’s defence partnerships can, and should, contribute to at least four different, but mutually complementary, tasks:
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Figure 5. Contributions of Finland's defence partnerships upon NATO accession.

Source: Authors' own compilation.

for the relationship between the countries. Currently,
Finland is negotiating a Defence Cooperation Agree-
ment (Dca) with the us, which is to build a new basis
for us-Finnish military cooperation. The DcCA is a coop-
eration agreement that is only available to treaty allies.
It covers many practical matters that are of relevance
when us forces operate in Finland’s territory. It can also
include provisions regarding the prepositioning of Us
military equipment in Finland depending on whether
that is something the Us and Finland deem desirable.
Given its focus on facilitating better American opera-
tional capacity in Finland, the Dca is therefore important
both in terms of Finland’s NATO membership and the
bilateral defence cooperation between Finland and the
us. The negotiations are expected to take at least one or
two years and the final agreement needs to be approved
by the Finnish parliament.

The JEF will clearly be a highly relevant framework
for Finland both within and beyond NATO, and already
plays an important role in executing NATO deterrence in
the Baltic Sea region and Northern Europe more broad-
ly.21# The JEF is also of major political importance for
the UK both under the NaATO umbrella and in its own
right. With Finland’s and Sweden’s NATO accession, all
JEF countries will be NATO allies.

Finland’s NATO accession could also have an impact
onits role in the German-led FNC. As a non-NATO coun-
try, Finland has so far participated only in the FNC’s ca-
pability clusters, but now it could also consider joining

214 Monaghan 2022b.

the multinational formations. However, Germany’s
ability and willingness to exercise leadership in the FNC
context remains an open question. As a result of the
Russian aggression in Ukraine, Germany has decided to
make a major financial investment in rebuilding its na-
tional defence capability, but whether and how that will
reflect on the FNC under its leadership is not yet clear.

Finally, Finland’s NATO accession could also lead
to the deepening of relations with other allies with
whom Finland has not cooperated extensively to date.
Potential partners include Estonia in particular, but
also Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland.
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12. CONTINUITY ABOVE ALL: NATO MEMBERSHIP AND
FINLAND’S FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY

THE KEY DIMENSIONS of Finland’s foreign policy - such
as its relationship with Russia - have long been an-
chored in its EU membership. Although the Finnish
entry into NATO will alter Finland’s official status from
a country not belonging to a military alliance to a mil-
itarily allied nation, the substance, style, or direction
of Finnish foreign and security policy will not change
dramatically upon accession to NATO. As formulated by
President Sauli Niinisto, “NATO membership will be part
of our foreign and security policy, not [the] other way
round”.2"> While NATO’s agenda covers a broad range of
foreign policy issues, these are always discussed from a
security and defence perspective. For addressing foreign
policy and external relations more broadly, the Euro-
pean Union will remain Finland’s primary institutional
framework and channel of influence.?'

NATO membership in itself does not put any sig-
nificant constraints on the foreign policy positions or
priorities of the allies. Indeed, in terms of foreign poli-
cy approaches, the transatlantic alliance is rather het-
erogenous?!” - despite its strong political dimension,
NATO is, after all, first and foremost a military alliance.
NATO’s heterogeneity has been particularly visible in
relation to Russia, with the allies representing widely
different views on how to deal with Moscow. While the
Russian war in Ukraine has led the allies to view Russia
in a more similar way, the underlying nuances are un-
likely to disappear. For example, the allies do not have a
unified view on the status of the NATO-Russia Founding
Act (see Chapter 14). The same goes for the allies’ views
on, and approaches to, the People’s Republic of China.
Even though the 2022 strategic concept now describes
China in more critical terms, stating that China’s am-
bitions and coercive policies challenge the allies “inter-
ests, security and values”,2!® in practice NATO members
maintain very different relationships with Beijing.?"°

The heterogeneity of foreign policy approaches also
shows that despite its leading role within NATO, the
Us cannot enforce its views on other members of the

215 Niinistd 2022.

216 Finnish Government 2022b, 37.
217 Seee.g., Tardy 2022; Testoni 2020.
218 NATO 2022b, 5.

219 Meijer 2022.

alliance. At the same time, the Us does exercise influ-
ence within NATO and can try to put pressure on the

alliance collectively or on individual allies.??° However,
considering that Finland had already built a close po-
litical and military partnership with the us before join-
ing NATO, the US leverage over Finland is unlikely to be

substantially greater upon accession. Moreover, alliance

politics allows for the possibility of rallying other allies

to support one’s position if there are diverging views.

Considering the points above, Finland does not fore-
see that NATO membership would have any major im-
plications for its foreign policy agenda and priorities.
Instead, NATO membership is viewed as a natural part
of the country’s aim to strengthen multilateralism and
a rule-based international order.22! Moreover, some
of NATO’s policy priorities - the alliance’s emphasis on
democracy, good governance, human security, and the
women, peace and security agenda, as well as its grow-
ing interest in climate issues - are a natural fit with the
Finnish foreign and security policy agenda.

Despite significant continuity, some degree of change
is to be expected. Building on its Cold War-era role as
one of the hosts of the Conference on Security and
Co-operation in Europe (cScE) as well as its non-allied
status, Finland has traditionally sought to play a role as
a facilitator of great-power dialogue, especially between
the Us and Russia.??? Examples include the 2018 Rus-
sia-United States summit between Us President Donald
Trump and Russian President Vladimir Putin in Helsinki,
as well as a meeting between the chiefs of staff of the us
and Russian armed forces in Vantaa in September 2021.
However, Finland is unlikely to be seen by Russia as a
suitable host and location for such meetings after Fin-
land’s accession to NATO. At the same time, with the
current state of Finnish-Russian relations, there is un-
likely to be much appetite in Finland for offering such
services in any case.
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13. IMPORTANT, BUT LESS URGENT: NATO ALLY FINLAND’S
PERSPECTIVE ON EU DEFENCE

AS A RESULT of Finland’s entry into NATO, the Finnish
approach to the EU’s role in security and defence may
also change to a certain degree. Since the EU first started
crafting its security and defence policy in the late 1990s,
the relationship between the EU and NATO has been
both close and somewhat complicated. In the 1990s and
the 2000s, NATO reoriented itself towards crisis man-
agement and expeditionary operations. At the same
time, crisis management also became the focus of the
EU’s nascent security and defence policy. This, togeth-
er with their partly overlapping memberships, creat-
ed a level of inter-organizational rivalry between NATO
and the gu.22

However, in practice, an implicit division of labour
quickly emerged between the EU and NATO, with the
alliance taking responsibility for crisis management
operations at the higher end of the military spectrum
and the EU operating at the lower end and carving itself
aniche in civilian crisis management. Between 2002 and
2003, the two organizations also agreed on arrange-
ments that enabled the EU to rely on NATO assets in op-
erations under the Union’s leadership.?>* However, the
resulting Berlin Plus agreements have been of limited
practical value.??

In the post-2014 context, the relationship between
the EU and NATO has again seen significant develop-
ments. With NATO returning to its core task of collective
defence, the roles of - and consequently the division of
labour between - the EU and NATO have become slight-
ly clearer.?2¢ Although the agenda of the EU’s security
and defence policy has also broadened, the Union’s
key security and defence documents emphasise that
in matters of collective defence, NATO remains the pri-
mary framework for most EU member states.??” The EU,
for its part, seeks to strengthen European security both
by acting autonomously as well as by contributing to
the work of NATO and cooperating with the alliance.?28

223 Salonius-Pasternak 2007; Tardy & Lindstrém 2019.
224 Salonius-Pasternak 2007.

225 Tardy & Lindstrém 2019.

226 1Ibid., 7-9.

227 European Union 2016, 20.

228 Ibid.

With its distinct set of policies and tools, the EU can
contribute to European security and defence for ex-
ample by addressing security issues that blur the lines
between internal and external security, such as cyber
and hybrid threats as well as terrorism. Moreover, the
EU uses its institutional resources, regulatory power,
and financial instruments to advance European coop-
eration regarding defence-related research, the joint
development and acquisition of military capabilities,
the integration of the defence industry and markets, as
well as military mobility.??* As all of these areas are of
interest to NATO as well, both parties have underlined
their intention to cooperate with each other and coor-
dinate their activities more effectively. This objective
was underpinned by joint declarations in 2016 and 2018
as well as by a list of 74 concrete actions relating to hy-
brid threats, operational cooperation, cyber security,
capacity-building, defence capabilities, industry and
research, as well as exercises.23°

Despite widespread agreement that close coopera-
tion between the EU and NATO is sensible and desirable,
there continues to be some friction in the relationship.
A persistent practical issue is the long-standing dispute
between non-NATO EU member Cyprus and non-EU
NATO member Turkey, which puts strict limits on the
formal cooperation between the two organizations.2*!
Even more importantly, among members of the EU and
NATO, there continue to be differing views about what
the exact roles of the two organizations should be like. 232
While key EU documents acknowledge NATO’s primacy
in collective defence, they also argue that the Union
should achieve an appropriate level of strategic autono-
my, that is, the ability to act independently if and when
the need arises.?** What this means in practice is a bone
of contention both among the European states as well
as between European states and the uUs.23*

The main advocate for strategic autonomy is France,
which has long fostered a vision of a more independent

229 European Union 2022.

230 European External Action Service 2020.
231 Tardy & Lindstrém 2019.

232 See Tardy 2018.

233 European Union 2016.

234 Kunz 2020; Koenig 2021.
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European defence. By contrast, the majority of Europe-
an EU and NATO members - the eastern flank states in
particular - consider NATO and continued US engage-
ment in Europe as an indivisible part of their security,
with the EU’s security and defence policy seen as being
of secondary importance.2?® The Us has also been rather
hesitant about the idea of strategic autonomy, although
there has been variation between different adminis-
trations. Most recently, the Biden administration has
expressed support for efforts that would increase Eu-
ropeans’ ability to act.23¢ The uUs has also joined the
EU-initiated military mobility project.

Finland has always been an active proponent of and
participant in the EU’s security and defence policy. Dur-
ing the early part of its EU membership, Finland advo-
cated making crisis management the focal point of the
Union’s security and defence efforts. This was partly a
pre-emptive strategy, designed to ensure that the EU’s
security and defence activities would not touch upon
the more sensitive matters of territorial defence, which
the then post-neutral Finland considered to be off lim-
its.2” However, in the 2010s - and especially since 2014

- Finland changed tack, supporting all efforts to broaden
and deepen security and defence-related cooperation in
the EU.2%8 Correspondingly, Finland warmly welcomed
the introduction of the Coordinated Annual Review on
Defence (CARD), European Defence Fund (EDF), and
Permanent Structured Cooperation (PEsco). This view
is clearly expressed in the 2021 government report on EU
policy, which states that “[t]he EU must be able to bear
responsibility for the security of its own area and for
that of the neighbouring regions”.?** A unique feature
of Finland’s EU engagement has also been the country’s
strong emphasis on the significance of the EU’s mutual
assistance clause, the only formal mutual assistance
obligation the country has been bound to.2+°

Although Finland’s view of the EU’s security and
defence dimension has been highly positive, its policy
has also been driven by a considerable degree of re-
alism and pragmatism.2#! Finland has acknowledged
that most EU member states - with the notable excep-
tion of France - are not willing to significantly expand
the EU’s security and defence remit, relying solely on

235 Kunz 2020.

236 Herszenhorn 2021.

237 Palosaari 2013; Pesu et al. 2020.

238 Iso-Markku & Pesu 2021.

239 Finnish Government 2021, 33.

240 Iso-Markku & Pesu 2021; Tiilikainen 2022.

241 Iso-Markku 2015.

NATO in terms of collective defence. Thus, Finland has
consistently emphasised the importance of a strong
and capable NATO, and the continued Us commitment
to European security.?*? Moreover, Finland has insist-
ed that the EU’s security and defence efforts are, and
should be, complementary to what NATO does. Finland
has therefore also supported increased cooperation be-
tween the EU and NATO. 243

Due to its strong support for enhancing the EU’s
foreign, security, and defence policy, Finland has cau-
tiously embraced the contested concept of strategic au-
tonomy.?** However, Finland has also highlighted that
strategic autonomy should be understood as increased
European capacity to act, benefitting both the U and
NATO, and should by no means signify a weakening of
the transatlantic link.24% In practice, and somewhat par-
adoxically, the relative importance of the EU in Finland’s
security and defence policy actually decreased in the
latter part of the 2010s, with cooperation with Sweden,
the us, Norway, NATO, and the JEF gaining in impor-
tance.2#¢ This has been evident in Finland’s very limited
participation in PESCO, for instance.

To some extent, this development is likely to contin-
ue after Finland’s entry into NATO. As a NATO member
state, the alliance will form the focal point of Finland’s
security and defence policy - and absorb significant
political, administrative, and military resources. Upon
Finland’s and Sweden’s accession, Finland will be one
of the 23 EU member states for whom NATO is the “[...]
foundation of their collective defence and the forum
for its implementation”, as explicitly stated in Article
42.7. Correspondingly, the mutual defence obligations
enshrined in Article 42.7 may no longer be as impor-
tant for Finland as they have been thus far. However,
Finland should not entirely play down the mutual as-
sistance clause either. Due to the somewhat differing
geographic scope of Article 42.7 and Article 5, the dif-
ferent instruments at the EU’s and NATO’s disposal as
well as the potentially somewhat differing scenarios
in which they can be utilised, Finland should instead
focus on how the different mutual commitments can
form a more coherent and mutually complementary
framework. 247
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Overall, there is a sense that Finland should still
continue to play an active and supportive role in
developing the EU’s security and defence policy in
full respect for and complementary to NATO’s role
as Europe’s primary collective defence organization.
Finland’s pragmatic view of European defence will
continue to form a good basis for this policy. More-
over, there is a sense in Helsinki that Finland’s entry
into NATO will strengthen the country’s credibility in
matters concerning EU-NATO relations, which will
continue to be of deep significance for Finland. In
broader foreign and security policy matters, the EU
still continues to be Finland’s primary institutional
framework
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14. DETERRENCE FIRST: ‘NATO FINLAND’S’ RUSSIA POLICY

IN 1949, NATO was, first and foremost, established to
deter Soviet aggression against Western Europe. Pre-
venting such an attack was the core purpose of the alli-
ance during the Cold War, although NATO’s adaptation
to the détente era also brought about a second(ary) track
between the Western and Eastern blocks, namely dia-
logue. 248 The end of the Cold War fundamentally trans-
formed the nature of the NaATO-Russia relationship from
animosity to genuinely seeking cooperation. A council
between NATO and Russia was established in 2002 to
provide a forum for consultations. NATO’s 2010 strategic
concept was a testament to the cooperative spirit, as it
declared that the alliance wants “to see a true strategic
partnership between NATO and Russia”.?*?

Despite several attempts to bury the hatchet and
forge a cooperative relationship, the parties failed to
achieve desirable results and NATO-Russia relations
deteriorated steadily.?*° After Russia’s illegal annex-
ation of Crimea in 2014, NATO decided to suspend all
practical civilian and military cooperation with Russia,
while keeping open channels of political and military
communication. Despite the suspension of cooperation,
the NATO-Russia council met 11 times between 2014 and
early 2022. In effect, the dialogue track was not com-
pletely discarded, although deterring Russia was once
again the alliance’s most important task. NATO’s Warsaw
Summit declaration, for example, stated that the alli-
ance remains “open to political dialogue with Russia”.?%!

Today, after Russia’s second invasion of Ukraine,
NATO no longer considers Moscow a strategic partner,
nor does it refer to dialogue in its communications.
Rather, NATO’s strategic concept explicitly states that

“the Russian Federation is the most significant and direct
threat to Allies’ security”. The document further sets
out the three principles of NATO’s new Russia policy:

1. Strengthening deterrence and defence for all

allies.

2. Enhancing resilience against Russian coercion

and supporting NATO’s partners to counter ma-
lign interference and aggression.

248 Seee.g., Colbourn 2020.
249 NATO 2010Db, 29.
250 Forsberg & Herd 2015.

251 NATO 2016.

3. Remaining willing to keep open channels of
communication with Moscow to manage and
mitigate risks, prevent escalation, and increase
transparency.?*?

NATO’s policy towards Russia thus predominantly
comprises deterrence. Communication channels are
kept open for escalation management, not for cooper-
ative dialogue. The two-track framework that emerged
in the1960s is all but buried.

Russia’s armed attack against Ukraine in Febru-
ary 2022 has also signified a paradigm shift for Finnish-
Russia relations. In fact, Finland’s Russia policy is cur-
rently in profound flux, and its bid for NATO member-
ship is indicative of this ongoing rethinking. Simply
put, Finland’s post-Second World War Russia policy
has been ‘reassurance heavy’.2%% In other words, to
convince Russia of its defensive intentions, Finland has
been ready to limit the scope of its defence policy as
well as the depth of its international defence integra-
tion and cooperation. Instead, the emphasis has been
placed on bilateral diplomacy as the primary tool for
managing the relationship.

However, despite the significant role of reassurance
in Finland’s Russia policy, the de facto role of deter-
rence in the policy has gradually increased, especially
since the end of the Cold War. During the Cold War,
defence policy was clearly subordinate to the objec-
tives of Finnish foreign policy. In other words, defence
policy could not endanger Fenno-Soviet relations. The
post-Cold War era and the increased room for manoeu-
vre (see Section 1.1) offered Finland an opportunity to
significantly enhance its military capabilities without
compromising its cordial relationship with Moscow.2%4
Importantly, the role of deterrence grew almost in-
conspicuously. Russia’s annexation of Crimea in 2014
marked a notable shift to a more deterrence-orient-
ed approach based not only on national measures but
deep military cooperation with Western powers (see
Section 1.2). The reassurance element primarily boiled

252 NATO 2022b, 4.
253 Ries 1988, 231-238.

254 Pesu 2017a.
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The three principles of NATO’s new Russia policy

1

Strengthening deterrence
and defence for all allies.

Enhancing resilience against
Russian coercion and supporting
NATO's partners to counter malign

interference and aggression.

3.

Remaining willing to keep open
channels of communication
with Moscow to manage and

mitigate risks, prevent escalation,
and increase transparency.

Figure 6. The three principles of NATO's new Russia policy.

Source: NATO 2022, 4.

down to the non-allied status and high-level interac-
tion between Finnish and Russian leaders.

Eventual NATO membership will further shift the
emphasis of Finland’s Russia approach towards de-
terrence. In fact, ‘NATO Finland’s’ Russia policy will
be deterrence-heavy for the foreseeable future - an
assessment shared by key policymakers.?%® President
Niinistd’s remarks in August 2022 concerning Finland’s
relationship Russia were striking:

Under the prevailing circumstances, there is
not much left of our earlier relationship with
Russia. The trust is gone, and there is nothing
in sight on which to base a new beginning. This
is not the right time to build connections. On the
contrary: we must very carefully reconsider
any dependencies that could be used against
us. Nothing must be left loose. 25

In his speech, Niinist6 also stated that Finland
“should also hold channels of discussion open for the
future, even if we do not actively use them for the time
being”.257 Despite the noticeable transformation in its
Russia policy, Finland has not definitively closed com-
munication channels with Moscow.

Given the changes in Helsinki’s thinking, signing up
to the principles of NATO’s Russia policy will be unprob-
lematic, and the alliance’s approach aligns well with
the current Finnish thinking. Finland shares the view
highlighting the primacy of deterrence and resilience in
relation to Russia. However, most Finnish policymak-
ers are still ready to promote escalation management

255 Suutarinen 2022.
256 Niinisto 2022a.

257 Ibid.

and transparency measures between allied and Russian
armed forces. Although the tone of the public Russia
debate is currently marked by rather hard-line views,
there is a strong conviction in the Finnish national se-
curity establishment that Finland should continue to
abstain from unnecessarily provocative measures and
statements in relation to Russia.

Lastly, as a member, Finland needs to take a stand
on the status of the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act -
a hallmark of the post-Cold War cooperative efforts
between the alliance and Russia.?%® In the agreement,
the alliance for example promised not to permanently
station combat forces in new member states “in the
current and foreseeable security environment”.?% NATO
allies currently disagree whether the agreement is valid
or not. However, NATO does not refer to the Founding
Act in its official communications, and Secretary Gen-
eral Jens Stoltenberg has stated that the alliance is not
constrained by the agreement.2¢° The alliance has not,
however, officially walked back from the agreement
containing NATO’s self-imposed constraints on the de-
velopment of its deterrence and defence posture on its
eastern flank.

258 Seee.g., Sarotte 2021, 270-273.

259 Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between NATO and
the Russian Federation 1997.

260 Mackinnon 2022.
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15. NOT ONLY DETERRENCE: THE FINNISH APPROACH TO
NATO’S ADDITIONAL CORE TASKS

IN ADDITION TO deterrence and defence, NATO has since
1999 had two additional core tasks. The new 2022 Strate-
gic Concept defines them as crisis prevention and man-
agement as well as cooperative security, seeing them as
“complementary to ensure the collective defence and
security of all Allies”. 26* Although Finland’s primary
emphasis will undoubtedly be on deterrence and de-
fence, it should consider the importance of the other
two tasks and treat them as necessary bridge-building
efforts towards the allies that concentrate less on de-
terrence and defence. In other words, Finland should
acknowledge NATO’s 360-degree approach to collective
defence - the alliance’s key purpose. Finland’s future
allies, especially on NATO’s southern flank, are primarily
concerned about terrorism as well as conflict, fragility,
and instability in the alliance’s southern neighbour-
hood. The tasks of crisis prevention and management
and cooperative security deal with these very concerns.
NATO’s understanding of crisis prevention and man-
agement is in flux. For two decades, crisis management
was practically the alliance’s primary task. NATO took
over the ISAF operation in Afghanistan in 2003, mak-
ing it its principal operation and effort. Despite mas-
sive contributions to and investments in Afghanistan’s
security and stability, NATO’s 20-year journey in the
country came to a chaotic end in August 2021, when
allied and partner troops had to withdraw from the
country, once again ruled by the Taliban.?¢? Many NATO
allies have also faced considerable difficulties in other
crisis management operations, for example in the Sahel
region, which has been a focal point of European crisis
management efforts and where European NATO allies
have been present in different constellations and frame-
works.?¢* Added to this are the financial, military, and
political pressures generated by the Russian aggression
in Ukraine. Against this backdrop, it is understandable
that NATO allies currently have a limited appetite for
large-scale crisis-management operations, although
the strategic concept states that the alliance will “en-
sure the resources, capabilities, training and command

261 Seee.g., Morcos & Simén 2022.
262 Larsen 2022.

263 Seee.g., Petrini 2022.

and control arrangement to deploy and sustain... cri-
sis-management, stabilization and counter-terrorism
operations”.264

Finland has already shown that it takes crisis pre-
vention and management, including counterterrorism,
seriously, although the issues are not primary concerns
for the country. In response to Turkey’s concerns about
Finland’s attitude towards terrorism, President Niinisto
has underscored how “Finland condemns terrorism in
all its forms and manifestations and works actively to
prevent it” and how its “approach and deeds in fighting
terrorism are already now fully aligned with the gen-
eral line of NATO countries”. 265 Finland, Sweden, and
Turkey have also decided to enhance security cooper-
ation with their relevant authorities, also concerning
terrorism.

While Finland has traditionally contributed rather
actively to crisis management and peacekeeping op-
erations in various frameworks, these activities have
recently played a more minor role in Finnish foreign
and security policy. However, to demonstrate Finland’s
commitment to NATO’s second task, Helsinki decided to
almost triple its contribution to the KFOR operation in
Kosovo, where Finnish soldiers have served continuous-
ly from 1999.26¢ In 2021, the Parliamentary Committee
on Crisis Management gave several recommendations,
calling on Finland to “continue diverse participation in
crisis management operations and missions of the UN,
EU, OSCE, NATO and international coalitions”.267

As to cooperative security, the Strategic Concept
highlights NATO’s open-door policy, the importance of
supporting aspiring alliance members, and the signifi-
cance of EU-NATO cooperation. Furthermore, the doc-
ument calls on NATO to strengthen collaboration with
partners in the Indo-Pacific “to tackle cross-regional
challenges and shared security interests”.268

The most pertinent question for Finland on the co-
operative security agenda is NATO’s open-door policy.
More precisely, Finland needs to take a stand on NATO

264 NATO 2022b, 9.

265 Niinisto 2022b.

266 Keski-Heikkild 2022.

267 Parliamentary Committee on Crisis Management 2020, 38.

268 NATO 2022b, 11.
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enlargement, particularly regarding Ukraine’s and
Georgia’s alliance membership. At its Bucharest Sum-
mit in 2008, NATO welcomed Ukraine’s and Georgia’s
Euro-Atlantic aspirations for membership in the alli-
ance and agreed that both countries will become mem-
bers of NATO.269 The affirmation aside, the allies have
varying views on the desirability of their membership.
For Finland, the question should be rather straightfor-
ward. As a partner, Finland continuously urged NATO
to adhere to its open-door policy, and eventually took
advantage of the opportunity by applying for member-
ship. Furthermore, Finland has been a stalwart sup-
porter of EU enlargement.?’° Judging by these factors,
a supportive position on the open-door policy, as well
as Ukraine’s and Georgia’s membership, would seem
logical and coherent irrespective of the likelihood of
Ukrainian or Georgian NATO membership in the near
future.

269 NATO 2008.

270 See Finnish Government 2021, 30.
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CONCLUSIONS

FINLAND’S PRIMARY REASON for applying for NATO
membership was a perceived ‘deterrence deficit’
brought about by the Russian invasion of Ukraine in
2022. To fill the perceived gap, it will join an alliance
that is in the process of rebuilding its deterrence and
defence posture. The effort began in 2014 in the wake of
Russia’s first invasion of Ukraine, and it has been accel-
erated by the second, more brutal assault. NATO’s aim
to bolster deterrence and defence cuts across various
political and military issues from the NDPP to command
and force structure, operational planning, peacetime
collective defence missions, military exercises, as well
as its nuclear policy. The process of re-establishing a
robust deterrence and defence posture is in the initial
phase, and the trajectory and intensity of the effort
hinges on various factors such as the development of
the economy, alliance cohesion, and the nature of the
threat environment.

Finland’s primary objectives within NATO will stem
from its geo-strategic position at the intersection be-
tween the Baltic Sea region and High North, its location
in the NATO-Russia frontline, as well as its peripherality
vis-a-vis Western centres of military and industrial
power. Once in the alliance, Finland will be a deter-
rence-oriented ally with a Russia-centric security and
defence agenda.?”* Due to its strategic location, mili-
tary capabilities, and niche expertise, Finland should
be well-placed to promote its interests efficiently and
successfully within the alliance, although learning the
intricacies of NATO decision-making will take time.

From a strategic perspective, Finland’s and the al-
liance’s interests are well aligned. Finland - with its
significant military capabilities - will play an impor-
tant role in deterring Russian aggression in Northern
Europe. Its central contribution to NATO’s collective
defence will thus relate to taking care of its national
defence, as well as taking part in and supporting po-
tential NATO and allied operations in Northern Europe.
This is also a role that Finland itself is willing to adopt.
However, based on the alliance’s 360-degree approach
to collective defence, NATO allies will demand Finland
to develop more deployable capabilities, particularly

271 Tardy 2022.

in the land domain. This is not necessarily something
that Finland would build for the purposes of its national
defence. However, it will nevertheless be sensible and
necessary from a burden-sharing point of view. That
said, reconciling Finland’s own and the allies’ views
on its role and contribution will form a central part of
Finnish efforts in the alliance and may require further
effort. It is conceivable that some discrepancy between
Finnish and allied positions will emerge.

Finland’s primary objectives within NATO will relate
to the alliance’s command and force structure and op-
erational planning. From the Finnish viewpoint, NATO
should have a functional command structure, as well
as sufficient forces and operational plans in order to be
capable of reinforcing Northern Europe and Finland if
NATO’s deterrence were to fail. Moreover, Finland must
align its own operational plans with NATO’s prepara-
tions, pay special attention to the provision of HNs, and
further develop its capacity for the reception, staging,
and onward movement of potential allied reinforce-
ments. Finland’s position regarding these key aspects of
collective defence will fundamentally define its profile
as a NATO ally.

Finland is unlikely to seek to host an erPp battlegroup
on its territory. However, irrespective of its frontline
status, it will likely be expected to take part in the al-
liance’s peacetime collective defence missions, most
notably the eFp and Baltic and Icelandic Air Policing. At
the same time, the allies may have diverging views on
how and where Finland should contribute to peacetime
collective defence efforts, particularly when it comes
to the eFp.

NATO’s nuclear policy will be a novel issue for Fin-
land, in which it has to build national capacity and
expertise. It has pragmatic views on nuclear deter-
rence, and the policy area is thus unlikely to present
major political difficulties for Helsinki. In terms of its
participation, Finland can have either a planning or
a more operational role when taking part in conven-
tional support for NATO’s nuclear missions. Allies may
expect Finland to consider participating in operational
activities, and engaging in SNOWCAT could make mili-
tary sense. In terms of nuclear arms control, Finland’s
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pragmatic, NpT-focused policy is compatible with NA-
TO’s approach.

When it comes to military cooperation, membership
in the alliance will allow Finland to solidify and deepen
collaboration with Sweden, Norway, the United States,
and the United Kingdom, all of which will be among its
key allies. Finland’s NATO accession could also lead to
the deepening of relations with other allies with whom
Finland has not cooperated extensively to date. Upon
Finland’s accession, its defence partnerships will fo-
cus on a more effective implementation of collective
defence, as well as generating alternatives for multina-
tional operations should NATO decision-making freeze
in a conflict.

Finland’s entry into NATO is unlikely to bring about
a significant change in its foreign policy. Some chang-
es are expected, however. For example, Finland has
traditionally sought to play a role as a facilitator of
great-power dialogue, especially between the Us and
Russia, hosting high-level meetings between the two.
With NATO accession, Finland is unlikely to be seen by
Russia as a suitable host and location for such meetings.
Another potential change is that Finnish advocacy of the
EU’s security and defence agenda may decrease some-
what, as NATO will increasingly form the focal point of
Finland’s security and defence policy. In terms of its
relationship with Russia, Finland’s increasingly deter-
rence-heavy Russia policy is well in line with NATO’s
current Russia approach, which focuses on deterrence,
enhancing resilience, and keeping communication
channels open.

Lastly, despite its concentration on deterrence
and defence, Finland should actively contribute to
NATO’s additional core tasks: conflict prevention and
crisis management, and cooperative security. This is
particularly relevant when it comes to showing the
non-deterrence-focused NATO allies on the southern
flank that Finland is also attentive to their security
concerns related to terrorism and the instability of
NATO’s southern neighbourhood.
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