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Finland has always been like a docile sheep in the fold of power politics, a role 
usually destined for small powers.

— Risto Hyvärinen1

Introduction

Finland was a late bloomer in the field of nuclear disarmament diplomacy. 
Until 1963, when the country proposed a Nordic nuclear weapon–free zone 
(NNFZ), it avoided taking an active stance in matters related to nuclear weap-
ons politics and disarmament. However, even this first shy proposal by Presi-
dent Urho Kekkonen was effectively a non-starter and it did not lead to any 
serious political consultations between the Nordic countries, not to mention 
the United States. Nevertheless, this opened new avenues to participate more 
forcefully in multilateral nuclear disarmament at the United Nations (UN). As 
the focus in international disarmament diplomacy shifted to questions of 
non-dissemination of nuclear weapons and a comprehensive nuclear test ban, 
key officials in the Finnish Foreign Ministry started to redirect their interest 
toward multilateral disarmament policies from 1964 onwards.

Unlike its older brother Sweden, who joined the Eighteen Nations Disar-
mament Committee (ENDC) already in 1962 and took an active role there 
with the lead of Alva Myrdal (see Thomas Jonter’s chapter in this volume), 
Finland had to settle for its position as an observer state in Geneva. This posi-
tion, however, was used rather extensively when certain new generation key 
officials from the Foreign Ministry such as Ilkka Pastinen, Max Jakobson, and 
Risto Hyvärinen realized that it was vital to increase expertise on issues related 
to disarmament and the arms race. It was thought that this could also turn out 
to be a ticket for Finland to improve its international status and credibility of 
its policy of neutralism. Indeed, Finnish representatives in Geneva participated 
actively in informal discussions with other delegations representing both ideo-
logical camps and the group of eight non-allied states within the ENDC.2

During the early 1960s, Finland’s expertise on nuclear weapons and disar-
mament was nowhere near that of Sweden, which was able to use the know-
how it got from its nascent nuclear weapons program diplomatically in Geneva.3 
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Documents from the archives of the Finnish Foreign Ministry show that Finn-
ish diplomats kept a particularly close eye on Sweden’s activities and its role as 
a leader of the group of eight non-allied states at the ENDC. The practical 
conclusion made by the Finnish foreign policy elite was that Finland needed to 
develop its own disarmament profile—discernible enough from Sweden’s disar-
mament activism—and put that into practice should the opportunity arise. 
Thus, from the mid-1960s onwards, Finland strove toward a more active role 
in multilateral nuclear disarmament diplomacy. In fact, whereas Sweden was 
critical of the profound power asymmetry and lack of equity in the architecture 
of the NPT (permanent division between recognized Nuclear Weapon States 
[NWS] and the rest), Finland focused on solidifying the international order led 
by the recognized nuclear powers, especially the two superpowers.

The main argument of this chapter is that Finland’s policy line in the pro-
cess leading to the signing of the NPT can be characterized as great power 
accommodation—or, in more abstract terms, accommodation of international 
order based on the key principle of great power responsibility. This policy ob-
jective can be traced back to the period after Finland’s accession to the UN in 
1955–56. During this period, key Finnish diplomat Ralph Enckell formulated 
a doctrine that would come to define Finland’s stance toward multilateral nu-
clear disarmament diplomacy for years to come. The so-called Enckell Doc-
trine emphasized prudence and reticence; it was reasoned that Finland should 
abstain from taking a stance in any disarmament initiative that could likely 
cause friction between the great powers. During the 1960s, following Presi-
dent Kekkonen’s turn toward more active foreign policy, the doctrine was im-
plicitly reformulated—the idea was not anymore only to abstain from processes 
that might provoke great power confrontation but to actively support and 
strive toward processes and initiatives that would solidify great power consen-
sus and, thus, stabilize the bipolar international order.

Indeed, the NPT process goes on to show that although the Finnish policy 
of neutrality was based on rather conservative tenets of great power accommo-
dation, it did not necessarily lead to an evasive or overly cautious role. Finland 
did not accommodate great power interests at any cost. It based its policy on 
principled support for the rule-based international order and stabilization 
based on great power responsibility, albeit with a clear hierarchical under-
standing of status in international politics.4 It must be noted, though, that the 
stability-seeking and support for gradual disarmament were also tied to Fin-
land’s key national security interests. Especially important in this regard was 
that the NPT promised to solve the so-called German issue—that is, the pros-
pect of nuclearized West Germany, something the Soviets had used as a boo-
geyman argument to coerce Finland by appealing to the 1948 Agreement of 
Friendship Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance (FCMA Treaty).

On the domestic political level, the debate on Finnish foreign policy was 
tightly controlled by President Urho Kekkonen.5 The “harsh geopolitical 
 realities”—that is, being de facto located in the Soviet Union’s sphere of 
 influence—meant Finland’s latitude to maneuver was limited.6 In many ways, 
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its balancing between disarmament advocacy and great power accommodation 
during the NPT process was a result of practical reasoning stemming from a 
rather unique combination of small-state realism and liberalism.7 The evolution 
of Finland’s role in the NPT negotiations is clear evidence of that. Helsinki 
changed from being a silent observer in the ENDC negotiations to a bridge-
builder along two axes: in addition to supporting great power consensus, Fin-
land served as a mediator between the “nuclear haves” and the “have-nots” in 
the final round of the negotiations at the UN in 1968—although with a clear 
ambition to support the joint US-USSR position against “the rest.” This begs 
the question (especially when juxtaposed with the active and progressive style 
of diplomacy exercised by Sweden in the field of nuclear disarmament) of 
whether Finland truly was a ‘neutral’ country in the NPT process after all.

In conceptual terms, this harks back to the issue of what neutrality is and 
how it should be defined.8 On the basis of this analysis, Finland’s policy of neu-
tralism can be labeled as “aspirant” in nature, in contrast to constitutional, tra-
ditional, or political neutrality, for example. The maturity of the Finnish policy 
of neutralism was loosely anchored to the political undercurrents of great power 
politics, especially the general state of East-West relations, as well as Finland’s 
own historical experiences (or the way the political elite interpreted these expe-
riences). To understand the somewhat conditional status of Finnish Cold War 
neutralism, one needs to approach fuzzy concepts9 such as neutrality as a rela-
tional phenomenon that should be analyzed contextually. That is, neutrality is 
not a substance-like constant in international politics but actualized through 
the historically stratified interactions of the actors participating in the very prac-
tices that define the concrete meaning of the term in any given context.10

The following analysis of Finland’s role in the NPT negotiations is based on 
existing historiography mostly available only in Finnish, memoirs of key 
 decision-makers, and documents collected mainly from the archives of the 
Finnish Foreign Ministry. The chapter first explains the (geo-)political context 
of Finnish foreign policy during the first half of the Cold War. Then follows a 
chronology, explicating the first formulations of Finnish nuclear disarmament 
policy (the so-called Enckell Doctrine) after Finland’s accession to the UN in 
the latter half of the 1950s. Finally, the chapter describes how Finland’s nu-
clear disarmament policy gradually evolved into a more active phase after Pres-
ident Kekkonen’s 1963 NNFZ initiative, shifting Finnish diplomacy toward 
the multilateral arena from 1965 onwards. The “highlight” of this process was 
Finland’s chairing of the group of sponsors for the joint US-USSR resolution 
at the UN, in 1968.

Finland’s Policy of Neutralism in the Cold War

The Finnish conception of political neutrality always had pragmatic undercur-
rents. However, it did not fully mature into a shared element of societal iden-
tity.11 Especially when compared to Sweden, the notion of political neutrality 
was more conditioned and instrumental in nature.12 One can even discuss 
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whether Finland was a neutral country in the traditional sense, or merely ‘neu-
tralized’ amid the post-World War realities.13

One of the key aspects of the conditional, instrumental, and aspirant nature 
of Finnish Cold War neutralism was the way its credibility as a political doc-
trine relied heavily on the general state of great power politics. The more dia-
logical and predictable the superpower relations were, the more credible 
Finland’s policy of neutralism was. This was mainly due to the FCMA Treaty 
effectively tying Finland’s geostrategic position to the Soviet sphere of influ-
ence and, thus, making Finland’s status sensitive to the fluctuations of great 
power relations. From the late 1950s onwards, this led to the key realization 
that Finland should only promote diplomatic processes that might open com-
mon ground between the great powers. This, then, would hopefully also in-
crease predictability in Finland’s immediate security political environment.

Finland’s turn toward more active engagement in multilateral diplomacy on 
nuclear disarmament emerged only gradually during President Urho Kekko-
nen’s second term as president from 1962 onward. Before that, and under his 
predecessor, J. K. Paasikivi, nuclear weapons were rarely ever mentioned in 
public speeches or in Paasikivi’s diary entries.14 The harsh post-war geopolitical 
reality and “the years of danger” in domestic policy (stemming from the loom-
ing communist threat) forced the Finnish foreign policy leadership to concen-
trate on more fundamental concerns of small-state survival until the mid-1950s 
when the so-called Geneva spirit promised a more tranquil period in great 
power relations. Before the 1960s, there was no room for substantial efforts in 
the realm of multilateral diplomacy, including issues of disarmament.15 In fact, 
Finland was rather an object of disarmament, as exemplified in the 1947 Paris 
Peace Treaty,16 which stipulated harsh sanctions on Finland, including both 
territorial concessions and war reparations to the Soviet Union. After the sign-
ing of the FCMA Treaty, Finland was also forced to opt out of the Marshall 
Plan, albeit the wording of the treaty was more favorable to Finland than sim-
ilar treaties between the Soviet Union and the Eastern European countries.17

The FCMA Treaty connected Finland’s right to self-defense with the obli-
gation to repel an attack on or through Finnish territory against the Soviet 
Union. As historian Osmo Apunen explains, the FCMA “[…] expanded Fin-
land’s traditional defence doctrine [by recognizing] a certain military interest 
of the Soviet Union in Finland, which had been rejected earlier as incompati-
ble with sovereignty.”18 This proved to be a crucial political tripwire or “fuse” 
that linked Finland’s (geo)political position and defense architecture, among 
other things, to the development of nuclear weapons technology, politics, and 
strategic thinking throughout the Cold War.

The period from Stalin’s death in 1953 to the second Berlin Crisis in 1958 
witnessed a significant change in Finno-Soviet relations; the reciprocally felt sus-
picion and distrust during the Stalin era were replaced with a less confrontational 
and distrustful relationship, although the basic set-up remained: the Soviet Un-
ion wanted to prevent Finland’s slide toward the west and take care that the 
country would be on the Soviet Union’s side if a major European war flared 
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up.19 Finnish accession to the UN and the Nordic Council in 1955 were con-
crete examples of the country having gained more latitude in its foreign policy.

When the Soviet Union returned the military base of Porkkala to Finland in 
1955, a relieved Paasikivi was finally able to say that a pen had fixed what the 
sword had shattered.20 The short period of détente that followed the Geneva 
spirit also opened room for novel ideas of neutrality in Europe. This was exem-
plified by the Austrian State Treaty of 1955 and the anchoring of permanent 
neutrality by the Austrians themselves in the country’s federal constitutional 
law. Finland also seized the opportunity; during negotiations on the early re-
newal of the FCMA Treaty with the new Soviet leadership, Helsinki managed 
to squeeze out a joint declaration that connected the treaty with Finland’s as-
pirations to follow a policy of neutrality.21

But new challenges already loomed on the horizon. When it came to Fin-
land’s geostrategic position, the most daunting dilemma was the prospect of a 
rearmed West Germany—something NATO’s plans for establishing a multilat-
eral nuclear force (MLF) would have brought along. On the other side, 1958 
brought along the “Night Frost Crisis” with the Soviet Union, when Moscow 
used economic coercion to force the government of Prime Minister Karl-August 
Fagerholm of the Social Democratic Party (SDP) to step down (Fagerholm’s 
coalition government enjoyed solid parliamentary support despite excluding the 
election winners, the Finnish People’s Democratic League). In Finland, this was 
understood as an indication of yet another confrontative era and a wake-up call 
of sorts. For President Kekkonen—whose position in the political structure of 
Finland was strengthened by the affair—it became evident that Helsinki’s passive 
and circumspect foreign policy posture did not meet the requirements of the day 
anymore.22

Paradoxically, the formulation of Finland’s “aspirant neutralism” in 1955 
also opened a new field of political contestation over the extent of its neutrality. 
The Soviet Union went on to test Finland’s stance several times in the next 
three decades, causing major diplomatic crises when suggesting joint consulta-
tions on military cooperation as prescribed in the FCMA (in 1961 and 1978)—
which would have been serious infringements of Helsinki’s understanding of its 
neutrality policy, including the independent status of its armed forces.23

Origins of the “Enckell Doctrine” and the Initiative to Establish 
a Nordic Nuclear Weapon–Free Zone

Finland’s accession to the UN, besides being a highly significant and symbolic 
event that marked the end of its post-Second World War foreign political isola-
tion, also increased the scrutiny toward its position amidst the great power 
competition.24 Finland’s positioning to the fledgling field of nuclear disarma-
ment diplomacy was articulated by the influential diplomat Ralph Enckell, the 
son of the former foreign minister, Carl Enckell. The so-called Enckell Doc-
trine stated that Finland should (only) support reasonable (that is, conceivable 
in practice) disarmament initiatives or proposals that both leading great powers 
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would likely support too. This formulation was already in the instructions 
given to Finland’s first UN delegation in 1956, although the basic rationale of 
the guidelines still emphasized passivity. The delegation should follow the key 
principle of avoiding participation in negotiation processes and issues that 
would maintain or increase the clash of interests between the great powers. 
Should there be even the slightest of uncertainties over the prospect of achiev-
ing great power consensus, the delegation should abstain from voting or 
 taking a stance. Finally, the delegation in New York was instructed to align the 
Finnish position with other Nordic countries whenever possible.25 In 1957, 
Helsinki instructed the delegation to support all advanced and progressive 
disarmament proposals if these would satisfy the principles of equality (be-
tween great powers) and fairness among all UN member states—a principle 
that was still understood in the context of the East-West conflict. Moreover, 
the delegation in New York was also instructed to support gradual disarma-
ment and in general all processes that might lead to practical advancements, 
especially in the field of nuclear disarmament.26

During President Kekkonen’s second term in office (1962–68), Finland 
started to embrace a more active posture in foreign policy.27 In May 1963, 
Kekkonen initiated the country’s first nuclear arms control initiative by pro-
posing the establishment of a Nordic nuclear weapon–free zone (NNFZ).28 
Although the initiative was based on similar ideas of military disengagement 
as those proposed by the Polish Foreign Minister Adam Rapacki in 1957 and 
1958 for Central Europe,29 compared to Rapacki’s proposal, Kekkonen’s ini-
tiative was a rather hastily prepared agenda-setting instrument; it had little or 
no chance of success due to Norway’s and Denmark’s NATO membership.30 
Although effectively a non-starter, the NNFZ initiative was not completely 
useless in the political sense. It was used to signal Finland’s security political 
preferences to a wider international audience and to take the initiative on 
controlling the discussion on Nordic security away from the Soviet Union.31 
Kekkonen’s proposal was also anchored to Sweden’s Foreign Minister Östen 
Undén’s proposal of 1962 for establishing a club of states committed to not 
possessing nuclear weapons (including the placement of foreign nuclear 
 devices on their territory) in exchange for the nuclear powers’ commitment 
to refrain from all further nuclear tests. Thus, despite of not having geo-
graphical dimensions in the same manner as the NWFZ initiatives had, the 
Undén Plan borrowed some elements from the Rapacki Plan and Frank Aik-
en’s initiative to start negotiations on the non-dissemination of nuclear 
weapons.32 In a similar vein, Kekkonen did not suggest a formal treaty be-
tween the Nordic states but merely a series of statements or reciprocal polit-
ical commitments to the cause.33

Finland followed the Enckell Doctrine quite obediently until the early 1960s. 
The rationale was to prove that Finland was able to formulate a coherent policy 
of neutrality at the UN without provoking a Soviet counter-reaction, albeit, in 
practice, the policy of abstention, at times, turned into a sort of non-policy.34 
The internal balancing between political neutrality and active foreign policy 
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posture led to problematic overaccommodation of Soviet interests within the 
region and a reflective political culture of appeasement captured by the (in)-
famous concept often invoked by Western commentators of “(self-)Finlandiza-
tion.”35 The country only started behaving more actively at the UN from 1962 
onwards—as evident in the rising number of speeches and initiatives at the Gen-
eral Assembly in New York.36 The sympathetic response given by the Finnish 
government to the Undén Plan is a good example.37 The rather circumspect 
aspects of the Enckell Doctrine were gradually adjusted in practice during the 
1960s. Finland slowly established its international status, which gave Helsinki 
more confidence in engaging in multilateral diplomacy. The turn toward a more 
active posture (albeit not an activist one like Sweden) was further exemplified by 
Kekkonen’s 1963 NNFZ idea. That said, Kekkonen and Finnish diplomats were 
in pains to promote the initiative as a balanced and genuine process that would 
serve the interests of all Nordic countries and both great powers alike.

Under the Swedish Shadow: Observing the ENDC 
Negotiations 1965–68

Although Finland was not a member of the ENDC, it had partial access to the 
negotiation process via its observer status. This proved to be important for 
later developments, which saw Finland chair the group of sponsor states ad-
vocating the signing of the NPT Treaty in 1968. Documents at the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs archives show that Helsinki was not interested in the ENDC 
just for the sake of disarmament. Finnish diplomats followed closely not only 
the developments around the ongoing great power rapprochement but 
 Sweden’s status and activities as a member of the ENDC too. Key Finnish 
diplomats such as Jakobson and Hyvärinen soon reasoned that if Finland 
would want to become a proactive bridge-builder or accommodator in the 
disarmament negotiations, it should cultivate its own profile, discernible 
enough from Sweden.38 This corroborates with the observation that at least in 
the context of multilateral disarmament diplomacy, Helsinki viewed neutrality 
in rather pragmatic and relational terms, contrasting it with Sweden’s more 
activist and principled posture. Sweden’s ambassador Alva Myrdal’s activities 
were meticulously reported back to Helsinki by Finnish diplomats stationed 
in Stockholm.39 In addition, the Finnish ambassador to Geneva Pentti Talvitie 
and Head of Department Risto Hyvärinen, who served as Finnish observers 
to the ENDC, were also in close contact with other delegations, especially 
with British and Soviet delegates.40

When, in March 1966, Hyvärinen reported his findings from the ENDC to 
Helsinki,41 his key takeaway was that the Soviet Union had dropped the criti-
cism of US bombings in North Vietnam from public statements. It was be-
coming evident that both superpowers regarded the NPT negotiations as too 
valuable to interlink them with other tensions in great power relations (al-
though this changed briefly in 1967 due to the Middle East Crisis42). Both 
Talvitie and Hyvärinen reasoned that the great powers had a somewhat 
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instrumental attitude to the ENDC negotiations—it provided them an arena 
where they could first and foremost share opinions on issues related to disar-
mament and international security. The continuation of discussions between 
the great powers was regarded almost as an intrinsic value itself by Talvitie and 
Hyvärinen.43 Also in New York, the rapprochement between the United States 
and the USSR did not go unnoticed. Max Jakobson, the Finnish ambassador 
to the UN, reported about it in October 1966. It was at this point that key 
Finnish diplomats started framing the value of the NPT process in terms of 
positive “general political effects” on great power relations.44 This obviously 
meant that the NPT process started to fit quite nicely with the basic tenets of 
the Enckell Doctrine.

The nonproliferation agenda also coincided with key political goals the So-
viet Union had in Europe—especially preventing Germany from having 
 nuclear weapons and thus solidifying the balance of power in Europe. Hyväri-
nen noted that although the Soviet Union tried to maintain a strict stance on 
the question of how the possession and control of nuclear weapons should be 
defined in the treaty, the Americans held most of the cards at this point. Should 
the negotiations dry up, Talvitie reasoned, this would effectively remove the 
legal and political obstacles to the nuclearization of West Germany, something 
that the Soviets opposed direly. Moreover, the establishment of NATO’s joint 
nuclear planning group (by making the so-called McNamara Committee per-
manent) was already a fait accompli from the Soviet perspective.45

The fact that the stakes in achieving the NPT were so high from the Soviet 
perspective was perceived as a crucial opportunity for Finland: should the NPT 
negotiations end in a US-USSR consensus, it would also hinder the possibility 
of Moscow coercing Helsinki with the prospect of a nuclearized West Ger-
many.46 In early 1967, it had become evident that both leading superpowers 
(and the United Kingdom) had shared interest in getting the deal done, albeit 
there were still certain frictions about how the monitoring of the treaty should 
be arranged, and how the status of Non-nuclear Weapon States (NNWS) should 
be defined. At times, it seemed there were more intra-alliance frictions than is-
sues between the two superpowers. West Germany, for example, criticized the 
way the United States negotiated directly with the Soviets, and, to some extent, 
the substance of the negotiation agenda, too. German diplomats thought the 
treaty would effectively lead to the accomplishment of the “Rapacki Plan” in 
Central Europe. Reports from their Finnish counterparts show that Helsinki 
was aware of the stakes for Germany; in the end, Bonn would have to face the 
cold political facts of great power politics and consent to the developments.47

The ambition of stopping the proliferation of nuclear weapons to “irre-
sponsible nations outside Europe,” as Hyvärinen described the standpoint in a 
rather ethnocentric manner in 1966,48 brought the superpowers closer to-
gether. Indeed, Hyvärinen included only scant remarks on the positions of the 
so-called eight-state group of neutrals and non-allied countries in the ENDC 
negotiations in his reports. The dissatisfaction expressed by the United States 
and USSR toward Sweden’s initiative on verification and safeguard measures 
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was instead reported back to Helsinki in a detailed manner.49 The picture 
emerging is that as a truly politically neutral country with relatively strong and 
independent defense forces, Sweden did not see as much intrinsic value in 
great power détente as Finland did, where the positive dialogue between the 
superpowers was perceived as an opportunity to enhance Finland’s security by 
political means.50 Already in July 1967, approximately one month before the 
United States and USSR presented their first joint draft resolution at the 
ENDC, Soviet representatives in Geneva hinted to Talvitie that Finland’s ac-
tive endeavors in facilitating great power compromise were “highly appreci-
ated.”51 At this point, Ilkka Pastinen started to include more details on the 
diverse interests of the eight-nations group at the ENDC in his reports— 
already hinting at the possibility of playing a “bridge-building role” when the 
negotiations would eventually move to the UN General Assembly.52 Indeed, 
the “feel of the game” of multilateral disarmament diplomacy acquired from 
the discussions at ENDC was made full use of when Finland eventually went 
on to act as the chair of the group of NPT draft resolution sponsors at the UN 
in the Spring of 1968.

The Patience of a Saint Rewarded? Finland’s “Perfect” Role  
as a Mediator in the UN Negotiations between the Superpowers 
and the Rest

The eight non-allied states were generally dissatisfied with the fact that the 
draft resolution presented by the United States and the USSR in October 
1967 made demands only to the NNWS, thus already pointing to the funda-
mental imbalance of the NPT architecture—namely, between international 
order (stabilization of the status quo, based on hierarchy) and equity among 
sovereign states.53 More specifically, India and Romania (at the time the latter 
strived for increasingly autonomous foreign policy within the Warsaw Pact) 
were disappointed that the issue of negative security assurances was left out of 
the joint US-USSR draft resolution. Moreover, Sweden increased pressure on 
the two superpowers by presenting its own draft of the verification measures 
of the treaty. According to Finnish reports, this irritated both the US and 
USSR representatives. They had left the issue of verification out of their draft 
deliberately to continue negotiating it on a bilateral basis.54

Despite the mixed response to the first US-USSR draft treaty, Helsinki al-
ready saw an emerging great power consensus as an opportunity to profile 
 itself as a status quo-oriented country and, thereby, establish a diplomatic po-
sition discernible from that of Sweden. In 1967, at the UN General Assembly, 
Finland’s Foreign Minister Ahti Karjalainen presented the Finnish position 
that would welcome the signing of the NPT already by the end of that session. 
Karjalainen did not shy away from highlighting the positive “general political 
consequences” the treaty would have on great power relations.55

Thus, between 1965 and 1967, Finland clearly started positioning itself as 
a bridge-builder along two axes. First, it was keen on supporting détente 
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between the superpowers, albeit from a position dictated by its own security 
concerns (Kekkonen’s key idea was that any genuine notion of peace in Europe 
would not be possible without peace between the two leading superpowers). 
Second, the tension between the great (nuclear) powers and the rest—the 
nuclear haves and have-nots—needed to be solved in a way not jeopardizing 
the emerging great power consensus. This formed the basis of Finland’s great 
power accommodation and led Finnish diplomacy to highlight the need for 
the institutionalization of the international nuclear order with explicit 
 agreements—something that would concretize great power responsibility.

When it came to the latter question, at the ENDC, the United States and 
the USSR seemed to be very reluctant to give concessions to the group of 
non-allied states. Sweden’s proposals on a verification regime with linkages to 
a comprehensive test ban and international control of the transfers of fissile 
materials were rejected with frustration by both, Moscow and Washington.56 
The only concession the superpowers seemed willing to make in the fall of 
1967 related to Mexico’s suggestion that there should be an additional article 
in the draft treaty articulating binding commitments to nuclear disarmament 
by the NWS.57

More concessions followed in the form of a refined US-USSR joint draft 
resolution in January 1968, this time echoing Sweden’s demands on pervasive 
verification and a supervision regime. However, the proposed measures con-
cerned only NNWS—something Sweden’s proposal had explicitly tried to 
avoid—and hence caused notable resentment among NNWS. India’s long- 
pursued negative security assurances were also left out of the draft, as the 
United States and the USSR still had disagreements on the question (e.g., how 
it would affect the status of East and West Germany). Eventually, shortly after 
the NPT was approved by the UN General Assembly, the Soviet Union, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States formulated a joint UN Security 
Council resolution on the matter.58 Finally, almost five years after President 
Kekkonen’s NNFZ initiative, the fact that nuclear weapon–free zones were 
also mentioned as a separate article (VII) in the latest draft was noted with 
satisfaction in Helsinki.59

In February 1968, it was becoming evident that the latest joint US-USSR 
draft resolution presented at the ENDC would serve as the basis for the final 
UN negotiations (only minor tweaks presented by Sweden were added to the 
final draft resolution before the ENDC deadline in mid-March). Finnish dip-
lomats keenly reported that their country’s active use of its observer status in 
Geneva did not go unnoticed by the superpowers. Of the ENDC members, 
only India, Brazil, and Romania were considered unlikely to agree on signing 
the treaty in its present form.60

Finally, in April 1968, Finland’s consistent presence as an observer at the 
ENDC negotiations was rewarded when representatives of the United States 
and the USSR asked Helsinki to lead the group of sponsors for their joint draft 
resolution at the forthcoming UN negotiations. On April 16, the Finnish am-
bassador to the UN, Max Jakobson, who would eventually chair the group of 
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sponsors, asked permission from Helsinki to take an active role in the negoti-
ation process, including opposing all efforts to postpone it.61 Hyvärinen, now 
the head of the Political Department at the Foreign Ministry, sent his agree-
ment the very next day.62

Jakobson presented the draft resolution on behalf of the group of sponsors 
at the beginning of May 1968.63 In his speech, Jakobson highlighted the “long 
and complex process of negotiations and debate” since the first proposal pre-
sented by Ireland’s Frank Aiken. Finland’s priority was to address any gaps “in 
the international order relating to nuclear weapons.” He noted that albeit 
China and France had not participated in the NPT negotiations they, too, 
would most likely continue acting according to the principles of the treaty in 
the future. He also recognized the prominent role of Sweden at ENDC, as well 
as the basic concerns of the nonaligned movement. The NPT was presented as 
the future cornerstone of the international order that might eventually lead to 
genuine disarmament. In essence, one can read from Jakobson’s speech that to 
end the vertical proliferation of nuclear weapons, the international community 
should put a halt to horizontal proliferation. It elucidates between the lines 
that Helsinki already had an implicit hierarchical reading of the significance and 
urgency of what would later be known as the three pillars of the NPT.

Quite interestingly, Jakobson also managed to mention President Kekko-
nen’s 1963 NNFZ initiative (which he himself had drafted) in his speech, as 
well as Finland’s status as a “neutral country” seeking security by “promoting 
the development of a peaceful and rational world order based on the efficient 
functioning of a universal collective security system.”64 Jakobson ended his 
speech on Finland’s stand in a rather apt manner:

It may be too bold to say that this [the immense political significance of 
the NPT] foreshadows the transformation on the balance of terror into 
an internationalized nuclear deterrent within the institutional framework 
of the United Nations. But it does carry the promise that the collective 
security system of the Charter, based as it is on cooperation between the 
permanent members of the Security Council, can be revitalized in the 
interests of peace and security for all nations.65

During the next few weeks, Jakobson actively promoted the draft resolution 
and tried to get more states to join the group of sponsors.66 In his report to 
Foreign Minister Ahti Karjalainen, Jakobson highlighted the unprecedented 
level of cooperation and understanding between the US and USSR delega-
tions over the matter.67 At the end of May, Finland (through Jakobson) arbi-
trated the last minor revisions in articles V and IV of the treaty, mostly to 
accommodate the demands made by Sweden and Mexico. The basic dilemma 
remained, though: the political issues that the NPT solved were mostly Euro-
pean and concentrated on the “German question”; this was hard to sell to 
states outside of Europe, especially to Africa and Latin America.68
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After the final changes (May–June 1968), several states of the nonaligned 
movement also joined the group of sponsors in quick succession. On June 6, 
the NPT was accepted at the UN with 94 votes in favor, 22 abstaining, and 4 
voting against the treaty (Tanzania, Zambia, Cuba, and Albania). Sweden had 
informed Finland already on May 31 that it would vote in favor of the treaty, 
although with major critical observations and reserving the right not to ratify 
the treaty.69 In an official statement, Finland’s Foreign Minister Ahti Kar-
jalainen once again emphasized the “general political significance” of the 
NPT and the way it exemplified the responsibility felt by the two superpowers 
on maintaining world peace.70 In June, Keijo Korhonen recommended fur-
ther strengthening Finland’s diplomatic profile in the matter by signing the 
treaty first—something that would be duly achieved.71

Hence, when it comes to understanding the gradual development of Fin-
land’s nuclear disarmament diplomacy in the 1960s, the more proactive inter-
pretation of the Enckell Doctrine was clearly visible in the way Finland 
participated in the NPT negotiations between 1965 and 1968. Finland not 
merely supported this process that was evidently based on a certain level of 
great power consensus, but also tried actively to promote great power interests 
in negotiations with small powers, especially the counter-hegemonic group of 
non-allied states. Thus, it can be argued that Finland’s Cold War disarmament 
politics was a rather peculiar amalgamation of small-state realism, idiosyncratic 
interpretation of Finland’s unique geopolitical position within the Cold War 
international order, and certain liberalist ideals on great power responsibility.

Conclusion

Although the Geneva spirit and accession to the UN in 1955 gave Finland more 
room to cultivate its agency in world politics, the nature of its more active for-
eign policy posture and notion of neutrality were always somewhat limited or 
contested. In theoretical terms, the example of Finland highlights the need to 
interpret neutrality as a relational and context-dependent concept. This was also 
evident in Finland’s role in the NPT negotiations at least in two related aspects.

First, Finland positioned itself alongside the leading nuclear powers by 
accommodating their agendas. This was evident already during the prepara-
tory ENDC negotiations when key Finnish diplomats perceived the value of 
the NPT process in terms of enhancing great power consensus and, thus, 
strengthening the bipolar structure of international politics, as well as solving 
the “German question.” In the NPT process, Finland strove to position itself 
as a mediator, accepted by both the United States and the USSR, between the 
nuclear powers and the rest. This policy of accommodation was not com-
pletely unconditional, though, but tethered to the goal of great power 
“responsibilization.”

Secondly, Finland juxtaposed its status and pragmatic policy line with Swe-
den’s more activist and progressive foreign policy habitus. Finnish diplomats 
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followed Sweden’s active role at the ENDC closely between 1965 and 1967, 
acknowledging the need to cultivate a disarmament profile discernible enough 
from Sweden. Together with the policy of abstaining from great power rival-
ries, this led to a rather peculiar, pragmatic gradualism that prioritized the 
ordering effect of the emerging nonproliferation regime over more ambitious 
and progressive disarmament agendas favored by the nonaligned movement 
and other neutrals.

During the latter stages of the hectic NPT negotiations in the spring of 
1968, Finland had a short spell in the limelight of multilateral diplomacy when 
it was asked to join the group of sponsors of the joint US-USSR draft resolu-
tion. Moreover, Finland’s ambassador to the UN, Max Jakobson, who had 
been a key architect of President Kekkonen’s 1963 proposal to establish an 
NWFZ in the Nordic region, was offered to chair the group of sponsors—a 
position in which he took on the role of a persuader more than a neutral me-
diator. The challenge was to convince most of the UN members, especially 
members of the nonaligned movement, to accept the NPT, even without am-
bitious disarmament commitments on the side of the recognized NWS. The 
concerns of the nuclear “have-nots,” like those related to guaranteed access to 
the peaceful use of nuclear technology, had to be mediated in a way that would 
not compromise consensus over shared great power interests.

Hence, neutrality in the case of Finland’s diplomacy toward the NPT exhib-
its strong contextual and relational traits. The Finnish foreign policy elite did 
go through a lot of trouble to receive recognition for its policy of neutrality 
both from the East and the West. Unlike Sweden, Finland’s status as a neutral 
state during the Cold War was always limited and tied to the currents of great 
power relations due to the 1948 FCMA Treaty with the Soviet Union. Hence, 
during the NPT process, Finland started promoting itself as a diplomatic 
bridge-builder—or as President Kekkonen had famously said in 1961—as a 
physician rather than a judge of international politics.72 However, the 
bridge-building capacity was limited to projects with relatively safe expecta-
tions about great power consensus, or at least to projects with close to zero 
prospects of causing conflicts between the United States and the USSR.

Albeit there are no signs in the archives that the Finnish foreign policy elite 
would have regarded the establishment of a de facto codified nuclear duopoly 
as its goal, the combination of the limited peacetime neutrality and great 
power accommodation drove it to support the agenda of the two leading nu-
clear powers. Thus, it was also natural that the Finnish government was among 
the first signatories of the NPT in the summer of 1968—a symbolic gesture 
that key Finnish diplomats participating in the disarmament negotiations 
strongly encouraged.

Of course, Finnish foreign policy genuinely prioritized the importance of 
nonproliferation, as this was a question very much at the core of the country’s 
national security; the prospect of nuclearized West Germany would have given 
the Soviet Union a justification for demanding closer military-political coop-
eration with Finland, based on the FCMA Treaty. This would have effectively 
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put Finnish aspirations of even limited peacetime neutrality to an end. Thus, 
the policy of pragmatic gradualism—although something that would most 
likely not lead to genuine disarmament anytime soon—was quickly perceived 
as a virtuous choice by the Finnish foreign policy elite. Paradoxically, this 
meant that Finland was ready to accept it would live with a nuclear superpower 
as its neighbor for the foreseeable future.

To conclude, Finland perceived the NPT process first and foremost as a 
logical continuum of great power politics; the accomplishment of the NPT 
was always as much about the management of international order and “re-
sponsibilization” of great power politics as it was about the question of non-
proliferation as such—not to mention more progressive notions of nuclear 
disarmament. This was evident in the way key Finnish diplomats in the process 
learned to appreciate the negotiations as an intrinsic value and contrasted with 
Sweden’s position that emphasized the NPT merely as a first minor step to-
ward genuine disarmament. In this sense, Finland’s role as a neutral country 
should be understood equally as relational—constructing a profile discernible 
enough from Sweden—and contextual—prioritizing superpower consensus 
for stability in Europe over rapid advancements in nuclear disarmament.
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 60 MFA, 113 C3 Aseriisuntakys. 3/1162-65, Ilkka Pastinen’s memorandum “Neu-
vottelut ydinsulkusopimuksesta,” February 23, 1968; Keijo Korhonen’s memoran-
dum “Ydinsulkusopimusneuvottelujen päättyminen Genevessä,” March 30, 1968.

 61 The group of sponsors, established in mid-April 1968, advocated and presented 
the draft resolution of the NPT on alongside United States, United Kingdom, and 
Soviet Union at the UN. It consisted of the small European neutral countries 
 (excluding Sweden), states from both NATO and the Warsaw Pact and a group of 
Arab states. According to Jakobson, the initiative to establish the group came 
jointly from United States and Soviet Union (United Kingdom was not men-
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Max Jakobson’s telegrams from New York, April 16, 1968; April 29, 1968. See also 
Jakobson, 38. Kerros, 143–47.

 62 MFA, 113 C3 Aseriisuntakys. 3/1162-65, Hyvärinen’s telegram to New York, 
April 17, 1968.

 63 MFA, 113 C3 Aseriisuntakys. 3/1162-65, Max Jakobson’s telegram from  
New York, April 29, 1968.

 64 MFA, 113 C3 Aseriisuntakys. 3/1162-65, Max Jakobson’s telegram and draft text 
of speech from New York, April 30, 1968.

 65 Ibid.
 66 MFA, 113 C3 Aseriisuntakys. 3/1162-65, Max Jakobson’s telegram from  

New York, May 16, 1968.
 67 MFA, 113 C3 Aseriisuntakys. 3/1162-65, Max Jakobson’s report “Ydinsulkusop-

imuksen poliittinen sanoma,” May 17, 1968.
 68 In his reporting from New York, Jakobson does not give any details about his nego-

tiations with representatives of specific countries, but on the basis of the reporting, it 
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can be reasoned that Jakobson’s focus was directed to Sweden’s and Mexico’s de-
mands in particular, and the remaining Latin American and African countries more 
generally. Certain countries, such as the “outspoken Albania,” who aligned with 
China, was deemed as a “lost cause” by Jakobson. See MFA, 113 C3 Aseriisuntakys. 
3/1162-65, Jakobson’s telegrams from New York, May 27, 1968, and May 31, 1968.

 69 See MFA, 113 C3 Aseriisuntakys. 3/1162-65, Telegram from Stockholm, May 31, 
1968.

 70 MFA, 113 C3 Aseriisuntakys. 3/1162-65, “Ulkoasiainministeri Ahti Karjalaisen 
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 71 MFA, 113 C3 Aseriisuntakys. 3/1162-65, Keijo Korhonen’s memorandum 
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 72 Urho Kekkonen, Neutrality: The Finnish Position (London: Heinemann, 1970), 
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