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1. Introduction  
 

The world is currently experiencing growing political unrest, which has lead to some military and 

foreign policy experts going so far as to talking about a new Cold War.1 The reasons for the 

growing unrest are many, but an initial spark was the Russian annexation of Crimea from 

Ukraine in March 2014.2 Hence, the talked about Cold War has the same players as the actual 

Cold War that got its ending with the fall of the Soviet Union, namely Russia and the West.  

 The changing political landscape has forced Europe and the US to think differently in 

terms of military and defence, and especially Europe is struggling with finding a path forward, as 

the newly installed president of the United States, Donald Trump, has, from Europe’s point of 

view, given worrisome statements about the American NATO membership and financing. In 

addition to that, his positive approach towards Putin and Russia has made many European leaders 

and policy makers scratch their heads in confusion.3 

 In Europe, the playground for this crisis cannot only be found in Ukraine, but also in 

NATO’s eastern flank, and more specifically in the Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, 

which all used to be part of the USSR. These are countries that NATO currently views as its most 

exposed members, and as a means of protecting these states, NATO has sent more troops to the 

area.4 

 If the changing political landscape has affected major institutions such as the EU and 

NATO, it has naturally also affected the domestic politics of most European countries, a concrete 

example is the raised military spending.5 Two countries struggling with figuring out how to best 

respond to the growing Russian threat in particular, are Sweden and Finland. For these countries, 

their geographical location is the main reason that they have to rethink their strategies, as Finland 

has the longest European border with Russia, and Sweden and Finland both are in the Baltic Sea 

region, which is a region with specific geopolitical importance, as it gives access to not only the 

Nordic and Baltic countries, but also other northern parts of continental Europe. These countries 

                                                        
1 Oliphant, R. ”Russia and the West have entered a new Cold War’” The Telegraph, 23 October 2016. Accessed 2 January 2017. 

Available: http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2016/10/22/unyielding-russia-and-us-heading-for-a-new-cold-war/  
2 Wintour, P., Harding, L., Borger, J. ”Cold war 2.0: how Russia and the west reheated a historic struggle”. The Guardian, 24 

October 2016. Accessed 16 March 2017. Available:  https://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/oct/24/cold-war-20-how-russia-

and-the-west-reheated-a-historic-struggle  
3 Nguyen, T. ”Donald Trump just offered Putin Exactly What He Wants”. Vanity Fair, 16 January 2017. Accessed 16 March 

2017. Available: http://www.vanityfair.com/news/2017/01/donald-trump-nato-russia-interview  
4 Shlapak, D. A., Johnson, M. ”Reinforcing Deterrence on NATO's Eastern Flank: Wargaming the Defense of the Baltics”. Santa 

Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2016. Accessed: 16 January 2017. Available: 

http://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1253.html.  
5 Daniels, J. ”Defense budgets climb as NATO countries step up spending” CNBC, 20 December 2016. Accessed: 23 May 2017. 

Available: http://www.cnbc.com/2016/12/19/defense-budgets-climb-as-nato-countries-step-up-spending.html  

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2016/10/22/unyielding-russia-and-us-heading-for-a-new-cold-war/
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/oct/24/cold-war-20-how-russia-and-the-west-reheated-a-historic-struggle
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/oct/24/cold-war-20-how-russia-and-the-west-reheated-a-historic-struggle
http://www.vanityfair.com/news/2017/01/donald-trump-nato-russia-interview
http://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1253.html
http://www.cnbc.com/2016/12/19/defense-budgets-climb-as-nato-countries-step-up-spending.html
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are also interesting cases since none of them are members of NATO and they both have a policy 

of non-alignment. During recent years, they have both been exposed to Russian violation of both 

air space and national waters, together with cyber threats.6 The Russian annexation of Crimea, 

together with the threats experienced, as well as the history that the countries share with Russia, 

have triggered a more serious debate on how the countries should and could defend themselves.7  

 

1.1. Aim and Research Question  
 

The broader aim of this thesis is to investigate what the foreign policy and security debates in 

these two countries, that officially “stand alone”, have looked like after the Russian annexation of 

Crimea in 2014.  

Sweden and Finland are quite homogenous countries and they both, to quite a large 

extent, face the same issues when it comes to Russian threat, mostly due to their geographical 

locations. However, they have over the years taken slightly different diplomatic routes in the 

ways they deal with Russia, with Finland being more moderate in expressing heavy critique 

towards its eastern neighbor, compared to Sweden. By conducting this study, the goal is to find 

out whether Finland and Sweden have a similar view on Russian threat, post annexation of 

Crimea, but also if the debated approaches are similar in nature. This leads to the following 

research question:  

                                                        
6 See for instance: Sundberg, M. ”Nio kränkningar av svenskt luftrum i år” (Nine violations of Swedish air space this year). 

Dagens Nyheter, 10 July 2015. Accessed: 23 May 2017. Available: http://www.dn.se/nyheter/sverige/nio-krankningar-av-svenskt-

luftrum-i-ar/  Malm, C. “Upprepade ryska kränkningar av svenskt luftrum” (Repeated Russian violations of Swedish air space). 

Aftonbladet, 21 September 2014. Accessed: 23 May 2017. Available: http://www.aftonbladet.se/nyheter/article19567890.ab  

Koski, S. “Sukellusvenejahti Suomessa – varoitettu käsisyvyyspommeilla” (Submarine chase in Finland – warned with depth 

charge). Iltalehti, 28 April 2015. Accessed: 23 May 2017. Available: http://www.iltalehti.fi/uutiset/201504280113525_uu.shtml 

IS-STT. “Rajavartiolaitoksen tutkinta vahvisti: Venäläinen lentokone loukkasi Suomen ilmatilaa” (The Frontier Surveillance 

confirmed: Russian airplane violated Finnish air space). Iltasanomat, 9 July 2015. Accessed: 23 May 2017. Available: 

http://www.is.fi/kotimaa/art-2000000958958.html Pohjanpalo, O. “Venäjä käy hybridisotaa EU:ta ja Suomea vastaan – miten 

siihen pitäisi reagoida?” (Russia’s hybrid warfare against EU and Finland – how should one respond?) Helsingin Sanomat, 24 

February 2016. Accessed: 23 May 2017. Available: http://www.hs.fi/politiikka/art-2000002887901.html  
7 See for instance: Gummesson, J. ”Ryskt anfall mot Baltikum börjar i Sverige” (Russian attack against the Balitcs starts in 

Sweden) Svenska Dagbladet, 9 September 2016. Accessed: 23 May 2017. Available: https://www.svd.se/ryskt-anfall-mot-

baltikum-borjar-i-sverige Hansson, W. ”Självmord för Putin att anfalla Sverige” (Suicide for Putin to attack Sweden) Aftonbladet, 

25 June 2015. Accessed: 23 May 2017. Available: 

http://www.aftonbladet.se/nyheter/kolumnister/wolfganghansson/article21024652.ab Holmström, M. ”Rysk invasion av Baltikum 

riskerar att dra in Sverige” (Russian invasion of the Baltics risks involving Sweden) Dagens Nyheter, 10 February 2016. 

Accessed: 23 May 2017. Available: http://www.dn.se/nyheter/sverige/rysk-invasion-av-baltikum-riskerar-att-dra-in-sverige/ 

Kotkavirta, J. ”Miksi Venäjä kiinnostuisi Suomesta – 5 syytä” (Why Russia would be interested in Finland – 5 reasons) 

Iltasanomat, 23 March 2014. Accessed: May 23 2017. Available: http://www.is.fi/kotimaa/art-2000000733162.html Iltalehti. 

”Armeijan tutkimusten karu tulos: Suomi häviäisi sodan Venäjälle” (The harsh truth of the army investigation: Finland would 

loose in a war against Russia). Iltalehti, 7 November 2015. Accessed: 23 May 2017. Available: 

http://www.iltalehti.fi/uutiset/2015110620624791_uu.shtml Kunnas, K. ”Viron ulkomaantiedustelu: Venäjä on lisännyt 

sotilasvoimaa Baltian rajoilla ja on valmis iskemään myös Suomeen” (Estonias Frontier Suriveillance: Russia has increased its 

military presence at the Baltic borders and is ready to attack Finland too). Helsingin Sanomat, 9 March 2016. Accessed: 23 May 

2017. Available: http://www.hs.fi/ulkomaat/art-2000002890317.html  

http://www.dn.se/nyheter/sverige/nio-krankningar-av-svenskt-luftrum-i-ar/
http://www.dn.se/nyheter/sverige/nio-krankningar-av-svenskt-luftrum-i-ar/
http://www.aftonbladet.se/nyheter/article19567890.ab
http://www.iltalehti.fi/uutiset/201504280113525_uu.shtml
http://www.is.fi/kotimaa/art-2000000958958.html
http://www.hs.fi/politiikka/art-2000002887901.html
https://www.svd.se/ryskt-anfall-mot-baltikum-borjar-i-sverige
https://www.svd.se/ryskt-anfall-mot-baltikum-borjar-i-sverige
http://www.aftonbladet.se/nyheter/kolumnister/wolfganghansson/article21024652.ab
http://www.dn.se/nyheter/sverige/rysk-invasion-av-baltikum-riskerar-att-dra-in-sverige/
http://www.is.fi/kotimaa/art-2000000733162.html
http://www.iltalehti.fi/uutiset/2015110620624791_uu.shtml
http://www.hs.fi/ulkomaat/art-2000002890317.html


 6 

- Which similarities and differences are there in Finland’s and Sweden’s perception of, and 

approaches to, the Russian threat, as presented in the parliamentary debates on foreign policy 

and security after the annexation of Crimea in 2014?  

 

This research question should further be broken down into several different parts. The first part 

consists of studying how these countries view or perceive Russian threat, but also what solutions, 

or approaches, are being brought up as a means of dealing with this perceived threat. Secondly, 

are these perceptions and approaches similar or different? The analysis will thus be a comparison 

of similarities and contrasting differences. 

As these two countries historically have dealt with Russia in slightly different ways, a 

comparison of the parliamentary debates could show whether Finland and Sweden have moved 

closer to each other in how they perceive Russian threat, and how they think it should best be 

approached. This is especially relevant considering that a big part of the public debate also has 

focused on Finnish and Swedish military and defence cooperation. Furthermore, the case of 

Finland could also tell us something about how it sees itself in the new security situation, 

considering that it until the fall of the Soviet Union was under a Treaty of Friendship, 

Cooperation and Mutual Assistance, which affected the foreign policies to a major extent. 

Studying this topic is also about studying how two non-aligned countries face and deal 

with threats in the 21st century, and thus it could also provide useful insights into the state of 

security in Europe in general, and the Baltic Sea region in particular. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 



 7 

2. Theory 
 

In order to be able to analyze how the Russian threat is perceived by Sweden and Finland, a 

definition of “threat”, and how a threat emerges, needs to be provided. For this purpose, the 

theoretical framework on securitization, by Barry Buzan et al, has been chosen. 

 

2.1 Securitization Theory 
 

Securitization is a theory that is part of the Copenhagen School of Security Studies, and 

particularly associated with scholars like Barry Buzan, Ole Waever and Jaap de Wilde. It 

emerged during and after the Cold War, when new ways of looking at security were needed. A 

common definition of securitization is “when a securitizing actor uses a rhetoric of existential 

threat and thereby takes an issue of what under those conditions is “normal politics” we have a 

case of securitization”.8 In other words, when something is labeled as a security issue so big, that 

it is endangering the existence of that state, it risks becoming one. A securitizing actor is the 

agent that frames an issue as a threat through a securitizing move, and by doing so, the problem 

can be moved from normal politics to emergency politics, and thus allowing to be dealt with in a 

fast manner, and without democratic rules and regulations of policy-making. “For security this 

means that it no longer has any given (pre-existing) meaning but that it can be anything a 

securitizing actor says it is. Security is a social and intersubjective construction. That is the 

meaning of security.”9  

 There is a risk that “everything” can be labeled a security issue, but Buzan argues that 

successful securitization consists of three steps. The first step is to identify existential threats, the 

second to take emergency action, and the third step is effects on inter-unit relations by breaking 

free of rules.10 Naming something an existential threat is a way of saying that the issue needs to 

be dealt with immediately, or else we will cease to exist or not be free to deal with it in our own 

way. Thus, just calling something a threat is an act in itself and serves to legitimize any further 

action, and hence it could be argued that threats are constructed, rather than existing by 

themselves. This needs to be recognized when studying how Russia has been labeled a threat in 

the parliamentary debates. Rita Taureck, from University of Warwick, writes that “securitization 

theory by itself does not enable the analyst to say what should be/not be. Securitization theory 

                                                        
8 Balzacq, Thierry, Sarah Léonard, and Jan Ruzicka. 2016. "‘Securitization’ Revisited: Theory and Cases." International 

Relations 30 (4): 494-531. doi:10.1177/0047117815596590. 
9 Taureck, Rita. 2006. Securitization theory and securitization studies. Journal of International Relations and Development 9 (1): 

53-61. 
10 Ibid. 



 8 

thus seeks to answer the question – what does security do? – and little beyond this. In this 

understanding, securitization theory is nothing but a theoretical tool to facilitate practical security 

analysis.”11  

 Taureck also brings up some criticism that has been put forward against the theory of 

securitization, namely that the theory fails in bringing up any moral or ethical goals. For example, 

Jef Huysmans has said that securitization only is a technique used by the government to fabricate 

an existential threat. Taureck argues that this is rooted in a misunderstanding of the theory, in 

which the securitization is seen through the point of view of the securitizing actor, as a political 

method. According to Taureck, it is important to separate between “securitization the theory” and 

“securitization the normative practice”.12  

 Furthermore, some critics argue that the analyst never is neutral in speaking and writing 

about security, but rather a part of the political reality. “Here, the idea is that the analyst in 

writing about a particular social reality is partly responsible for the co-constitution of this very 

reality, as by means of his own text this reality is (re)produced.”13 In other words, the analyst 

executes a speech act when writing or speaking about security. This speech is then successful if 

the spoken about issue becomes recognized as a security problem in the academy or the 

discourse. However, “the only way is to accept the normative dilemma as a dilemma. The 

securitization analyst cannot escape from the fact that its own security writing risks to contribute 

to the securitization of an area”.14 

 
Consequently, the core concepts of the theory are arguably the securitizing actor […], the referent 

subject (i.e. the entity that is threatening), the referent object (i.e. the entity that is threatened), the 

audience (the agreement of which is necessary to confer an intersubjective status to the threat), the 

context and the adoption of distinctive policies (exceptional or not)15 

 

 

Another part of the Copenhagen School of thought is made up of Barry Buzan’s, Ole Waever’s 

and Jaap de Wilde’s book Security – A new framework for analysis, in which the authors argue 

for a widening of the term security, by dividing it into different sectors. The proposed sectors are 

the following: military, environment, economics, society and politics. They claim that there has 

been little reflection on the nation as a security unit. Most of the focus is put on the political and 

                                                        
11 Taureck, Rita. 2006. Securitization theory and securitization studies. Journal of International Relations and Development 9 (1): 

53-61. 
12 Ibid. 
13 Ibid. 
14 Ibid. 
15 Balzacq, Thierry, Sarah Léonard, and Jan Ruzicka. 2016. "‘Securitization’ Revisited: Theory and Cases." International 

Relations 30 (4): 494-531. doi:10.1177/0047117815596590. 
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institutional unit – the state. Within the field, there are generally two different approaches to the 

concept of security. The traditionalists focus on the military and the state, and with this view it is 

rather easy to identify security issues, since to a traditionalist, security equals military issues and 

use of force.16 Those who seek to broaden the term security may come from fields like peace 

research, gender studies, international political economy or security studies. “Their move has 

generally taken the form of attempts to widen the security agenda by claiming security status for 

issues and referent objects in the economic, environmental and societal sectors, as well as the 

military-political ones that define traditional security studies”.17 The authors then argue that the 

concept of security needs to be widened to mean something more and specific than just a threat or 

a problem: 

 
Threats and vulnerabilities can arise in many different areas, military and nonmilitary, but to count as 

security issues they have to meet strictly defined criteria that distinguish them from the normal run of 

the merely political. They have to be staged as existential threats to a referent object by a securitizing 

actor who thereby generates endorsement of emergency measure beyond rules that would otherwise 

bind.18 

 

 

This goes together with the theory of securitization, arguing that a security issue has to be an 

existential threat. According to Buzan et al, it is not enough to only identify a threat, but it also 

needs to be more specialized in exactly what is put at risk. Therefore, the named sectors function 

to identify specific types of interaction. Buzan et al. set out these sectors in the following way: 

 
Generally speaking, the military security concerns the two-level interplay of the armed offensive and 

defensive capabilities of states, and states’ perceptions of each other’s intentions. Political security 

concerns the organizational stability of states, systems of government and the ideologies that give them 

legitimacy. Economic security concerns access to the resource, finance and markets necessary to 

sustain acceptable levels of welfare and state power. Societal security concerns the sustainability, 

within acceptable conditions for evolution, of traditional patterns of language, culture and religious and 

national identity and custom. Environmental security concerns the maintenance of the local and the 

planetary biosphere as the essential support system on which all other human enterprises depend.19 

 

 

It might be hard to separate issues as only financial and not at the same time as political, and that 

is why the authors acknowledge that sectors serve to identify certain patterns, but they are also 

inseparable parts of a more complex whole. Therefore, the purpose of sectors is mainly to make 

the variables of analysis more manageable. “Each (analyst/researcher) is looking at the whole, but 

                                                        
16 Buzan, Barry., Ole Wæver, and Jaap de. Wilde. 1998. Security : A New Framework for Analysis. Boulder, Colo.: Lynne 

Rienner Pub. P. 1 
17 Ibid. 
18 Ibid. P. 5 
19 Ibid. P. 8 



 10 

is seeing only one dimension of its reality. The analytical method of sectors thus starts with 

disaggregation but must end with reassembly.”20 

 Buzan et al also make the case for security of regions. In the analysis of Sweden and 

Finland, and their parliamentary security debates this is a crucial part. To begin with, the 

countries would not face this issue if it was not for their geographical location. They are both in 

Russia’s neighborhood, and they are both located around the Baltic Sea. The authors argue that 

international relations should be more regionalized in their character. The book Security – A New 

Framework for Analysis was first published in 1998, in the post Cold War-era and then the 

analysis was very much focused on the fact that there were no real super powers in the world at 

that moment. “This situation creates weak leadership at the global level and, consequently, leads 

to the assumption that more than before, regions will be left to sort out their own affairs.”21  

Regions are a special type of subsystem when it comes to levels of analysis, as particular 

locations can provide outcomes and sources of explanations. According to Hans Mouritzen we 

have to begin by thinking that states are fixed, and not mobile. “If the units (states) are non-

mobile, each unit will face a relatively stable regional environment consisting of the major units 

in its geographical proximity; each unit will be characterized by a specific location in the 

system’s structure”.22 According to classical security complex theory all the countries part of the 

system are enmeshed in a global web of security interdependence. However, most political and 

military threats are local in nature, and hence, most states fear their neighbors more than other 

distant powers.23  

“The normal pattern of security interdependence in a geographically diverse, anarchic 

international system is one of regionally based clusters, which we label security complexes”.24 

The definition of a security complex is “a set of states whose major security perceptions and 

concerns are so interlinked that their national security problems cannot reasonably be analyzed or 

resolved apart from one another.”25 A such security complex could thus be the Baltic Sea region, 

in which we do not only find Finland, Sweden and Russia, but also Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, 

                                                        
20 Buzan, Barry., Ole Wæver, and Jaap de. Wilde. 1998. Security : A New Framework for Analysis. Boulder, Colo.: Lynne 

Rienner Pub.. p.8 
21 Ibid. P.9 
22 Ibid. P. 9-10 
23 Ibid. 
24 Ibid. P.11 
25 Ibid. P.12 
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Poland and Germany, Norway and Denmark.26  This idea is supported by Mike Winnerstig, 

deputy director of research at the Swedish Defence Research Agency (FOI):  

 
[…] the massive complex of linkages around the Baltic Sea – in economic, political, societal and 

military terms – constitutes what could be called a “security complex”: the security problems of the 

individual countries within the region affect all other countries within it.27 

 

However, as all the Baltic countries are members of NATO, together with Poland, Germany, 

Denmark and Norway, they naturally approach the security threats of the region differently than 

Finland and Sweden. One might argue that, while there probably are some similarities as to how 

these countries deal with issues in their region, the region itself could maybe be divided into 

several security complexes, one consisting of Sweden and Finland, another of the Baltic States of 

Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania and perhaps Poland. In any case, the concept of security complex’s 

also serves as a justification for doing a comparative case study of the two chosen countries. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
26 Hyde-Price, A. ”NATO and the Baltic Sea Region: Towards Regional Security Governance?” NATO, 2000. Available: 

http://www.nato.int/acad/fellow/98-00/hyde.pdf  
27 Winnerstig, Mike. 2014. Security policy at road's end? The roles of Sweden and Finland in the Nordic-Baltic defence 

cooperation process. Lithuanian Annual Strategic Review 12 (1): P. 171 

http://www.nato.int/acad/fellow/98-00/hyde.pdf
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3. Methodology  
 

In this chapter the motivation for the selection of cases, as well as the chosen method - political 

discourse analysis - and the material used for the analysis will be presented, all in the mentioned 

order. 

 

3.1 Why Finland and Sweden? 
 

As earlier stated, Finland and Sweden are homogenous cases in the sense that none of them are 

members of NATO, they both have a strategy of non-alignment, they are both in Russia’s 

neighborhood, and they are both in the Baltic Sea region, and they are also among themselves 

neighbors with partly common history. The two of them are the only countries in the region that 

share all these qualities, and hence a study of how they view the current security situation in their 

region might give other insights than a study of one or several NATO countries, as they rely on 

support from the military alliance, while Finland and Sweden officially stand alone.  

As the aim is to compare and contrast these two, and their approaches to the Russian 

threat, they should be seen as part of a most similar systems design. The most similar systems 

design is part of John Stuart Mill’s logic of comparative research and means that two cases, as 

similar as possible, are compared in order to be able to isolate the factors responsible for 

differences between them.28  In this case, what is being studied is the parliamentary foreign 

policy and security debate, and hence any possible differences, but also similarities, will be 

political in nature and first and foremost rhetorical, as what is being studied is how Russian threat 

is perceived, and which approaches have been presented in the parliamentary debates, but not the 

actual undertaken policies. The reason for why actual undertaken policies have been avoided is 

that they tend to be quite technical in nature, and if a comparison of those was to be made, it 

would have to include all the undertaken policies during the past years, which is not within the 

scope of focus of this thesis, where the focus is on the debate. Instead, the interest here lies more 

in the perception of the threat and what is proposed as a suitable way of acting against that threat. 

When comparing cases, it is important to acknowledge that a well defined starting point is 

necessary, because depending on which starting point is being used, the reached conclusion might 

be different.29 In this case, the chosen starting point is the Russian annexation of Crimea in 2014, 

                                                        
28 Esaiasson, Peter, 1957. 2007. Metodpraktikan: Konsten att studera samhälle, individ och marknad. 3., [rev.] uppl. ed. 

Stockholm: Norstedts juridik. P. 112-114, 128-130 
29 Ibid. P. 153  



 13 

as this is considered to be an event that has changed and shaped the current security and defence 

debate, for reasons that will be laid out in greater detail in the background chapter.  

If the annexation of Crimea in 2014 is the starting point, then the end point of analysis in 

this thesis is today, as the happenings on Crimea have not yet gotten a more permanent solution, 

and the sanctions against Russia are still in place. This further means that the time period that is 

being analyzed stretches over three years, and thus a comparison over time will also have to be 

carried out. In this sense, it could also be stated that time is used as a point of comparison. 

Because, if this would not be done, then it would not be possible to say anything about whether 

the perception of Russia as a threat, and the undertaken approaches have gotten more similar in 

nature (changed), as opposed to before.30 

 

3.2 Political Discourse Analysis and Social Constructionism 
 

As outlined in the theory of securitization, existential threats are to a great extent social 

constructions, meaning that they would not necessarily exist by themselves, without the use of 

specific rhetoric by securitizing actors. Due to Buzan’s constructionist view on threats, which 

specifically states that security is a social and intersubjective construction, the theory could be 

seen as closely interlinked with social constructionism. Social constructionism is, in turn, closely 

related to discourse.  

 According to Alexander Wendt, professor of international security at Ohio State 

University, constructivists think that structures are made of social relationships, and social 

structures consist of the three elements of shared knowledge, material resources, and practices.31 

Shared knowledge means that social structures are defined in part by shared understandings, 

expectations and knowledge. 

 
A security dilemma, for example, is a social structure composed of intersubjective understandings in 

which states are so distrustful that they make worst-case assumptions about each others’ intentions, 

and as a result define their interests in self-help terms. A security community is a different social 

structure, one composed of shared knowledge in which states trust one another to resolve disputes 

without war.32  

 

 

When it comes to material resources, Wendt argues that “material resources only acquire 

meaning for human action through the structure of shared knowledge in which they are 

                                                        
30 Esaiasson, Peter, 1957. 2007. Metodpraktikan: Konsten att studera samhälle, individ och marknad. 3., [rev.] uppl. ed. 

Stockholm: Norstedts juridik. P. 166 
31 Wendt, Alexander. 1995. Constructing international politics. International Security 20 (1): P. 73 
32 Ibid. P. 73 
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embedded.”33 He then gives the example of nuclear weapons, saying that if Britain has 500 

nuclear weapons, that is still less threatening to the USA than five North Korean nuclear 

weapons. This is because “the British are friends of the Unites States and the North Koreans are 

not, and amity or enmity is a function of shared understandings.”34 Thirdly, Wendt argues that 

social structures cannot be found in the heads of the actors, nor in material capabilities, but in 

actual practices. “Social structure exists only in process. The Cold War was a structure of shared 

knowledge that governed great power relations for forty years, but once they stopped acting on 

this basis, it was “over.”” 35  Wendt further concludes that analyzing social construction of 

international politics is to “analyze how processes of interaction produce and reproduce the social 

structures – cooperative or conflictual – that shape actors’ identities and interests and the 

significance of their material contexts.”36 Put differently, social constructions exist only when we 

act upon them. The knowledge might be there, and shared, but it is not a reality until it is acted 

upon and put into practice. Analyzing the Swedish and Finnish debates is thus a way of analyzing 

how the threat is constructed through use of discourse, and how the social structures are created 

in the process of interaction. 

Discourse, as defined in Vivien Burr’s An Introduction to Social Constructionism, is a 

“system of statements which constructs an object” 37  and “a set of meanings, metaphors, 

representations, images, stories, statements and so on that in some way together produce a 

particular version of events.”38 Furthermore, Burr writes that “a multitude of alternative versions 

of events is potentially available through language, this means that, surrounding any one object, 

event, person, etc., there may be a variety of different discourses, each with a different story to 

tell about the object in question, a different way of representing it to the world.”39 The ways in 

which the parliaments talk about the Russian threat and the approaches that are being suggested 

are therefore constructing discourses. With this in mind, it could therefore be said, that by 

studying the parliamentary debate in Sweden and Finland, it is expected that multiple discourses 

will be found, and thus, the comparison between the countries could also be said to be a 

comparison of found discourses.  

                                                        
33 Wendt, Alexander. 1995. Constructing international politics. International Security 20 (1): P. 73 
34 Ibid. 
35 Ibid. P. 74 
36 Ibid. P. 81 
37 Burr, Vivien. 1995. An introduction to social constructionism. London: Routledge. P.48 
38 Ibid. 
39 Ibid. 
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Taking this into consideration, the methodological framework that has been identified as 

most suitable for this thesis is political discourse analysis. The pioneers in the field of political 

discourse analysis are Norman and Isabela Fairclough, who make a case for a separation between 

critical discourse analysis and political discourse analysis. They argue that the novelty of political 

discourse analysis  

 
resides in the integration of critical discourse-analytical concepts with the analytical framework of 

argumentation theory, on the basis of viewing political discourse as primarily argumentative discourse. 

It is based on a view of politics in which the concepts of deliberation and decision-making in contexts 

of uncertainty, risk and persistent disagreement are central. This is a view of politics in which the 

question of action, of what to do, is the fundamental question. In accordance with the critical 

conception of reasonableness that underlies our approach, we will define a reasonable decision as one 

which has emerged from a reasonable (dialectical) procedure, i.e. from the systemic critical testing of 

reasons, claims and arguments for action.40 

 

The critical testing of reasons, claims and arguments for action also go together with social 

constructionism, which argues that a critical stance towards our assumptions about how the world 

appears to be always is needed.41 Political discourse analysis should be understood as analyzing 

political discourse from a critical perspective, but focusing on the reproduction and contestation 

of political power through the political discourse.42 In this thesis, the power relationship between 

Finland, Sweden and Russia will have to be examined, although some consideration of the power 

struggles within the parliaments will need to take place, as they might be exposed when studying 

the debates. When discussing the power relationship between the three countries, questions 

regarding the outspokenness against Russia might serve as guiding questions. However, as the 

Russian view is not being studied in this thesis, it won’t be possible to say anything about how 

Russia sees the power relationship between Finland, Sweden and itself. Thus, only the Swedish 

and Finnish positions can be discussed in this case. 

The authors also see political discourse as attached to the political actors, may it be 

politicians, citizens, political institutions or organizations engaged in political processes and 

events. “This means that, outside political contexts, the discourse of politicians or any other 

“political actor” is not “political”. […] this is because political contexts are institutional contexts, 

i.e. contexts which make it possible for actors to exert their agency and empower them to act on 

the world in a way that has an impact on matters of common concern.”43  Returning to the 

argument by Wendt, it could then be argued that the social constructions created through shared 

                                                        
40 Fairclough, Norman, and Isabela Fairclough. 2012;2013;. Political discourse analysis. New York: Routledge. P.17 
41 Burr, Vivien. 1995. An introduction to social constructionism. London: Routledge. P.3 
42 Ibid. Footnote 40. 
43 Ibid. P.18 
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knowledge within the institution by a securitizing actor (political actor), are political, and 

existing, only in that context. The discourse used by the securitizing actor is not political outside 

this institution or role, as that is not a context in which the actor can exercise its power. This is 

also a reason for why studying the parliamentary debates is different than looking at the public 

debate, as many of those taking part in that do not have the same agency as political actors. 

 Fairclough argues for the importance of political discourse analysis in the following way:  

 
[…] focusing on the structure of argumentation in a political speech is relevant […], as the purpose of 

the speech, what it is designed to achieve, may be to convince an audience that a certain course of 

action is right or a certain point of view is true, and this is the intended perlocutionary effect that is 

intrinsically associated with the speech act of argumentation. […] Understanding the argumentative 

nature of political texts is therefore key to being able to evaluate the political strategies they are part 

of.44 

 

It could then be argued, that by doing such a speech, the speaker aims at creating a discourse by 

sharing his or her knowledge about a certain topic, and in that way try and persuade the audience 

that the chosen course is right. Put differently, deliberation should be seen as an argumentative 

genre in which the main way of argumentation is practical reasoning, which in this case would be 

about how to deal with the Russian threat. Fairclough argues, that as deliberation is an essential 

part of politics, through parliamentary debates for instance, then political analysis cannot neglect 

analysis of discourse, and in particular argumentation.45 As part of the methodological framework 

of political discourse analysis, they specifically look at parliamentary debates, which makes this 

approach particularly fitting for the research questions that are sought to be answered in this 

thesis.  

 

3.2.1The Parliamentary Debate as a Deliberative Act 
 

According to Fairclough, a parliamentary debate is a type of activity which draws on the genre of 

deliberation.46 However, not all parliamentary debates have to be deliberative in nature because 

not all debates focus on a normative proposition, as some focus on epistemic claims.47 Explained 

differently, this means that people can debate over matters of truth (theoretical reasoning), like 

which the causes of global warming are, but also about normative or practical issues, like what 

should be done about it. However, people can only be deliberative over normative-practical 
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45 Ibid. P.20 
46 Ibid. P.200 
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issues, over what to do about an issue. Hence, Fairclough argues that only debates that focus on 

normative-practical issues can be deliberative.48 In this case, the debate part could be said to 

consist of whether there actually is a threat from Russia, and the deliberation is then about what 

should be done about this perceived threat. The parliamentary debate as a deliberative act:  

 
typically involves a critical examination of a specific proposal for action that has been put forward (a 

“motion”). This involves primarily deriving the implications or consequences of the action and 

assessing its likely impact on various publicly shared, legitimate goals and values; pointing to negative 

consequences will support the counter-claim (action A should not be performed). Parliamentary debate 

ends in a normative judgment (proposal x ought to be accepted or proposal x ought not to be accepted) 

and a decision for collective action, which can ground subsequent action (by the government and other 

executive bodies). The outcome of a collective decision is intrinsic to the parliamentary debate.49  

 

This, according to Fairclough, is the normative judgment that all deliberative acts should result 

in. However, sometimes it is not arrived at in a reasonable way, simply because a solution was 

not reached. The idea is nevertheless that the act should result in an intention to act, a decision to 

act, and then the action itself. But, deliberation in parliament does not always have to start from a 

motion, as the parliamentary debate sometimes is reconstructed as a critical discussion, and based 

on a confrontation of some sort. Then the debate generally consists of argumentation, and does 

not have to end in a decision. Oftentimes the issue of Russian threat is brought up during foreign 

policy and security debates, in both Sweden and Finland, and these debates are of this character, 

as they are more general in nature and more of an opportunity for the parliamentarians to share 

their views, concerns and suggestions about the foreign and security policies. But when the 

debate does, in fact, end with a decision, the reached decision is not always “in agreement with 

the normative judgment arrived at by all participants who have deliberated together.”50 According 

to the authors, what could be expected out of a parliamentary debate is:  

 
a collective decision on a common course of action, not unanimity of views. Participants in such a 

debate still aim to persuade each other, but the particular genre (interaction) that they are engaged in 

does not require that they all become persuaded of the same view, only that they share the binding 

nature of the decision to be arrived at by voting. Deliberation offers a means for dealing with 

disagreement in a cooperative (and peaceful, non-violent) way without necessarily removing them or 

resolving them. This is, we argue, because the outcome of deliberation is a collective decision that can 

ground action, and not a shared belief that A is the right course of action.51 

 

 

                                                        
48 Fairclough, Norman, and Isabela Fairclough. 2012;2013;. Political discourse analysis. New York: Routledge. P. 201 
49 Ibid. P.203 
50 Ibid. P.201 
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This is also a reason for why studying the parliamentary debate is particularly interesting, as by 

doing so, the arguments that were brought up and which eventually lead to a specific decision 

will be unveiled. Even though the actual decision reveals the course the country is taking, looking 

at the parliamentary debate will also show what other options there were. This is also a reason for 

why parliamentary debates have been chosen as material for this thesis, and not only reached 

decisions, as it is thought to reveal how the threat is perceived, i.e. which discourses appear as 

prevalent in the debates. 

In a parliamentary debate, the parliamentarians usually critically examine a proposal 

previously arrived at in the government. “Deliberation is collective and collaborative in that 

participants exchange information and come up with reasons (arguments) in favor or against that, 

weighed together, might enable participants to construct a rationally persuasive argument in favor 

or against the action.”52 Fairclough argues that each participant then will weigh all the reasons for 

and against, and arrive at his or her own normative judgment. “MPs will not all vote in the same 

way, and will vote as individuals, not as a collective, unanimous entity.”53 

However, as a feature of the democratic state is that different political views are 

represented through a diversity of political parties, all promoting different ideologies and ideas, 

the party affiliation of the parliamentarians participating in the debate also plays a part in what 

they believe and say. This is something to keep in mind while conducting the analysis, as it adds 

another layer or dimension in the sense that what they argue to some extent also is rooted in 

which party they belong to, as they are all part of the power struggles occurring in the parliament. 

This is also recognized by Fairclough:  

 
It is of course true that MPs normally vote in accordance with the party line and sometimes against 

their better judgment. However, the normative orientation of parliamentary debate as an activity type is 

towards rational decision-making. If persuasion (changing belief) were not the goal of the activity type, 

then parliamentary debate would lose its institutional rationale, its purpose. There would be no point in 

having debates at all, as all outcomes would be predetermined by the majority that happened to prevail 

in the last elections.54 
 

 

Both Finland and Sweden have a similar line-up of parliamentary parties. They both have eight 

parties in the parliament: a moderate conservative party, a liberal party, a center party, a Christian 

democratic party, a social democratic party, a green party, a left party and a populist/nationalist 
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party. As the parties could be seen as sister parties, it could also be expected that they to some 

extent also have similar views on Russia and how it should be dealt with. 

 The actual deliberative act consists, according to Fairclough of eight different stages. It 

begins with 1) opening of the deliberation through the raising of a governing question about what 

is to be done. Then the act moves on to the 2) informing stage where a discussion of (a) the 

governing question, (b) desirable goals; (c) any constraints on the possible action which may be 

considered; (d) perspectives by which proposals may be evaluated; and (e) any premises (facts) 

relevant to this evaluation. After the informing stage, the deliberative act goes on to the 3) 

proposing stage where possible action-options appropriate to the governing question are put 

forward. Then follows a stage of 4) consideration and commenting on the proposals. The fifth 

stage consists of 5) revision of (a) the governing question; (b) goals, (c) constraints, (d) 

perspectives, and/or (e) action-options in the light of the comments presented, but also the 

undertaking of any information-gathering or fact-checking required for resolution. After the 

revision, an action will be 6) recommended and each participant will have to accept or reject this 

recommendation. When this has been done, the action can be 7) confirmed, and each participant 

must provide their acceptance of the confirmation of the action. The last step of the deliberation 

dialogue is then the 8) closing.55 

 This model of deliberation is normative, and not necessarily true for all parliamentary 

debates. Differences in deliberation dialogues “are partly due to differences in institutional 

context and pragmatic purpose, the normative ideal orientation these debates as instances of 

deliberation is still towards arriving at a proposal for action, at a collective decision that can 

ground action.”56 
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Figure 1.1 The structure of practical arguments.57 

 

3.3 Selection of Material 
 

A criterion for the studied parliamentary debates is that they should have taken place after the 

Russian annexation of Crimea in 2014, as this event is thought to have changed the debate and 

the undertaken policies in these two countries. Second, they must of course have taken place in 

the parliament. Both Sweden and Finland have a history of a quite extensive debate related to 

Russia and security, and it is not only taking place in parliament and on a more political level, but 

also in different media outlets, at universities, research institutes and in people’s homes. To these 

countries, the issue is well known. The reason for why the material has been narrowed down to 

parliamentary debates is that they represent the political direction that the country is taking. 

While it may be argued that the same could be said for the debate in media outlets, the 

parliamentary debate is still more likely to result in policy changes than a debate article in a 

newspaper, as those are more of a general way to express one’s thoughts, ideas and beliefs. 

However, the public debate should not be neglected or thought of as insignificant, as it is not. 
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 The material that has been selected for this study has been narrowed down to three 

Swedish and three Finnish debates where Russia has been brought up as a specific security threat. 

For example, the Finnish parliament held a whole session on January 14, 2015, only to discuss 

the relations between Finland and Russia. A similar session was held in the Swedish parliament 

on January 22, 2015 when the state of security in Sweden’s neighborhood was discussed. 

Furthermore, the issue has been brought up several times during hours for questions and sessions 

on foreign policy and security in particular. Thus, there is plenty of material on the topic. The 

material from both the Finnish and Swedish parliamentary debates are accessible both as texts 

and as video clips of the whole sessions via the websites of the respective parliaments. For this 

thesis, the written records will be used more widely than the clips, as this allows for a closer 

analysis of what was being said than having to go through the video clips. 

 As the debates are in Swedish and Finnish, and no translated versions of the transcripts 

are to be found, the chosen quotes will manually be translated into English. It is recognized that 

parts of the message might go missing in the process of doing so, but each quote will naturally be 

provided with a reference to the quote in its original language, should one want to read it as such.  
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4. Background 
 

In order to be able to analyze the debates properly, special attention has to be paid to the 

historical background and the context in which the debates are taking place. This chapter 

therefore includes an overview of Russia’s annexation of Crimea, the structure of the Swedish 

and Finnish parliaments, and an overview of the meaning of neutrality and non-alignment in 

Sweden and Finland, all in the listed order. 

 

4.1 Russia’s Annexation of Crimea 
 

In late November 2013 the streets of Kiev, Ukraine, are filled with as many as 100 000 people, 

protesting against the Ukrainian government’s decision to delay an association deal with the EU, 

due to pressure from Russia. A couple of months later, on March 1st 2014, the Russian parliament 

approves president Putin’s request to use force in Ukraine to protect Russian interests.58 Two 

weeks later, a secession referendum in Crimea on joining Russia is backed by 97% of the voters. 

The referendum is condemned by the West as a sham. The following day, the EU and US impose 

travel bans and freeze the assets of several Russian and Ukrainian officials because of the 

referendum. This does however not stop Putin from signing a bill to absorb Crimea into the 

Russian Federation.59 This event has since been seen as a sharp turn in world politics, and has by 

many been named the start of a second Cold War. On November 19th 2014, The Guardian wrote 

the following:  

 
Tanks and troops invading a satellite state, tit-for-tat spy expulsions, high-risk military games of 

chicken involving nuclear bombs and interceptor jets, gas supply cut-offs, and angry diplomatic 

exchanges – if it sounds familiar, then it should. Newspaper headlines from Moscow to Washington 

and Sydney to Kiev all agree: the Cold War is back.60  

 

 

Putin himself responded to the various claims of a Cold War by saying that the NATO expansion 

to central and eastern Europe had been “significant geopolitical game changers that forced Russia 

to respond.”61 
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 The Russian behavior forced a reaction from the EU and the US. Without the military 

capacity, the EU could naturally not counter Russia’s move militarily. This was also not thought 

of as a good idea. “Not even Russia’s toughest critics in the United States, let alone the White 

House, were calling for the use of force, which, it was clear to all, would have created a more 

dangerous crisis.”62  The only option left to the EU was therefore diplomatic and economic 

pressure. This was however not done without hesitation, as Russia is an important trading partner 

for many European countries, and hence the economic loss was greater for the EU than the US.63 

“The result was a division within the EU, and between key EU states and Washington, on just 

how much political isolation and economic pressure Putin’s Russia should be subjected to and 

how productive placing it under such duress would be.”64 By March 2014 the first sanctions were 

applied, but the restrictions were only targeting certain individuals within Putin’s circle, and not 

key sectors of the economy. These restrictions were not that effective, so in July the EU 

overcame its hesitation and imposed sanctions that went beyond the elite and targeted the 

economy. What caused the action was mainly the shooting of Malaysia Airlines Flight 17, which 

was shot down in the airspace of eastern Ukraine, causing as many as 298 deaths.65 The Russian 

behavior also lead to NATO reacting, and just a couple of months after the Crimea act, NATO 

decided to triple the size of their rapid reaction forces to over 40 000 soldiers. Today NATO has 

battalions in Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland.66  

 The conflict in Ukraine 2014 qualifies as a classic crisis, according to Menon, Rajan 

Rumer and Eugene B., authors of the book Conflict in Ukraine: 

 
[…] Ukraine 2014 qualifies as a classic crisis – indeed the worst to emerge between Russia and the 

West since the end of the Cold War – and one that will be explored and debated for decades to come. 

By the time it erupted, Western attitudes toward Russia had already begun to harden, thanks in large 

part to the 2008 Russia-Georgia war and Putin’s tightening of political controls within Russia. […] 

Amidst the rising political temperature, compromise by any of the contending parties risked being 

dismissed as naïve, even pusillanimous. In all, it was an unpropitious setting for diplomacy.67 

 

Thus, with the annexation of Crimea being called a new Cold War and the worst crisis to emerge 

between Russia and the West since the end of the Cold War, it could also be expected that the 

events would have changed the foreign policy and security debates of Sweden and Finland. 
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4.2 The Parliaments 
 

To better understand how the respective parliaments and the decision-making processes work, a 

brief explanation is provided. The Swedish parliament (riksdag) and the Finnish parliament 

(eduskunta/riksdag) are very similar in structure and in how they function. The both parliaments 

are the highest decision-making assemblies in their respective countries, and their main tasks are 

to pass laws and determine the central government budget.68 Proposals for new legislation, or 

amendments to existing laws come from the government, as a government bill. Legislative 

proposals can also be submitted as motions by members of the parliament. The actual 

implementation of laws is done by the government. The parliament is also responsible for 

reviewing the central government expenditure and assessing the work of the government.69 

 The Swedish parliament has 349 members, who collectively constitute “the chamber”.70 

The Finnish parliament has 200.71 Before a debate is to take place in the Swedish chamber, the 

speaker notifies the members about which proposals are to be decided on. Once the proposals 

have been announced, they are sent to committees which study the proposal and then present a 

suggested decision in a committee report. The report is later taken up for debate and decision-

making in the chamber. During debates, the members of the parliament can propose that the 

riksdag decide in line with the report presented by the committee or a counter-proposal.72 In 

Finland, the procedure is similar, although the consideration first starts off with a debate which is 

supposed to guide the committees, which are then expected to prepare a suggested decision. Once 

the committees have arrived at a proposal for decision, it is brought back to the plenary session 

for more debate and a vote. In Finland there is also a possibility for citizens to organize a 

citizen’s initiative, which, if it gets more than 50 000 signatures in six months, has to be brought 

up for consideration in the plenary session.73 
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 Another type of debate taking place in the parliament is the interpellation debate, which is 

when a question is posed by a parliamentarian to a government minister and concerns some 

aspect of the minister’s work. This is to examine and raise a particular problem. The minister has 

to answer within 14 days, both in writing and orally. After the minister has answered the 

interpellation in the chamber, a debate between the members and the minister will follow.74 

 The question time is also an opportunity for the members of the parliament to ask the 

government questions. This is held each Thursday, both in the Swedish and Finnish parliament. 

Each session is attended by a couple of government ministers, and the ministers do not get to see 

the questions in advance. It also happens that the government provides information to the 

parliament about topical issues.75 The minister responsible for the issue to be raised attends the 

parliaments and answers questions. This often happens after EU summits with heads of state and 

government in the European Council.76 

 A political party can also request a debate in the parliament on a certain topic. The 

speaker of the parliament then decides whether such a debate is to take place, and the minister 

responsible for the issue is expected to take part. In February each year the parliament also holds 

a debate on the country’s foreign policy and relations with other countries. The debate begins 

with a presentation by the Foreign Minister. Each fall, a general policy debate is also held, where 

the members of the parliament can speak about a subject of their choice.77  

 The Swedish government consists of The Social Democratic Party and The Green Party. 

The parliament consists of The Social Democrats (113), The Moderate Party (84), The Sweden 

Democrats (47), The Green Party (25), The Centre Party (22), The Left Party (21), The Liberal 

Party (19) and The Christian Democrats (16).78 

 The Finnish government consists of The Centre Party, The National Coalition Party and 

The Finns Party. The parliament consists of The Centre Party (49), The National Coalition Party 

(37), The Finns Party (37), The Social Democratic Party (35), The Green Party (15), The Left 

Party (12), The Swedish People’s Party (Liberals) (10) and The Christian Democrats (5).79 
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4.4 Neutrality, Non-alignment and Defence Policies in Sweden and Finland 
 

Ulrika Möller and Ulf Bjereld write in their article From Nordic neutrals to post-neutral 

Europeans: Differences in Finnish and Swedish policy transformation that neutrality, in its 

limited interpretation, concerns how states are run during wartime; “it prescribes impartiality and 

the respective states’ non-participation in wars between third countries. In the extended version, 

neutrality includes peacetime expectations.”80 Finland and Sweden are different from neutral 

states like Austria in the sense that Austrian neutrality is regulated by law and hence comes with 

a duty, while Finnish and Swedish neutrality is not regulated by law. This means that  

 
peacetime conduct, in accordance with neutrality principles, is crucial in terms of the credibility of 

their neutrality. Prosecution of a policy of neutrality during the Cold War was ‘at the service of the 

preservation of the country’s territorial integrity and peace’ in the sense that openly choosing sides 

between the two blocs was to risk forceful reaction from the opposing side. Sweden and Finland were 

also reluctant concerning European integration, considering such collaboration as potentially 

undermining the credibility of their neutral positions. It took only a few years after the breakdown of 

the bipolar order, however, for Sweden and Finland to become members of the EU in 1995.81 

 

 

EU membership affects policy through the concept of Europeanization, defined as “a set of 

regional, economic, institutional, and ideational forces for change also affecting national policies, 

practices and politics.” 82  As Europeanization is expected to have an impact on policies 

undertaken by the member states, it could be argued that Finland and Sweden have moved to 

being “post-neutrals”, also because they have  

 
both become increasingly involved in the evolving European security architecture, i.e. adopting 

positions in which there is a stronger readiness on their part to participate in various kinds of security-

related collaboration. Through NATO’s Partnership for Peace (PfP), they have established close and 

institutionalized cooperation with a military alliance. They are among EU members that support the 

development of the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), and make concrete contributions 

through participation in EU battle groups.83 

 

 

The authors argue that this has taken the countries from being “Nordic neutrals” to “Nordic 

Europeans”, as both countries have remained militarily non-aligned. Sweden, which has officially 

declared that it is militarily non-aligned, has also released a declaration of solidarity, reassuring 

that Sweden would not let a neighbor get threatened or attacked while passively watching.84 

Finland has in the past had a less formalized policy of neutrality, but it remains militarily non-
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aligned, although a potential future membership in NATO has repeatedly been brought up for 

serious discussion. 

 Hans Lödén writes in the article Reaching a vanishing point? Reflections on the future of 

neutrality norms in Sweden and Finland that neutrality is not only a foreign and security policy 

option, it also affects how states understand and identify themselves and their position on the 

international arena.85 

 
Identities, even if stable, are not unchangeable. This means it is necessary to be observant of changes 

in identity since these probably precede changes in behavior. It could also be expected that countries 

with comparatively limited identity content-based neutrality would leave their non-aligned position 

sooner than those with much invested in identity. In the Nordic case, this points in the direction of 

Finland being more prepared to change its position regarding NATO membership than Sweden.86 

 

 

Mike Winnerstig wrote in Security Policy at Road’s End? The Roles of Sweden and Finland in 

the Nordic-Baltic Defence Cooperation Process that it for Finland and Sweden was perfectly 

acceptable to during the Cold War argue officially, due to their claimed neutrality, that 

interactions or conflicts in the Baltic Sea region did not affect them. Sweden even had as its 

stated goal to stay and keep out of any conflicts in its own neighborhood.87 

 
Accordingly, it could be argued that the Baltic Sea area during the Cold War was little more than a 

general extension of the geopolitics of the Cold War itself, with Sweden and Finland acting as buffer 

zones between the two military blocs in Europe. Today, some 20 years after the end of the Cold War, 

the situation has changed fundamentally. Interactions in the Baltic Sea area abound; economic and 

political linkages develop at high speed; business relationships that were completely impossible, even 

unthinkable during the Cold War […] all have transformed the situation.88 

 

 

Möller and Bjereld also lay out other differences between Swedish and Finnish security policy. 

They argue that the divide between the two countries was seen most clearly in 2004, “when both 

countries took crucial decisions in regard to their future security policy positions and to the role 

of the military sector.”89 The Swedish government bill “Our Future Defence” suggested reforms 

that would transform the military forces from being a defence force against invasion to a “mobile, 

flexible operational defence and involving ‘radical transformation both in terms of size and 
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structure.’” 90  Swedish military defence was to be organized into units and systems and be 

operating as part of international missions. This reform process was also said to be “based on 

achieving renewal and modernization carried out on the basis of a trend towards ‘network-based 

defence’, which meant that the military was to ‘operate in a network based on modern 

information and communications technology.’”91 This could be compared to Finland, where the 

governmental reports on security and defence had outlined as a goal to sustain a military defence 

which would be capable of defending the whole country, “and have formulated specific 

ambitions of improving defence capability”.  

 
The differences in military strategy between Sweden and Finland is evident in terms of economics, too. 

Before the public outcry in Sweden, the Swedish government formulated the explicit goal of securing 

further spending cuts. The Finnish government intended instead to allocate resources to development 

projects that had been generated through structural rationalization measures in other parts of the 

military sector.92 

 

 

The outlined differences also affect the respective countries’ engagement in NATO’s partnerships 

for peace initiative. Finland sees the partnership as a way of improving the national security, 

while Sweden describes it merely as a way of contributing to a European security structure.  

 
To sum up, two formerly neutral Nordic states, Sweden and Finland, have undergone policy 

transformation since the end of the Cold War. They are now EU members in close cooperation with 

the NATO military alliance and dedicated to the task of strengthening the European security 

community. Yet, they have remained militarily non-aligned, although with the caveats that Finland 

shows a greater readiness towards considering future NATO membership and displays a stronger focus 

on national defence.93 

 

 

Möller and Bjereld also argue for how the end of the Cold War dramatically changed to 

conditions and affected Sweden’s and Finland’s foreign and security policy. The end of the Cold 

War meant that neither country had to balance between two rivalling powers. The fall of the 

Soviet Union meant that Finland was no longer tied to the 1948 Treaty of Friendship, 

Cooperation and Mutual Assistance, which since then had been preventing Finland from 

participating in closer transatlantic security cooperation. Sweden, which during the Cold War had 

been a buffer state between “two rival Great Power blocs – a balance-holder between, on the one 

hand, the NATO states of Norway and Denmark, and, on the other, Finland with its agreement 
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with the Soviet Union.”94 The fall of the Soviet Union meant that there was no threat of a military 

invasion in Finland or Sweden from the east, which improved the security situation for the both 

countries in general, but Finland in particular. With this change of structural conditions and 

diminishing external threats, it could have been expected that Finland would join NATO, and 

while the outspoken readiness has been higher in Finland, it has remained outside of the 

alliance.95 

 According to Mike Winnerstig, Finland’s defence doctrine has, for ages, been based on 

the three pillars of territorial defence of the entire country, non-alignment and the mandatory 

conscription system.96 This system is supported by a majority of the Finnish population, although 

the European economy and the problems of the Eurozone led the Finnish economy into dire 

straits. Because of that, reductions and savings of some 15-20% of the defence budget was 

planned. This at the same time as costly updates of the military equipment was to take place.97 

 
The defence debate in Finland is thus driven primarily by economic, and not military or geopolitical 

factors. The combination of the economic crisis with the substantial rise of the isolationist True Finns 

party (Now called Finns Party) in the context of the 2011 general elections, where that party gained 

more than 19% of the vote, has lead the Finnish debate toward more emphasis on traditional territorial 

defence stance and away from international operations abroad.98  

 

Developments related to Nordic defence cooperation have proven that defence issues remain 

sensitive in Finland, and “non-alignment still is a concept that is supposed to have both meaning 

and consequences.”99  The sensitivity was especially noticeable in 2013 when Finland began 

discussing participating in NATO’s air policing mission over Iceland, together with Sweden. This 

lead to a long and heated debate across the Finnish party lines.  

 
Several high-ranking Finnish parliamentarians, including such from parties within the governing 

coalition, voices their grave concerns regarding this – on the grounds that Iceland is a NATO state and 

that non-aligned Finland had no business in taking part in the air surveillance of a NATO country. […] 

The Finnish parliament, however, eventually decided that the Finnish air force should participate.100 

 

 

Winnerstig argues that the development of this debate was interesting since the Finnish general 

public normally is very positive toward Nordic defence cooperation; “a massive 93% of the 
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respondents in a 2013 poll argue that Nordic defence cooperation is valuable.”101 However, the 

Icelandic case might prove that Nordic defence cooperation only is seen as a good thing as long 

as it does not contain any NATO countries. This cuts out Iceland, Norway and Denmark, leaving 

Finland and Sweden to themselves.102 The NATO membership issue was most authoritatively 

brought down by Erkki Tuomioja, foreign minister until 2015, when he, in September 2013, said 

that a Finnish NATO membership would not increase the Finnish security in any way. He 

specifically pointed out the mutual defence guarantee within NATO as not providing anything to 

Finnish security. 103 

Russian officials have repeatedly warned Finland and Sweden that there would be 

consequences if they were to join NATO, as Russia is against any form of enlargement of the 

military alliance. During an official visit to Helsinki in 2012, Nikolai Makarov, then commander 

of Russia’s armed forces, explicitly argued that Moscow would view a possible Finnish NATO 

membership as a threat to its security. In the summer of 2013, the Russian minister of defence, 

Sergey Sjojgu also visited Finland and during that visit, the Russian military expert, colonel 

Viktor Baranets, warned that if “Finland and Sweden were to join NATO, these countries would 

be “potential targets for Russian bombers, submarines and strategic missiles.””104 

What Finland thus views as the most promising aspect of Nordic defence cooperation is the 

bilateral relationship between Finland and Sweden. Although some like to talk about it as a 

bilateral defence alliance, Finland is strongly opposed to that idea.  

 
Nordic defence cooperation in general, and the Finnish-Swedish defence relationship in particular are 

not about building a defence alliance but a way to save money and to cooperate when possible on an 

array of military issues – way short of any discussions of mutual defence guarantees or the like. In the 

Finnish view, Finland and Finland alone, defends Finland militarily.105 

 

 

In August 2013, the Finnish president, Sauli Niinistö, responded to critique saying that Finland, 

regarding the NATO issue, is ‘sitting on the fence’, by saying that “I happen to think that being 

on top of the fence is a quite good place to be.”106 Winnerstig concludes that “in fact, the policy 

of sitting on the fence seems to be a very ingrained one in Finnish security policy, and will likely 
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remain so for years to come. The one thing that likely could change this is if Finland’s western 

neighbor, Sweden, would change its policy in a fundamental way.”107 

The reasons for why Sweden and Finland adopted a line of neutrality are different. It was 

not until the end of the Second World War that militarily non-alignment and neutrality became 

established in Sweden’s foreign policy, despite a long historical tradition of neutrality. Sweden’s 

neutrality had failed in terms of consistency in both World Wars. During World War II for 

instance, Sweden let German troops across Swedish territory. The Finnish policy of neutrality 

evolved during the 1950s, but military non-alignment was established a few years after WW2.  

 
At the heart of the Finnish decision to abstain from military alliance was the strategic concern 

regarding territorial integrity in relation to the Soviet Union. Since the policy of neutrality evolved in 

the context of an agreement with the Soviet Union, this policy can be expected to have functioned as a 

strategic instrument upholding some national autonomy in relation to its powerful neighbor.108 

 

 

The security dimension is obvious in both cases, but it is of greater significance to Finland than to 

Sweden, for two reasons. “First, due to the variation in pressure from external forces and, second, 

due to the difference in regard to the overlapping, yet separate parts of state security, national 

autonomy and territorial integrity.”109 While both recognized the utility of neutrality, in relation 

to the nation’s autonomy, the strategic dimensions in terms of territorial integrity were more 

salient in the Finnish case. For Sweden, the normative dimension was a much stronger part of the 

neutrality decision, as the emphasis on national autonomy with regard to the US was stronger.  

 

Compared to the Finnish case, circumstances at the inception of this particular policy rendered 

Swedish neutrality more sensitive to accusations of selfishness and superficiality by domestic and 

international opponents. […] It is assumed that these differences in the initial conditions affecting 

Sweden and Finland have continued to impact upon their respective paths of policy. The strategic 

dimension with regard to territorial integrity should be stronger in the Finnish case, whereas the 

identity dimension – including sensitivity to normative critique should be more evident in the Swedish 

case.110 

 

The differences between Sweden and Finland can be traced back to permanent factors. “At the 

higher level Finland and Sweden are closer together than ever before but at the deeper level the 

geopolitical boundary has not vanished. Finland is still a border country, Sweden’s buffer 
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towards east.”111 Finland’s and Sweden’s neutrality during the Cold War saw some significant 

differences. While Sweden actively condemned both the US and the Soviet Union, Finland 

avoided criticizing either of them. Despite criticizing the war in Vietnam, Sweden was still seen 

as a genuine neutral, while Finland often was seen as leaning towards the east and being 

Finlandized, or controlled by Moscow.  

 
In reality, however, it has turned out that it was actually Finland and not Sweden whose true policy 

aimed at neutrality in war. In the light of the current information Sweden made preparations for 

cooperating with NATO whereas Finland, despite the Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual 

Assistance with the Soviet Union, was prepared to fight against all possible foreign troops on Finland’s 

soil. In sum, though both countries claimed to be neutral, they pursued different security policies.112 

 

 

Forsberg and Vaahtoranta argue that many of the similarities in Finland’s and Sweden’s policies 

during the Cold War were rooted in the fact that Finland tended to depend on Sweden in security 

policy decision-making. Finland had as a goal to gain an international position similar to that of 

Sweden. “This is, however, no longer the case. The collapse of he Soviet Union changed 

Finland’s international position as its special relationship to its eastern neighbor was normalized 

by abolishing the FCMA Treaty. Both countries being members of the European Union puts them 

in many ways on an equal level.”113 

 It could thus be concluded that the reasons for why the countries have adopted policies of 

neutrality and military non-alignment have been different. However, it should be recognized that 

the Russian threat has always been bigger in Finland, which is also confirmed by looking at 

history, as Finland has fought several wars with Russia, but also because they were forced into a 

Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance with Russia, which did not allow them 

to make such outspoken statements as Sweden. Another difference is that while Finland has 

continued to focus on national security and how the protection of the country could best be 

provided, at the same time as they recognized the importance of being part of providing security 

internationally, Sweden moved away from the former and focused more on the latter. Again, the 

fact that Finland shares a border with Russia, and that the wars are in more recent memory 

provide us with the reason for this.  

 

 

                                                        
111 Forsberg, Tuomas, and Tapani Vaahtoranta. 2001. Inside the EU, outside NATO: Paradoxes of Finland's and Sweden's post-

neutrality. European Security 10 (1): 68-93. P. 70 
112 Ibid. 
113 Ibid. 



 33 

5. Presentation of Research 
 

In this chapter, the chosen debates will be presented. It is merely a presentation of the arguments 

and the standpoints that have been put forward, the actual analysis of the debates will take place 

in the chapter that follows the presentation. 

Although the research question is twofold; seeking to answer how Russian threat is 

perceived as well as which the debated approaches are, the material from the debates won’t be 

separated into two different sections, mainly because it is challenging to make such a division of 

the presented arguments, as the answer to the both questions often lies in the same sentence or 

argument. A such separation would then result in disrupting the coherence of the arguments. 

 

5.1 Sweden 
 

The Swedish debates that have been chosen are the following: a debate on the security in 

Sweden’s neighborhood on the 22nd of January 2015, a foreign policy debate on the 11th of 

February 2015 and a foreign policy debate on the 15th of February 2017. These are all debates 

that did not end in a vote, and Fairclough would argue that they should rather be seen as debates 

that take the form of a critical discussion. Since there is no vote, the complete debate pattern 

outlined by Fairclough also does not apply. 

 

5.1.1 How is the Russian threat perceived? Which are the presented approaches? 
 

On the 22nd of January 2015 a debate on the state of security in Sweden’s close neighborhood 

took place in the parliament. The debate had been initiated by the Moderate Party, and the reason 

for this was mainly the raised military activity and presence in the Baltic Sea Region.114 Foreign 

minister Margot Wallström (Social Democrat) responded to the request by wishing to open up the 

debate, not only for issues happening in the close neighborhood, but also other issues like climate 

change, inequality, pandemics, cyber issues and terrorism. Nevertheless, she did recognize that 

the Russian aggression against its neighbors and the provocative behavior around the Baltic Sea 

region is deeply worrying.115 

 Björn Söder (Sweden Democrats), said in the same debate that “the state of security in 

Sweden, which this debate is about, is very concerning. I can begin with saying on word: 
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Russia.” 116  Kerstin Lundgren from the Centre Party said that “Russia’s actions against our 

neighbors is an act against us. […] The way Russia has chosen affects our neighborhood and 

hence also our security.”117  

In the debate on January 22nd 2015, Margot Wallström also pointed out that Sweden 

cooperates with other countries, as “alone is not strong, alone is only alone” when it comes to 

security politics.118 In a debate on Sweden’s foreign policy 11 February 2015, she continued this 

argument by saying that threats against peace and security can best be met through cooperation 

with other countries.  

 
Sweden is not part of any military alliance. We cannot see any military conflicts in our neighborhood 

that would only affect one country. Sweden won’t remain passive should a catastrophe or an attack hit 

another EU-member or Nordic country. We expect that other countries would act the same way if 

Sweden should be hit. Our country should thus be able to both give and take support, both civil and 

military. At the same time the situation in our neighborhood demands that Sweden strengthens its 

defence capability and further develops the military cooperation. We do it together with Finland, with 

our other Nordic neighbors, with the Baltic countries, and now with NATO. In the case of the latter, 

we are now upgrading our partnership, together with Finland.119 

 

 

Karin Enström (Moderate Party), who served as minister for defence between 2012-2014, replied 

to the foreign minister by expressing her worries about a foreign policy that lacks focus. 

According to her, the Swedish foreign policy expands over too many fields, causing a risk of the 

Swedish influence within the EU to get weaker. Due to the dramatic changes in the security 

situation in the Baltic Sea region she calls for Sweden to act for a strong EU. “We cannot lose 

focus on our neighborhood, EU and Russia in a time of escalating conflicts. The foreign minister 

has earlier said that “we cannot only focus on EU when the whole world is our field of work”. 

This confirms my worries.”120 Enström emphasizes that she wants Sweden to fight for human 

rights, democracy, freedom of speech, international law and the rule of law. “These are not just 

European values. They are universal. To do that we need to invest in our own defence, strengthen 

our defence capability, strengthen the international cooperation and EU’s voice in the world.”121 

 Valter Mutt (Green Party) also highlights the importance of non-aligned states. “Is it not 

important in such a historical moment that there are non-aligned countries, that can have 

credibility to mediate in conflicts? There is not a whole lot of non-aligned countries in our world 
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– Switzerland, Sweden, Finland and a couple of others.”122 The discussion that followed touched 

upon whether Sweden should join NATO or not. The Green Party is against it, while the 

Moderate Party thinks it should be seen as a possibility. Karin Enström (Moderate Party) 

responded by saying: 

 
Sweden is not non-partial. We are not neutral – we act against oppression, against terror and against 

what risks threatening democracy and human rights. That is why we have decided to cooperate. We 

cooperate within the frame of the political alliance EU. We can see the benefits of taking it a step 

further. It would be natural with regard to the worsened situation in the neighborhood. To look back at 

that moment is not smart. I think the Green Party should look forward.123 

 

 

The differences in party politics also appear when it comes to the Sweden Democrats. Kerstin 

Lundgren from the Center Party said: 

 
It is exciting when the Sweden Democrats try to sit on two chairs at the same time, here too. They say 

they are not Putin’s voice in this chamber, but they actually are. Because what is it that the Sweden 

Democrats want? They want to decrease EU’s chances and EU’s role, to leave EU and demolish EU. 

What is it that Putin tries to do, if not destroy, demolish, disunite and in that way increase the Russian 

influence over Europe? The forces that the Sweden Democrats are friends with in Europe are the 

forces that are supported by Putin’s actions. It is sad that the Sweden Democrats try to hide what is a 

fact, namely that they are Putin’s best friends in this chamber.124 

 

 

Julia Kronlid from the Sweden Democrats responded by saying that it is completely illogical to 

claim that the Sweden Democrats are Putin’s best friends as all they do is to care about Sweden’s 

safety, sovereignty and integrity. Russia is Sweden’s archenemy.125 

Lundgren (Center Party) further noted that Russia’s aggressions have changed Europe:  

 
Our close neighbor, Russia, has under President Putin in a clear manner shown that they have redrawn 

their strategy, not only when it comes to democracy and human rights, but also when it comes to more 

fundamental ideas regarding peaceful coexistence among neighbors. With military and other measures 

Putin wants to redraw the map of Europe – a behavior we thought belonged in history. […] this is in 

conflict with all the agreements reached in Helsinki, Budapest and Paris, agreements that Russia 

themselves chose to sign. We can mourn but we need to realize that Putin’s Russia again has chosen to 

throw away decades of trust building work. This needs to get consequences beyond the sanctions. We 

are going to speak and work with Russia, also tomorrow. But it has to happen with a new starting 

line.126 

 

 

Maria Weimer (Liberal Party) joins in and agrees that the state of security in Europe has gotten 

drastically worse, and she is also very critical towards the government’s stance in the question.  
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The changed situation needs to be viewed seriously and will lead to consequences in Swedish and 

European foreign policy. […] Russia’s aggressions and the increase of terrorism form serious threats to 

our security, but also against our values such as democracy and human rights. […] Alone is not strong. 

To safeguard our values, we need to work with like-minded. The world’s democracies need each other. 

[…] Swedish security politics have been blind. It is a bit like in the story about the emperor’s new 

clothes. We talk about non-alignment and independence without realizing that the emperor is naked. 

Sweden lacks the capability of assiduously protecting its borders. The Liberal Party has during many 

years spoken for raised military spending and a Swedish NATO membership. These days a majority of 

the Swedes stand behind these requirements. The government needs to stop their head in the sand-

policy. It is time to pull up the head from the sand and look around. It is not enough to cling to a 

neutrality policy that was formulated in the 1940’s. That is to be both tone deaf and blind. A NATO 

membership would strengthen our defence capability and thus also Sweden’s security.127 

 

 

The foreign minister’s reply was that Sweden is cooperating with others, and hence she cannot 

see how they have their head in the sand. Maria Weimer (Liberal Party), continued her argument 

and said that while there is war in Europe, and while Swedish territory is being violated time and 

again, the government formulates a doctrine as if it was the 80’s. “It does not in any way 

recognize the new state of security, and it describes non-alignment as a strategy for Sweden.”128 

Margot Wallström did not agree: 

 
The answer to all security related challenges is not NATO. But we cooperate with NATO, and with 

that we will continue. Our foreign policy has through decades been adapted to the reality we live in, 

and it continues to do so. We stand strong and we do not tremble when it comes to security policy.129 

 

 

Maria Weimar agreed that the cooperation is good, but she also argued that the debate about 

cooperation with Finland only is to avoid the NATO debate. “The cooperation is only to happen 

in peace time, not war time. It has been confirmed that Sweden can only be defended for a week, 

then external help will be needed. What kind of help can Finland provide then, since the 

cooperation is only to happen during peace time?”130 

 There is no doubt that the Russian annexation of Crimea is seen as having dramatically 

changed the state of play and security in Europe and the world. Hans Wallmark (Moderate Party) 

even chooses to see it in the following way:  

 
There is one Europe prior to the illegal annexation of Crimea, and there is another Europe post the 

illegal annexation of Crimea. It has caused a new security situation which risks affecting us for a very 

long time. It demands that we take action. We see it through a whole new way of acting (from Russia) 

through exercises, presence and violation of our neighborhood. It is about activities in the air, at sea 

and under water. It is about pure provocations, for instance what happened in Estonia when a police 

                                                        
127 Weimer, M. 11 February 2015. ”Utrikespolitisk debatt”. Sveriges Riksdag. Available: https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/webb-

tv/video/utrikespolitisk-debatt/utrikespolitisk-debatt_H2C120150211ud  
128 Ibid.  
129 Wallström, M. 11 February  2015. ”Utrikespolitisk debatt”. Sveriges Riksdag.  
130 Lundgren, K. 11 February 2015. ”Utrikespolitisk debatt”. Sveriges Riksdag. 

https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/webb-tv/video/utrikespolitisk-debatt/utrikespolitisk-debatt_H2C120150211ud
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/webb-tv/video/utrikespolitisk-debatt/utrikespolitisk-debatt_H2C120150211ud


 37 

was taken to Russian territory. It is about lying and history falsification as effective weapons. […] Last 

year we also saw some foreign under water activity in the archipelago outside our capital Stockholm. 

This is what we need to shape our defence and security policy from. Instead the current government’s 

foreign policy feels quite dreamy and unmindful. […] the positions, formulations and ideological 

stances have been drawn from the 1970’s. […] Russia is not a mediator. Russia is an active 

participant. It is about soldiers. It is about weapons. And it is about month after month of fighting and 

violence (Ukraine crisis).131 

 

 

During a foreign policy debate in February 2017, foreign minister Margot Wallström (Social 

Democrat) stood by her policy, saying that Swedish foreign and security politics are built on 

unity within the EU and strengthened cooperation among the Nordic countries, within the Baltic 

Sea region, within the UN, OSCE, NATO and through a transatlantic link.  

 
Sweden’s security policy stays the same. Our non-alignment serves us well and contributes to stability 

and security in northern Europe. It requires an active, broad and responsible foreign and security policy 

in combination with deepened defence cooperation, especially with Finland, and a reliable national 

defence capability.132  

 

 

Furthermore, she underlined that Sweden still condemns the Russian annexation of Crimea and 

the aggression against Ukraine. However, she also said that Sweden needs to open up for 

dialogue with Russia, to work for the long-term and to encourage Russia to choose cooperation 

instead of confrontation, as well as foster the relations between citizens. This all should be done 

without compromising on the values that Sweden holds.  

Karin Enström (Moderate Party) then replied by questioning why Sweden had changed its 

stance in the Russia question:  

 
Last year it said “the biggest challenge against the European state of security since the end of the Cold 

War.” (government’s Russia policy) That is how they (government) view Russia. This year there is a 

description and critique, but there is also a formulation about how we need to have a broad approach. 

Since the foreign minister is going to Moscow I want to ask her what this broad approach means and 

why the government has changed their view on Russia. We are all worried about the internal 

developments in Russia and because of Russia’s actions […] I want a clarification. Does this mean that 

you have changed your mind? Is a broad approach an attempt to normalize the relations to Russia?133 

 

The foreign minister denied that they had changed their policies towards Russia. According to 

her, Sweden needs direct political contacts to Russia in order to be able to express their views. 

“We are becoming the last country that has a direct dialogue with the foreign minister, for 

instance. That is not acceptable anymore. We need to speak directly with Russia and cooperate 

                                                        
131 Wallmark, H. 11 February 2015. ”Utrikespolitisk debatt”. Sveriges Riksdag. Available: https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/webb-

tv/video/utrikespolitisk-debatt/utrikespolitisk-debatt_H2C120150211ud  
132 Wallström, M. 15 February 2017. ”Utrikespolitisk debatt”. Sveriges Riksdag. Available: https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/webb-

tv/video/utrikespolitisk-debatt/utrikespolitisk-debatt_H4C120170215ud  
133 Enström, K. 15 February 2017. ”Utrikespolitisk debatt”. Sveriges Riksdag.  

https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/webb-tv/video/utrikespolitisk-debatt/utrikespolitisk-debatt_H2C120150211ud
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/webb-tv/video/utrikespolitisk-debatt/utrikespolitisk-debatt_H2C120150211ud
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/webb-tv/video/utrikespolitisk-debatt/utrikespolitisk-debatt_H4C120170215ud
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/webb-tv/video/utrikespolitisk-debatt/utrikespolitisk-debatt_H4C120170215ud


 38 

where it is possible.”134 Enström confronted her again, saying that cooperation and dialogue is 

okay as long as Sweden does not step aside from their requirements on Russia, in order to have a 

more normal relation. “I hope the foreign minister can assure me that it is not about backing off 

or finding all kinds of areas where nice cooperation can be done.”135 

 Wallström argued that now is not the time for Sweden to change its security policies. 

“Now is the time to strengthen our own defence, which we are busy doing. Now is the time to 

stick to military non-alignment, and the path we have chosen, especially together with our big 

and important neighbor, Finland. These are the three most important pillars in our security 

policies.”136  

 Enstöm also questioned the Sweden Democrats for their positive stance towards Russia 

and their claim that the conservative parties are making Russia a threat and an enemy. “But is not 

a country that does not respect the borders of its neighbors and threatens other countries with 

nuclear weapons a threat?”137 Marcus Wiechel (Sweden Democrats) responded by saying that 

they do condemn Russia’s actions and what they want is in fact a dialogue with Russia. 

“Regarding defence cooperation it is a bit ironic that a representative for a party that completely 

deconstructed the Swedish defence all of a sudden is to talk about cooperation in case of a 

possible Russian aggression.”138  

 Kerstin Lundgren (Center Party) also points out that Sweden needs to stress issues such as 

civil society, political opposition, the rule of law and importance of journalists when dealing with 

Russia. “Be clear! It is action and not words that count. Be clear! It is actions that make Russia a 

threat against our and Europe’s security.”139 Sotiris Delis (Moderate Party) sees the sanctions as 

Sweden’s biggest weapon.  

 
That day when we abolish the sanctions that are linked to the Russian warfare in Ukraine without 

Russia having met its commitments, on that day our defence strategy has fallen. That is why EU’s 

sanctions against Russia are so important. It is our biggest instrument to meet the Russian regime’s 

actions. […] we can engage in dialogue with hopes of winning them over to the good side, but it is our 

duty to through action show them that their aggressions have a price, politically as well as 

economically. 
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Pål Jonson (Moderate Party) pointed out that Sweden also can benefit from the NATO 

membership of the Baltic countries. “NATO’s new military presence in the Baltics and Poland is 

good for the whole Baltic Sea region, and Sweden is more dependent than ever on the security 

that NATO provides and keeps up.”140 

 Björn Söder (Sweden Democrats) solution is not only cooperation with Finland, but 

instead a defence union: 

 
Our alternative to ensure the safety of our country is to first and foremost have our own defence force 

with real defence capability but also a defence union with Finland, which would be a good 

complement to this. A defence union with Finland would not change the geopolitical balance in our 

region. Sweden and Finland meet the same security challenges with regard to their shared geographical 

location.141  

 

 

Margareta Cederfelt (Moderate Party) called for more action, instead of just “waiting and see 

what will happen”: 

 
Russia has violated Swedish air space. The Russian ambassador to Sweden has said negative things 

about Sweden and the relations to Sweden. Our Baltic neighbors are continuously threatened by 

Russia. I say this as a response to this “wait and see what Russia will do”. Russia is a threat against 

Swedish independence.142 

 

 

To sum it up; the Swedish politicians do seem to view Russia as a threat to their security, in the 

light of the Russian annexation of Crimea, although some seem to think of it as more serious than 

others. The suggested approaches vary from cooperation with Finland, other Nordic countries, 

NATO and the EU to the Baltic countries. Most focus seem to be put on the cooperation with 

Finland, although this cooperation only is to happen in peace time. NATO and non-alignment are 

also discussed, and the Liberal Party in particular views the current situation as the right time to 

join the alliance, while others, especially the Social Democrats, think that the current strategy is 

the best one. Discussion with Russia is not stressed that much, except by the Social Democrats, 

but more so lately, as it has only been brought up as recently as in February 2017. A method that 

is supported is the sanctions, but what is also brought up is the need for raised military spending, 

which for Sweden can be seen as a big difference, compared to before the Russian annexation, 

when military spending was not a priority and the then Swedish prime minister, Fredrik Reinfeldt 
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(Moderate Party, prime minister between 2006-2014 ) said that the Swedish defence is only a 

special interest, and not a main priority.143 

 

5.2 Finland 
 

The chosen Finnish debates are the following: a debate on the Finnish-Russian relationship that 

took place on 14th of January 2015, a debate on the state of foreign policy on 20th of October 

2015, and a security and foreign policy debate on the 21st of December 2016. Just like the 

Swedish debates, these are more in the form of a critical discussion, except for the debate that 

took place in December 2016, which actually resulted in a vote. 

 

5.2.1 How is the Russian threat perceived? Which are the presented approaches? 
 

For Finland, Russia’s behavior in Ukraine is worrisome. On 14th of January 2015, prime minister 

Alexander Stubb (National Coalition Party, prime minister 2014-2015, minister of finance 2015-

2016), opened a session about the Finnish and Russian relationship by saying that “Russia is an 

important neighbor of Finland’s. It has always been so to the independent Finland, and it will 

always be. However, that does not mean that it is a neighbor on whom we have always been able 

to rely without doubt. It has always been in the center of our foreign and security policies.”144 

However, the prime minister continued his argumentation by saying that although the Russian 

annexation of Crimea would indeed affect the safety surrounding Finland, Russia should not be 

seen as a threat to the security of the country. He continued by saying that it is not likely that 

Russia ever will become a European democracy in the same way as Finland. 145 

At the same debate occasion, Erkki Tuomioja (Social Democrat), who acted as minister for 

foreign affairs 2000-2007 and 2011-2015, pointed out that Russia’s behavior also affects Finland, 

not only because it is the neighboring country, but also because Finland is part of EU, and EU 

acted against Russia with sanctions, among other measures. According to the foreign minister, 

Finland supported those actions without hesitation. Furthermore, he stressed the importance of 

the unity of the European Union and its work in keeping away any kind of power struggle 
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between nations.146 He also pointed out how it is important to always keep the door open for 

negotiations, and that “it from the Finnish perspective is clear that the purpose of the sanctions is 

not to cause any long term harm to Russia, but to support a solution that guarantees Ukrainian 

sovereignty.”147 It should also be noted that a big part of the foreign minister’s speech in the 

debate brings up the Russian economy, because a weak Russian economy to a large extent affects 

the Finnish economy, which, at this time already was quite weak. The foreign minister also 

brought up the border and the non-existing interest from any of the two countries to challenge the 

prevailing situation. 148 

 
The border between Finland and Russia is 1,300 kilometers and this border is one of the most peaceful 

and controlled borders in the world. From the Russian perspective it is their most stable and 

cumberless border, and there is no interest to change this, on either side of the border. The existing 

tensions in the world politics do not change the fact that Russia over the years has been an important 

partner to Finland in many regards, as well as a notable trade and investment partner. We have not 

wanted that our two-way cooperation would be challenged more than necessary, and in this we have 

succeeded, also in times of trouble. We have always had an ongoing conversation with the Russian 

lead. These connections are to be kept in the future too. Finland, as a neighboring country, will always 

be ready for cooperation as long as both countries have a genuine interest in it, and it is in line with 

common international commitments. It is important that we do not build unnecessary physical or 

emotional barriers between Europe and Russia. […] in any case, it will most likely take a long time 

before we can believe that we can return to such a state of cooperation which is to the benefit of 

everybody. But for that we will work.149 

 

 

Timo Soini, foreign minister since 2015, and party leader of the Finns Party since 1997, at this 

time head of the committee for foreign affairs, said in the same debate that the development of 

Russia’s actions need to be examined through a historical lens. For Finland, a weak Russia is as 

challenging and unpredictable as a strong Russia with dreams of building an empire. Soini also 

pointed out that the Finnish-Russian relations need to be studied strategically and over a longer 

time period.150  

 
It needs to be admitted that Finland has a bordering country whose future development is hard to 

predict. At this moment it looks like the Russian aggressions are not about to end. Finland needs to 

push for solutions. The lesson of the Cold War needs to be remembered: when looking for solutions 

we cannot neglect our values, values like human rights and freedom of speech. There are reasons for us 

to judge our own behavior in relation to how it best guarantees our independence, the well-being of our 

citizens as well as provides stability to the whole Baltic Sea region. This is what the Finnish 
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cooperation has been built from since we got independent. We should never underestimate any 

suggestion for a solution. We might still need a full hand of cards.151 

 

 

Ilkka Kanerva (National Coalition Party), recognized that fear is an unfortunate feeling, 

especially if it is rooted in your relationship to your neighbor. According to him, the Russian lead 

is dreaming of an empire in the Soviet style and they want to build a Eurasian union with their 

neighboring countries. Although there is no need for immediate fear in Finland, the new situation 

calls for being prepared.152  

 
For Finland this means taking care of our own defence capacity as well as building stronger 

cooperation with our fellow Nordic countries. Finland’s relationship to Russia is extremely important. 

We cannot let the road to Moscow overgrow. Russia should realize that the European Union is their 

best companion […] Us Finns need to avoid a position in which we see NATO or Russia as mutually 

exclusive solutions. Also, the philosophy of isolation is not a sustainable diplomatic strategy. Finland 

needs to continue the cooperation with Russia, but never defer to them. Active negotiations and peace 

building are part of Finland’s role in international relations. There is always a place for peace 

negotiations, which we also promote outside of our country.153 

 

 

While it is recognized that Russia’s behavior in Ukraine is worrisome and troubling also for 

Finland, it is still repeated that there is no need for direct fear. This is a view that crosses party 

lines. For instance, Johannes Koskinen, from the Social Democratic Party, also stressed the fact 

that Finland and Russia needs to strive for a common policy for the neighborhood. Being scared 

does not help or contribute with anything. “Finland needs to be active when it comes to politics 

concerning Russia, both with them as well as internationally, so that we can find paths towards a 

normal relationship, while still, without doubt, meeting international agreements.”154  

Pertti Salolainen (National Coalition Party) spoke more about a disappointment with the 

development in Russia, than an outspoken fear: 

 
I want to declare why our disappointment with the current situation is so extremely big. It is due to the 

fact that we all thought that Russia was going to integrate into the West, and now, this has not 

happened, and this (current situation) to us is a great disappointment and backlash. Why? That is easy 

to explain. The Russian soul is way more European than Asian, and in the long run it is absolutely 

necessary that Russia finds its way back to Western Europe. What do we want? We want a healthy and 

democratic Russia. We are not under any circumstance happy with the current financial and political 

strains that are happening in Russia. The worst part is, that we do not know how it will end, where will 

this all go, what is the endgame. This is a truly worrying situation, and the end of the tunnel is not in 

sight. […] One thing is clear: Russia is currently hurting themselves, and the recovery is going to be 

                                                        
151 Soini, T. 14 January 2015. ”Ajankohtaiskeskustelu Suomen ja Venäjän suhteista.” KA 11/2014 vp. Eduskunta Riksdagen. 

Available:https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/Documents/ptk_136+2014_vp.pdf#search=suomi%20venäjä%20keskustelu%20edus

kunta%2014%20tammikuuta 
152 Kanerva, I. 14 January 2015. ”Ajankohtaiskeskustelu Suomen ja Venäjän suhteista.” KA 11/2014 vp. Eduskunta Riksdagen.  
153 Ibid. 
154 Koskinen, J. 14 January 2015. ”Ajankohtaiskeskustelu Suomen ja Venäjän suhteista.” KA 11/2014 vp. Eduskunta Riksdagen. 

https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/Documents/ptk_136+2014_vp.pdf#search=suomi%20venäjä%20keskustelu%20eduskunta%2014%20tammikuuta
https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/Documents/ptk_136+2014_vp.pdf#search=suomi%20venäjä%20keskustelu%20eduskunta%2014%20tammikuuta


 43 

slow. Important is, that we in Finland examine our safety and defence politics from a new viewpoint, 

and that we even prepare for the worst.155 

 

 

It is also clear that Finland’s position in this crisis is more different than ever before. Ilkka 

Kantola (Social Democrat) concluded that Finland has been part of the EU for 20 years (in 2015), 

and for the first time, since the Second World War, Finland is strongly part of putting demands 

on Russia. “Our new place in security policy is shown in this way.”156 

 In October 2015, the views on the relationship to Russia had not changed much. During a 

debate about the state of Finland’s foreign policies, prime minister Juha Sipilä (Centre Party, 

prime minister since 2015), said that Finland continues to seek a constructive conversation and a 

strong everyday relationship with Russia. “Our relationship with Russia is good, even though the 

times are harder than before due to Russia’s external as well as internal actions and 

developments.”157 

In Finland, it is recognized that the approach to Russia needs to change, as also Russia is 

changing. Alexander Stubb, while being prime minister, said that “Finland cannot live in the past, 

the current approach towards Russia needs to be based on a realistic and actual analysis of the 

situation. Our relationship to Russia cannot be monolithic and obsolete, when Russia is changing. 

Living next to an inconstant neighbor is easier when our own place in the European family is 

crystal clear.”158 Pekka Haavisto from the Green Party shares the same view as Stubb, claiming 

that Finland does not need to figure out which side it is on. “We are a member of the EU, and we 

are part of EU’s foreign policy. The only way forward is through freedom of speech, human 

rights, strengthening democracy and respecting the sovereignty of other countries.”159 

 Jörn Donner, parliamentarian from the Swedish People’s Party also chose to press on the 

difference of values when he spoke about Russia:  

 
There is reason to continuously repeat that our values and principles are different than the ones which 

are currently promoted in Russia through propaganda, and these views are completely unfit with ours. 

Many outspoken Russians have been put in jail, or then they have fled the country. Despite this, we 

can keep a sober relationship with Russia, given that we know that we are part of a bigger whole, 

namely the European Union. This cannot be used as a scapegoat for trying to convince Russia that 

Finland can or that Finland will take another road than the EU. Only a united EU has enough strength 
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to fight Russia’s geopolitical goals. […] Thanks to our values we can in a calm manner meet Russian 

propaganda and act against it.160 

 

 

Peter Östman from the Christian Democrats, claimed that Finland needs to continue its 

cooperation with Russia, because if not, then the international crises cannot be solved. Goals and 

solutions should be sought in an active manner, while also staying true to the values and the goals 

of the European Union.161  

James Hirvisaari, who got elected for the Finns Party, but later changed to a party named 

Change 2011, but which was removed from the list of registered parties in 2015 when he failed to 

get re-elected, said that Finland needs to communicate with Russia on their own, and not through 

the EU.  

 
We need to shape up our own defence, we need to make sure we have the equipment and we need to 

make sure that Finland is not too dependent on Russian energy. We need to be prepared for deeper 

crises. We need to keep our country safe at all times. […] Finland needs to continue to be a non-

aligned country and to stay out of any kind of military union and keep good connections to the former 

Soviet. We have much experience from this, and we should continue with that.162 

 

Similar arguments were made by Erkki Tuomioja (Social Democrat) in October 2015 when he 

said that “in the current situation, Finland needs to promote the safety of the neighborhood and 

our own country, and this is best done by continuing on the path of military non-alignment and 

supporting the European Union’s common foreign and security policy as well as by being a 

country that exercises stability politics.”163 The Left Party also thinks that staying outside of 

NATO is for the better, as a membership would not increase Finnish safety or help the country 

combat future challenges such as climate change and poverty. “Finland’s right and most natural 

place is outside of NATO. Europe and the world needs countries that are militarily non-aligned 

and do not takes sides in a crisis, but instead can serve as mediating countries.”164 

While it is recognized that Russia is changing and that this may pose a possible threat 

towards Finland, it is also realized that Russia is important to Finland. Alexander Stubb (National 

Coalition Party) said the following in January 2015: 
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The Finnish and Russian relationship has during the past 25 years taken a giant leap towards a natural 

and open relationship. The everyday strengths of the relationship have to be kept during the current 

situation. The economy, travels and the human contacts are building bricks of this relationship. […] It 

is important that we all share the same views on our stance towards Russia.165  

 

The effect of Russia’s behavior on the Finnish economy is also brought up, as it affects the 

Finnish trade and investment relations, as well as tourism. Alexander Stubb also said, that what 

Russia’s relationship to Europe looks like is heavily dependent on Russia itself, but that Finland 

is always ready to negotiate with them.166  

 Juha Sipilä (Center Party) said that the economy is an essential part of security. “Finland 

can only survive international crises if the economy is in shape. Now it is important to also get 

Finland in shape.”167 

 Russia is repeatedly considered an important partner. Jussi Niinistö, (Finns Party) defence 

minister since 2015, said that:  

 
[…] when God has given us big Russia as a neighbor, why should we not try and benefit from that? 

This was what Finnish tradesmen concluded during the 19th century. Our relationship to Russia is 

important. We need to understand our eastern neighbor’s multifacetedness, its position as a world 

power and at the same time build a two-way communication. […] According to studies Finns feel 

more unsafe than before. Three out of four think that the Russian development is a reason for concern. 

Over half of the population wants to raise the military spending. This is the right conclusion: we need 

not to be scared, but we need to get sharper. […] Although there is no immediate military threat 

against our country, we need to be prepared for change.168  

 

Juha Sipilä, prime minister since 2015 and leader of the Centre Party, said that “Finland needs to 

raise the defence capability of the country, and the fundamentals of defence have to be kept. The 

defence cooperation with Sweden needs to be greater and the partnership with NATO needs to be 

further developed, but applying for a membership is not going to happen.”169 

 During the debate, the importance of cooperation is repeatedly brought up, both when it 

comes to cooperation with Russia, but also with the EU and Sweden/other Nordic countries. 

Pekka Haavisto from the Green Party stressed that it is natural for Finland to seek solutions with 

Sweden and the other Nordic countries, but the issue cannot be solved by only buying more 

weapons and placing out soldiers. Instead, according to Haavisto, a solution is more cooperation. 

Citizens and different organizations need to cooperate further. For instance, he brings up the 
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importance of news in the Russian language in Finland. He also stresses the importance of 

Finland making their own decisions. “It is important for Finland to not be used in any kind of 

geopolitical struggle.”170 While Haavisto recognizes the importance of a good relationship with 

Russia, he also points out that it is not good to be dependent on another country. For instance, 

energy dependency can be used as a way of blackmailing a country.171 

 While applying for a NATO membership is not brought up as very likely, emphasis is 

more often put on cooperation with Sweden and other Nordic countries. Antti Kaikkonen from 

the Centre Party, said in October 2015 that:  

 
Nordic cooperation is more important than ever. The importance of Nordic belonging has to Finland, 

and Finland’s safety, gotten more crucial. The Finnish Nordic identity is a building brick for Finland’s 

international orientation. The security and defence aspect of this has gotten even more clear in the light 

of the Ukraine crisis. Russia’s development has been noticed in all Nordic countries. […] Together, the 

Nordic countries can strengthen the safety of the region. Finland’s and Sweden’s common cooperation 

in foreign-, security and defence politics is experiencing tailwind. It enjoys strong support from the 

citizens and the governments of the both countries. […] Sweden is also interested in the Finnish 

solutions, and it is important that we keep the security and defence conversation as intense as possible. 

Many people think that the Finnish and Swedish security and defence solutions should walk hand in 

hand.172 

 

 

Kaikkonen got support from Seppo Kääriäinen (Centre Party), who said that it is important for 

Europe that the northern region stays stable. According to him, Finland and Sweden have 

contributed to this stability by remaining outside of any military alliance and by strengthening the 

cooperation among each other. Furthermore, Finland and Sweden have promised to keep each 

other updated on their foreign and security policy intentions, among other things regarding 

applying for a NATO membership.173 Pertti Salolainen (National Coalition Party) also stressed 

the fact that Finland should not apply for a NATO membership, unless they can do so together 

with Sweden, but he also points out that it is not a secret that his party sees Finnish and Swedish 

NATO membership as significantly raising the security of the whole Baltic Sea region. “In 

Sweden, people have gotten more positive towards the EU, at the same time as less people are 

negative towards it. Russia is the reason.”174 
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 Stefan Wallin from the Swedish People’s Party agrees that Finland needs to cooperate 

more with Sweden: 

 
The situation in Ukraine, and Russia’s kleptocratic annexation of Crimea causes tensions that can be 

noticed in our region. We need clarity and determination in our foreign policy, but also active 

diplomacy. Finland is to be an active part in EU’s front outwards and have good transatlantic relations, 

politically as well as militarily, but none of these hinder us from being in a dialogue with Russia. The 

situation around the Baltic Sea region has worsened – a fact which cannot be denied. We have already 

put more money into the coast guard. There should be no doubts whatsoever that Finland does not 

accept any border violations, regardless if they happen in the air or at sea. It is also natural that we 

deepen our cooperation with Sweden. It is in our mutual interest as it benefits both of us. The 

government should make a presentation regarding how to advance the cooperation with Sweden and 

what kind of measures need to be taken. […] For the foreign policy’s sake we need to follow Sweden’s 

approach to NATO, and how it seems to be warming. I want to underline, that Finland and Sweden on 

an organizational level belong together, hand in hand, when these decisions are to be made. With this 

in mind, the NATO report comes at a particularly perfect time. We cannot stand surprised and 

unprepared if Sweden’s new government in 2018 decides to start the accession process. For that 

reason, we need a continuous and objective discussion about Finland and NATO.175 

 

 

Foreign minister Timo Soini (Finns Party), said in October 2015 that the relations between 

Finland and Sweden are priority. But besides that, the government also promotes all kinds of 

cooperation, especially the transatlantic. Furthermore, he stressed the Finnish-Russian relations 

and said that they had experienced some recent positive turns, as the foreign minister had met 

with Russian foreign minister Lavrov a couple of times, and the Finnish president had med with 

president Putin.176 

 It is not only the relationship to Russia and Sweden that is brought up as important. Tom 

Packalén (Finns Party) pointed out that Finland needs to be an active player in international crises 

when trying to find solutions and negotiate peace. Finland needs to especially maintain good 

relations to Sweden, Estonia, Russia, Germany and the US.177 

 
Finland is part of the sanctions posed on Russia by the EU. However, Finland is the country that has 

suffered the most from these sanctions in the EU. We need to remember that Finland has a 1,300-

kilometer-long border to Russia. Finland’s geopolitical location is a reality, which the EU needs to 

understand. Finland needs to, as far as it is possible, foster trade and economic cooperation with 

Russia. Furthermore, Finland’s special knowledge on Russia and Russian culture needs to be pushed 

for further in our relations to Russia.178 

 

 

Even though the sanctions are seen as negative for the Finnish economy, there is also voices 

being raised for the value of being part of the sanctions as being higher than the experienced 
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economic loss. Ben Zyskowicz (National Coalition Party) claimed that it is in Finland’s favor that 

Russia knows that even the neighboring countries are part of the sanctions, as aggressions like the 

ones coming from Russia should have political and economical consequences. “In this sense, 

even though the sanctions are causing economic losses to us, they are definitely justified in this 

situation.”179 

On December 21st 2016 the parliament debated the outlaid policies on foreign relations and 

security (Statsrådets utrikes- och säkerhetspolitiska redogörelse) presented in a report which 

concluded that the Finnish goals and priorities for foreign security policies are, among others: 

strengthening of the European Union as a security union, deepened cooperation with Sweden and 

the other Nordic countries, deepened cooperation with the United States, good relations to 

Russia, developed relations to NATO.180  The policy report is to function as a guideline for 

Finnish foreign and security policies. “By following these policies, Finland’s security is 

strengthened and Finland’s well being promoted in a fast changing and hard to predict 

international sphere.”181 The stated goal of the Finnish security policy is to “strengthen Finland’s 

international position, guarantee its independence and sovereignty, enhance Finnish security and 

well-being and keep up a functioning society. The ultimate goal of Finnish foreign and security 

policy is to stay out of armed conflict.”182 However, it is still recognized that Finland might get 

into an armed conflict, because of Russia.  

 
Europe’s and the Baltic Sea region’s security situation has worsened. Russia annexed Crimea and 

caused a conflict in eastern Ukraine. This has caused a negative spiral, due to which the insecurity in 

the Baltic Sea region has grown and the military presence increased. […] The security situation around 

Finland, which belongs to the west, has changed. The changing security situation in Europe and the 

Baltic Sea region has immediate impacts on Finland. The risk of armed forces being used against 

Finland, or the threat of such, cannot be neglected.183  

 

 

The report also further criticizes Russia, saying that its looking to further strengthen its position 

as a super-power. “It (Russia) sees international relations to a big extent as geopolitical zero sum 

games. According to the Russian view, the west has not recognized its position and security 

benefits, but instead acted against Russia in several ways.”184 

                                                        
179 Zyskowicz, B. 20 October 2015. ”Ajankohtaiskeskustelu ulkopolitiikasta.” PTK 53/2015 vp. Eduskunta. Available: 

https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/PoytakirjaAsiakohta/Sivut/PTK_53+2015+2.aspx 
180 Statsrådets kansli, 2016. ”Statsrådets utrikes- och säkerhetspolitiska redogörelse.” Statsrådets kansli. Available:  

https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/JulkaisuMetatieto/Documents/VNS_6+2016.pdf   
181 Ibid.   
182 Ibid.   
183 Ibid.   
184 Ibid.   

https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/PoytakirjaAsiakohta/Sivut/PTK_53+2015+2.aspx
https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/JulkaisuMetatieto/Documents/VNS_6+2016.pdf


 49 

 This report of the Finnish security strategy was met with a small protest from the Left 

Party, which wanted it to even clearer state that Finland is a militarily non-aligned country, which 

means that Finland under no circumstance can get into such conflicts where they are not an 

immediate part. Furthermore, the cooperation with other Nordic countries cannot be such that the 

Finnish non-alignment can be questioned. Lastly, the security and defence cooperation within the 

EU can only be about cost efficiency when buying material. Other cooperation regarding material 

should not happen.185 The debate that followed was thus about whether to accept the report as it 

is, or to demand the changes proposed by the Left Party. During the debate, a large part of what 

was brought up concerned the Finnish values, how Finland is part of the European Union, the 

Nordics and the West.186 Pertti Salolainen from the National Coalition Party spoke about that, but 

he also brought up Russia: 

 
No foreign- and security policies without Russia. Russia was, is, and always will be our neighbor. You 

have to have good and functioning relations with your neighbor. Keeping up these relations does not 

mean, or require that we in our Finnish discussions keep away from honest predictions about our 

relationship to Russia as well as the world as a whole. Right now we see a spiral of tension, but we 

need to remember that Russia has, without reason, started it by breaking international agreements, 

especially in Ukraine.187 

 

 

Erkki Tuomioja (Social Democrat) also pointed out that many citizens are worried that Finland is 

about to prepare for war through rearmament. This is, according to Tuomioja, not the case. “War 

is never a normal state, and the language used in media, even the one used on an everyday basis 

is without any reason and dangerous.”188 And while Finland has signed agreements with NATO 

and the US, Tuomioja sees this as necessary: 

 
The central thing in security politics is how we participate in international cooperation, and that we are 

prepared to help others, should they need it. Our defence will continue to be based on our own national 

solutions. In that an important part is our membership in the EU, our deepened cooperation with the 

Nordic countries and our companionship with NATO. We get information and opportunities to practice 

(defence), which serves our own defence capabilities and our efficiency. Like the report says, we only 

participate in open practices with this purpose. We choose, from our own starting point, based on this 

report, only the practices that do not cause further international tension.189 

 

 

                                                        
185 Eduskunta Riksdagen. ”Pöytäkirjan asiakohta” PTK 139/2016 vp. Eduskunta Riksdagen. 21 December 2016. Available: 

https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/PoytakirjaAsiakohta/Sivut/PTK_139+2016+5.aspx 
186 Ibid. 
187 Salolainen, P. 21 December 2016 ”Pöytäkirjan asiakohta” PTK 139/2016 vp. Eduskunta Riksdagen. Available: 

https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/PoytakirjaAsiakohta/Sivut/PTK_139+2016+5.aspx 
188 Tuomioja, E. 21 December 2016. ”Pöytäkirjan asiakohta” PTK 139/2016 vp. Eduskunta Riksdagen.  
189 Ibid.  

https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/PoytakirjaAsiakohta/Sivut/PTK_139+2016+5.aspx
https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/PoytakirjaAsiakohta/Sivut/PTK_139+2016+5.aspx


 50 

In a later argument, after the discussion got into how they all are of the same opinion, regardless 

of party lines, Tuomioja brings up two points where he sees that there are different views in the 

parliament:  

 
There are some differences in points of emphasis. One is concerning the perspective of non-alignment. 

I want to emphasize that keeping the possibility (of joining NATO) is the right thing to do, and that is 

our bottom line, but just as clear is, that we are not in a situation where speaking about this or 

presenting some sort of timetable, in any way would better the security of Finland. This is the first 

thing. Secondly, I also wish to see more active foreign and security policies, so that we not only 

passively notice that things are going wrong in the world, but that we would also act upon it […] and 

seek the points where Finland, and other similar countries, can have a positive impact.190 

 

 

Just like Tuomioja points out, a point where the parties have different views is that regarding 

NATO. Some parties, like the National Coalition Party and the Swedish People’s Party wish to 

join NATO, while parties like the Left Party and the Green Party are very reluctant to such an 

idea. Related to the issue of NATO is also the relationship to the US, especially after the election 

of Donald Trump, which to many parliamentarians seem to bring more instability, not only 

between Finland and the US, but also in how to approach and see NATO, as the American 

commitment to NATO has been made uncertain due to president Trump’s comments.191 

 Ben Zyskowicz from the National Coalition Party also points out that Finland should not 

be afraid of criticizing Russia:  

 
My generation’s experience was Finlandization, and with that I do not mean Finland’s foreign policies 

in the 1970’s, but the domestic happenings. During that time, politicians, media, “the culture”, and the 

so called society, lied or at least suppressed the Soviet Union and its foreign political reality. Despite 

Russia each and every day getting more like the Soviet Union, we cannot Finlandize again. I 

understand diplomacy, but especially in official discussions and research we need to present the 

truth.192 

 

 

The report about Finnish foreign- and security policies was later voted on, and it got 102 ayes, 

eight nays and 89 parliamentarians were missing.193 

 To sum the Finnish debate up, it could be said that there is a broad consensus about an 

existing Russian threat, although it is often pointed out that there is no direct or immediate threat 

against Finland. The presented approaches include having an ongoing discussion with Russia, 

despite the current situation, but also deepening cooperation with Sweden and NATO, in 
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particular. Furthermore, the Finnish value ground is also pushed for as a differing factor between 

Finland and Russia, and one to which Finland should stay true at all times. A way of doing so is 

to encourage and take part in the EU work, and to advocate for a stronger and more united EU. 
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6. Comparative Analysis: Similarities and Differences in Views and 

Approaches 
 

The presented debates will now be compared, with the help of the theoretical framework, in order 

to answer the question: “Which similarities and differences are there in Finland’s and Sweden’s 

perception of, and approaches to, the Russian threat, as presented in the parliamentary debates on 

foreign policy and security after the annexation of Crimea in 2014?” 

 

6.1 Securitization Theory 
 

The theory of securitization states that something becomes a threat, when a securitizing actor 

securitizes an issue, through talking about it to an audience, as if it is a threat to the independence 

or the existence of the country. When doing so, the securitizing actor removes the politics of the 

threat from normal politics to something that needs to be dealt with immediately, and is thus able 

to avoid the usual democratic decision making procedure in order to be able to react in a fast 

manner. Thus, it could be said that threats are constructed. 

The threat posed by Russia has, in the parliamentary debates both in Finland and Sweden, 

been recognized as a threat to the security or the independence of the countries. However, the 

way it is done in the two countries is a bit different. In Sweden, the threat is explicitly brought up, 

by for instance Kerstin Lundgren (Centre Party) and Björn Söder (Sweden Democrats), who say 

that the Russian behavior is concerning and affecting the Swedish security. Julia Kronlid, also 

from the Sweden Democrats, goes so far as to calling Russia an archenemy. Maria Weimar 

(Liberal Party) argues that Russia is a serious threat, not only to the security, but also to values 

such as democracy and human rights. Karin Enström (Moderate Party) thinks it is clear that 

Russia is a threat: “is not a country that does not respect the borders of its neighbors and threatens 

other countries with nuclear weapons a threat?” 

In the studied Swedish debates, there is only one parliamentarian that explicitly calls 

Russia a threat to the independence of Sweden, and that is Margareta Cederfeldt from the 

Moderate Party. Other than that, it is rather unclear what exactly is being threatened, except for 

“the security”. In that sense, Cederfeldt is the only person in the Swedish parliamentary debate 

that could be called a “securitizing actor”, as she, in accordance with Buzan’s definition is the 

only one that explicitly calls Russia a threat to the independence of the country. Another one who 

is more explicit about what is at stake is Maria Weimar, who says that Russia is not only a threat 

to the Swedish security, but also to their values, democracy and human rights. However, although 
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she claims that Russia is a threat to the Swedish security, it remains a bit unclear whether Russia 

also is a threat to Swedish democracy and human rights in particular, or if it is only about 

democracy and human rights in general. 

In Finland, the former prime minister Alexander Stubb (National Coalition Party) opened 

the session on the Finnish-Russian relationship in January 2015 by saying that Russia is not a 

threat to the security of Finland, although their actions are worrisome. Timo Soini (Finns Party), 

said in the same debate that Finland needs to find a strategy that guarantees the independence and 

well-being of the citizens as well as the whole Baltic Sea region. Although he did not specifically 

say that Russia is a threat to the Finnish independence, his statement could be interpreted as such. 

But as he also mentions the whole Baltic Sea region, it seems as though he is not only worried 

about the Finnish security, but also of that of their neighbors’. Pertti Salolainen from the National 

Coalition Party argued that the current situation is an enormous backlash, and that Finland should 

be prepared, even for the worst. Another one who thinks Finland should be prepared for change is 

Jussi Niinistö from the Finns Party, even though he also points out that there is no immediate 

threat against Finland. 

In fact, it is only the foreign policy and security report, presented by the government, 

which was debated on the 21st of December, 2016, that specifically states that the risk of armed 

forces being used against Finland cannot be neglected, and that the goal of the foreign and 

security policies is to guarantee the independence and sovereignty, as well as enhance Finnish 

security and well-being and keeping up a functioning society. In that sense, one could argue that 

the securitizing actor in Finland is, in fact, the government. The language used in the Finnish 

parliament, as outlined in the presented debates, does not so much touch upon words like “threat” 

or “independence”. 

Despite the fact that the language, in both parliaments, is rather moderate, when it comes 

to talking about Russia as a threat to the independence, there still seems to be a somewhat broad 

consensus in the both parliaments that Russia constructs a threat, and what is threatened is the 

independence or sovereignty of the two countries. This conclusion could also be drawn from the 

focus of the debates, which revolves around how to best defend the country. However, while the 

first step of securitization – recognizing a threat – has indeed taken place both in Sweden and 

Finland, it has been done so in the sense that it possibly, in the future, and not now and 

immediately, could pose a real threat to the security and independence of the the two countries. 

Rather one could argue that the issue has been securitized as an emerging threat. And while this 
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requires some action to be taken, it does not necessarily move the issue from the agenda of 

“normal politics” to politics that can avoid the normal decision making process. Thus, one could 

argue that the Finnish and Swedish politicians have themselves decided to believe that there is a 

Russian threat, as there obviously is no confirmed knowledge on whether Russia ever intends to 

invade the countries.  

However, as has been brought up in the debates, Russia’s actions are worrisome, not only 

because of what they have and are doing in Ukraine, but also because Russia has, on several 

occasions, violated both Finnish and Swedish air space and national waters as well as used 

threatening language, especially when talking about a possible Finnish and Swedish NATO 

membership. With this in mind it would perhaps be irresponsible and surprising if the countries 

did not view Russia as a threat. Returning to the theory of securitization; with Finland and 

Sweden probably not being unique cases in the sense that, despite the fact that there has been an 

act of securitization, as in recognizing a threat, but which has not (yet) moved from the normal 

course of politics to some kind of emergency politics, it could perhaps be argued that the theory 

should also pay attention to the fact that not all acts of securitization require or result in an 

immediate reaction. This does however not mean that it never will. Global warming could be 

another example of something that many countries view as an existential threat, and yet they all 

do not take immediate action.  

However, the authors of the securitization theory may in this case also argue that the act 

of securitization has not been completed, unless the issue has been recognized as needing 

immediate action, and not being part of normal politics. On the other hand, it could probably also 

be argued that the issue has, in fact, been moved to “emergency politics” due to sudden allocation 

of more money into the issue, but in both cases the process on deciding on it has been part of the 

normal course of politics. Not keeping the issue as part of normal politics could make the threat 

an even bigger threat, as it could scare the citizens, who are the audience for the securitization 

act, and provoke the threatening actor, Russia, even further. 

Although it is not always explicitly mentioned what is put at risk in the two countries, it is 

clear that the economic implications are bigger for Finland, than Sweden. A response to Russia’s 

actions in Crimea was the sanctions posed by the EU. For Finland, as a member of the EU, this 

also meant that they were part of the sanctions. In the parliamentary debates, it does not seem as 

they regret the fact that they are part of the sanctions, as they also seem to view them as a 

necessary punishment and as an act they support. Nevertheless, as Russia is one of the biggest 
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trading partners for Finland, the economic loss is noticeable. When the sanctions were first posed 

on Russia, Finland was also deep into an economic crisis, and thus the sanctions themselves also 

strained the country even further, and to some parliamentarians, like Juha Sipilä, who now is the 

prime minister of Finland, the biggest threat to Finland was not Russia, but the staggering 

economy, which was even further from a positive turn due to the sanctions. It could thus be 

argued, in line with Buzan’s broader view on security, that the Russian threat to Finland is not 

only a threat to the military and political security, but also the economic security. It could perhaps 

also be said that the most immediate threat to Finland is, or was, the economic security. This is 

different from the Swedish case, as the economy was not an argument that occurred in the 

debates. In fact, the economic implications of the sanctions were not debated that much. Hence, 

one could also conclude that the perceived Russian threat in Sweden is merely a threat to the 

military and political security. 

 

6.2 Suggested Approaches 
 
The threat from Russia that the two countries are experiencing has resulted in a number of 

approaches being suggested in the parliamentary debates. In the Swedish debate in January 2015, 

the foreign minister, Margot Wallström (Social Democrat), argued that Sweden needs to 

strengthen the defence capability and develop military cooperation with Finland, the other Nordic 

countries, the Baltic countries and NATO. Karin Enström (Moderate Party) also argued for the 

importance of international cooperation and the need for strengthening the defence capability, but 

she also highlighted the EU and the need for a strong European Union to battle threats. Maria 

Weimar (Liberal Party), also joined in and demanded a raised military spending, as well as a 

Swedish NATO membership. Another strategy that is seen as important is the sanctions against 

Russia, as pointed out by Sotiris Delis (Moderate Party). Pål Jonson, also from the Moderate 

Party, claimed that Sweden also can benefit from the Baltic NATO membership, as it also 

provides security to the whole Baltic Sea region. The cooperation with Finland is also brought up 

at several occasions, in particular by Margot Wallström, but Björn Söder (Sweden Democrats), 

goes even further and claims that a defence union with Finland would be the right way to go. In 

February 2017, Margot Wallström also presented cooperation with Russia as a new strategy.  

 In Finland, many of the suggested approaches are the same as in Sweden. Erkki Tuomioja 

(Social Democrats) for instance, brings up the sanctions and the EU as being important in the 

current situation. He also pushes for negotiations and for keeping Russia in Europe. Timo Soini 
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(Finns Party), says that all solutions are welcome and that Finland should be active in searching 

for such. He also points out that Finland needs to push for values such as human rights and 

freedom of speech. Ilkka Kanerva (National Coalition Party) wants to see a raised defence 

capacity, stronger cooperation among the Nordics and a Finland that does not isolate itself, but 

instead remains an active part in negotiations and peace building. Juha Sipilä (Centre Party) and 

Stefan Wallin (Swedish People’s Party) want to see a raised defence capability and cooperation 

with Sweden and NATO. 

 The biggest difference between the Swedish and Finnish suggested approaches is 

definitely that of cooperation and negotiation with Russia. When Margot Wallström in February 

2017 underlined that Sweden should be open for dialogue with Russia, she was met with 

confusion from Karin Enström (Moderate Party), who asked if this shift in security policy means 

that Sweden is about to normalize its relationship to Russia and show that the annexation of 

Crimea was okay. 

The Finnish approach of keeping up a conversation with Russia has also been criticized in 

Sweden. When the Finnish president, Sauli Niinistö, in the summer of 2016 arranged a seminar 

on security policy at his summer residence in Finland, he also invited Russian president Putin. 

This was unthinkable to the Swedes, and the Swedish parliamentarian Karin Enström criticized 

Finland of doing business as usual, despite the illegal annexation of Crimea. The Finnish 

dialogue with Russia was also criticized by the Baltic states.194 The Finnish president responded 

by saying that the critics are not “keeping up with the times we live in.” 195  The Swedish 

newspaper Sydsvenskan wrote the following:  

 
The question is whether Finland is being too pragmatic in its relationship to its neighbor – even though 

it has historical explanations that the rest of the world does not always understand. And Finland is 

behind EU:s policies. […] The state of security is unstable. We need more analysis, dialogue and less 

symbolic politics. No one gets more secure by sticking the head in the sand. But to do like Finland, and 

invite Putin to the summer residence is to go too far. But to not do anything at all is in the end 

worse.196 

 

In the Finnish debate, any arguments of this character have not been put forward in any of the 

analyzed debates. Instead, to them it appears to be absolutely necessary to keep the diplomatic 

contacts with Russia. However, it is still brought up that when they do that, they should also 

                                                        
194 Huvudledare. ”Ledare: Raka rör och öppna kort. Finland visar vägen” (Leading article: Straight pipes and open cards. Finland 

shows the way.) Sydsvenskan, 1 July 2016. Accessed: 29 May 2017. Available: http://www.sydsvenskan.se/2016-07-01/raka-ror-

och-oppna-kort-finland-visar-vagen 
195 Ibid. 
196 Ibid.  

http://www.sydsvenskan.se/2016-07-01/raka-ror-och-oppna-kort-finland-visar-vagen
http://www.sydsvenskan.se/2016-07-01/raka-ror-och-oppna-kort-finland-visar-vagen
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realize that the Russian values are different from the Finnish, and that this should not be 

forgotten. It seems like it in Finland is natural to keep the connections, despite the Russian 

actions in Crimea, and despite the raised level of Russian threat. This may be explained by 

history, as it for Finland has been proven that keeping good contacts with Russia is necessary in 

order to keep the stability of the region. But another reason is also likely to be found in the 

Finnish economy. Russia is an important trading partner, and Finland cannot afford losing that 

and the Russian tourism, and hence keeping good relations is of even greater importance. 

The proposed Swedish and Finnish actions could perhaps be related back to Wendt’s 

theory of social structures. According to Wendt, social structures are composed of three things: 

shared knowledge, material resources and practices. There is a shared understanding in Sweden 

and Finland that Russia poses a threat to the independence of the two countries, a conclusion 

which can be drawn from the Russian actions in Ukraine, in combination with the recent 

violations of Finnish and Swedish air space and waters, as well as from history, which, as also is 

mentioned in the Finnish debate, has proven that Russia is an unreliable neighbor. This creates a 

security dilemma for Sweden and Finland. Sweden and Finland, on the other hand, create a 

security complex, as outlined by Buzan, since their issues are quite similar, and they also turn to 

each other to solve them. There is a security interdependence. This is also clear when looking at 

Wendt’s argument about material resources. As Sweden and Finland trust each other, as well as 

NATO, they are not worried about the material resources that these have, and thus they are also 

willing to seek cooperation with these actors and each other. This could be compared to the 

Russian resources, like nuclear weapons, which are even brought up in the Swedish debate by 

Karin Enström (Moderate Party), as composing a threat.  

Thirdly, Wendt argues that social structures only exist when we act upon them. In this 

case, it could be argued that the construction of a Russian threat does indeed exist, not only 

because it is being debated to such a great extent in the analyzed countries, but also because it has 

resulted in some action being taken. Thus, the shared knowledge, together with the material 

resources, has resulted in new defence practices, in Sweden and Finland, but also elsewhere. One 

could then argue, that there has been “a successful creation of a threat”. 
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6.3 How the Russian Threat is Viewed 
 

Even though both Finland and Sweden, as concluded, view Russia as a threat, how they view it is 

a bit different. Perhaps it could best be described by looking at the debates that took place in both 

parliaments in January 2015. In Finland, the debate was called a debate on the Finnish-Russian 

relations, while in Sweden it was called a debate on the security in Sweden’s neighborhood. 

Alexander Stubb (National Coalition Party), who was prime minister at that time, opened the 

Finnish session by concluding that Russia is, and always has been, a neighbor of Finland’s, and in 

the center of Finnish security and defence policy. In Sweden, the debate was carried out on 

request from the Moderate Party, and although Russia was not in the name of the debate, it was 

clear that the debate was supposed to deal with that issue. The Swedish foreign minister, Margot 

Wallström, said in her first remarks that she hoped that the debate also would focus on other 

issues than Russia, like the migration crisis and Syria. And while those are issues that do concern 

Sweden, they are not taking place in the immediate neighborhood.  

Perhaps the approach of the countries could best be explained by using the conclusion 

made by Forsberg and Vaahtoranta, who argue that while Finland has continued to focus on their 

own national security and how to best protect themselves, at the same time as they also work on 

being part of providing international security, Sweden has focused more on international security, 

rather than national security. For Finland, it has been unthinkable to neglect the national security, 

most likely due to the shared border with Russia. In Finland, the experience of war with Russia is 

also in close memory, and thus, disarmament is not so likely to take place. Sweden, on the other 

hand, has, up until recently, not seen any real threats to the independence of the country, and 

hence the focus shifted more to global problems. It could be possible that Wallström’s way of 

bringing up other issues in this debate, instead of only focusing on Russia, is a way of “de-

securitizing” the issue, a way of saying that it is not as urgent as people tend to believe, or then 

simply just a way of remembering that there are also other issues of concern and that the Russian 

threat should not be blown out of proportion. However, Wallström has indeed gotten criticized 

for this, for instance by Karin Enström (Moderate Party), who thinks that Swedish foreign policy 

lacks focus and expands over too many fields. Wallström’s broad approach could also be said to 

be going against the concept of security complexes, according to which most states fear their 

neighbors over more distant powers, as most political and military threats are local in nature. 

Instead, this seems to be the approach that Enström is taking, as her statements make her seem to 
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be more in favor of focusing on the more local threats than the distant ones, in terms of 

geography. 

This is not a problem that they have in Finland, in which the parliament seems to very 

much agree on the government’s stance in the question. In the debates there are not many 

conflicting ideas, views or approaches presented. Instead, to quite a large extent they all seem to 

repeat what has already been said, regardless of which party they present. However, one point 

where there are conflicting views is whether Finland should join NATO or not. In this case the 

party division can be seen quite clearly, as the parties in favor of joining NATO are the liberal 

and conservative ones, but this is also a division that can be seen in the Swedish debate, and thus 

it could be argued that it roots in ideological differences. Despite this, it is not seen as very likely 

that Finland would join NATO in a near future, as the policy of non-alignment is viewed as 

having worked well for Finland, and also because it is thought that Finland, if it was to join 

NATO, should do so together with Sweden. A reason for why there in Finland is such consensus 

regarding Russia might be the long experience that the country has from dealing with Russia. 

They view themselves as having unique knowledge about Russia, on how to deal with them and 

on how to keep up the relations. This, together with their claimed policy of non-alignment, also 

allows for them to see themselves as mediators, a role which also helps them justify keeping a 

good relationship to Russia. If they can keep the policy of non-alignment, and at the same time 

cooperate with Russia, they might avoid a Russian invasion. This approach is probably not 

unjustified, as the country has, in fact focused much on Russia, not to mention during the Treaty 

of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance. Finnish foreign policy has always been 

focused on Russia, in one way or another, and thus the undertaken approaches are already widely 

trusted, even across party lines. 

The occurring difference in consensus is also something which can be seen through how 

the Swedish foreign minister is pressured on different issues, for instance the previously 

mentioned situation when foreign minister Wallström was accused of normalizing the Swedish-

Russian relationship. This does not happen in Finland, where they all seem to more or less be on 

the same page. The current Swedish government consists of the Social Democrats and the Green 

Party. Prior to that, Sweden had a government which relied on an alliance between the Moderate 

Party, the Centre Party, the Liberal Party and the Christian Democrats. This alliance was formed 

in 2004, and it has continued to exist after the latest change of government. The current prime 

minister, Stefan Löfvén, tried to unloose the centre-right alliance in 2014 when forming 
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government, but without succeeding. Swedish politics has thus, for the last thirteen years been 

quite divided into blocks. In Finland, the tradition is rather to have very broad coalition 

governments. However, in the Swedish case, the existing block politics may explain the 

difference in consensus, but also which issue it is that is being discussed. This is because, as 

previously explained, Finland has had a strategy when it comes to Russia, which is thought to 

have worked, and thus questioning that is not seen as necessary. In Sweden, on the other hand, 

the block division makes up for a different kind of power struggle within the parliament, where a 

lot of the arguments put forward relate to what the former government did or did not do, or what 

the current government has or has not done and why that is wrong. The debates are in a way more 

like debates, with arguments for and against, as opposed to the Finnish Russia debates where few 

confrontations occur. On the other hand, one could also argue that the quality of the debate in 

Finland is different, as everyone is already on the same page, and thus the question is rather how 

to move forward from here, instead of having to debate if there actually is a situation and who did 

what and when. 

A lot of focus in the Finnish debate is put on Finland’s place in the world, and the values 

that the country is built on. Finland’s place in the EU is brought up several times as a part of the 

Finnish identity, together with Western values such as democracy, human rights, equality and 

freedom of speech. While Finland may have, and still do, view itself as a bridge between east and 

west, it seems to now be comfortable in its place in the West, while still realizing that it has 

unpredictable Russia to the east. This may not have been possible during the Treaty of 

Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance, under which Finland was not to take part in any 

activity that could upset Russia. The current view in Finland seems to be that Russia is aware of 

the fact that Finland is part of the West and that it has a different set of values than Russia. A 

difference between Finland and other neighboring countries of Russia, is that it was never part of 

the Soviet Union. Another difference is that it is part of the strong union of the Nordic countries, 

which all also share a common set of values and have a strong history of cooperation among each 

other.  

This is also seen through how often Sweden is brought up in the debate as being of major 

importance to Finland, and that many new security policies should be agreed upon together with 

Sweden. Some even claim that Finland and Sweden should walk hand in hand. Estonia is for 

instance not brought up to any major extent, even though it also is a neighboring country that has 

been subject to Russian threat, and is among the countries that NATO currently sees as its most 
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exposed members. A probable reason for this is that they are indeed members of NATO and thus 

viewed as being in a different position than Finland and Sweden. Another explanation for 

Finland’s and Sweden’s attachment to each other in this question has to do with history, as it has 

proven that they also are dependent on each other, if a Russian invasion was to happen. This is a 

known fact, as it already happened during the Second World War when Sweden declared that 

“Finland’s situation is ours” when Finland and Russia were at war. Swedish volunteers went to 

fight for Finland and Sweden also agreed to take in Finnish refugees. For Sweden, it is of interest 

that the Finnish defence is strong, as it may help them in keeping away the enemy, while for 

Finland, Sweden is important in terms of support, in every aspect of the term. This is also seen in 

the NATO debate, where a recurring argument is that if they were to apply for membership, it 

should be done together with Sweden. 
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7. Conclusion 
 

As the analysis of the Swedish and Finnish security and defence debates has shown, there are 

similarities, but also differences between how Sweden and Finland view the Russian threat and 

how they think it should best be approached. It could be concluded that Russia has been 

identified as a threat toward the independence and the sovereignty of the both countries, although 

none of them have lifted the issue from the course of normal politics into a state of emergency 

politics. There is also a difference in who the securitizing actor is. Although many 

parliamentarians speak of a threat to the security, only one parliamentarian in the Swedish debate 

explicitly called Russia a threat to the independence of Sweden. The analysis of the Finnish 

debate, on the other hand, revealed that the main securitizing actor is the government, which 

might be a bit surprising, considering Finland’s special relationship to Russia. In any case, it 

could be concluded that the process of securitization has not been fully completed in accordance 

with Buzan’s definition, as the issue of the Russian threat has not been lifted from the course of 

normal politics. Instead, Russia has been securitized as an “emerging threat”, which has required 

some decisions for action, but those decisions have not been made hastily. 

The biggest difference in approach is regarding that about whether or not to have an 

ongoing dialogue with Russia. In Finland, the emphasis is strongly put on keeping the dialogue as 

open as possible, while still recognizing that what they did was wrong and not justified. In 

Sweden, this approach was not brought up by the foreign minister until as recently as in the 

spring of 2017, and even then the approach got criticized by the opposition.  

Another difference between the countries is that there seems to be consensus in the 

Finnish parliament on how to best approach the issue. There are not any major opinion 

differences over party lines, and hence the debate becomes rather repetitive with few new 

insights. The Swedish debate, on the other hand, is quite driven by the block division in the 

parliament, and the opposition is frequently questioning the government’s policies. The Finnish 

consensus could however be explained by the long Finnish experience of handling Russia, and 

does not necessarily mean that he government is as consensual when it comes to other issues. 

A third difference is which security it is that is being threatened in the two countries. 

Buzan et al made a case for the separation of security into different fields. The analysis can thus 

show that the security that is being threatened in Sweden is a threat to the military and political 

security, while the threat towards Finnish security includes military, political and economic 
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security. This due to the recession that Finland is, and has been, experiencing, in combination 

with the economic loss caused by the EU sanctions against Russia. 

When it comes to similarities, the main point may be that of cooperation with other actors. 

Both countries share the view that they do best in cooperating with others, while still staying non-

aligned. In particular, they both highlight the importance of each other. It is claimed that Finland 

and Sweden should walk hand in hand when making bigger decisions concerning the security and 

defence policies, and in particular when it comes to applying for a NATO membership.  

Furthermore, they both also stress the importance of the cooperation within EU and the 

partnership with NATO, as well as cooperation with the other Nordic countries. Both Finland and 

Sweden also view the sanctions posed on Russia as necessary measures that they support. 

When it comes to the question of joining NATO or not, there exists a clear ideological 

division in both parliaments, as the parties that promote applying for a membership can be 

identified as liberal and conservative. However, it could also be concluded that none of the 

debates give away any signs of the countries being very likely to join NATO in a near future, 

although there are voices being raised for keeping the membership as a possibility. 

What is brought up even more though is the policy of non-alignment, and it is argued in 

the both countries that staying non-aligned and true to the national values is important. Another 

advantage of being non-aligned is believed to be that it makes it easier to mediate in times of 

crises. This is especially brought up in the Finnish debate, as the Finns see themselves as having a 

unique understanding of Russia. 

It should also be pointed out that history is an important factor when looking at how the 

two countries view Russian threat and how they believe it best should be approached. For 

Finland, Russian threat has been present for decades, and thus the country has had to find 

strategies of how to deal with that. Sweden, on the other hand, has not had that direct relationship 

with Russia, in the same sense as Finland, although the threat has also been present there. This 

has allowed for Sweden to be more outspoken towards Russia. History can also explain why 

Finland and Sweden need each other when it comes to defending themselves from Russia. 

Sweden played a crucial role for Finland when they fought against the Russians, and to Sweden, 

Finland was a buffer state, which also provided them with security. The two countries are 

dependent on each other. 

Finally, it could be concluded that the Swedish and the Finnish parliaments view the 

Russian threat in a pretty similar way, i.e. it is threatening the stability of the region, but also the 
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independence and sovereignty of the two countries. When it comes to how to best approach it, 

they both view international, as well as Finnish-Swedish cooperation as important strategies. 

When it comes to having a dialogue with Russia, Finland has always stressed the importance of a 

good relationship to their neighbor, while Sweden has only opened up for it recently. Thus, it 

could be concluded that the two countries, to a far extent share the same view on the Russian 

threat, as well as how it best should be dealt with, although there is a difference in the countries’ 

personal relationship to Russia, with Finland being a bit friendlier towards its eastern neighbor. It 

could also be said that, despite their policies of non-alignment, their current strategies, which 

largely focus on cooperation with others, show that they both have realized that “alone is not 

strong. Alone is only alone”, as Swedish foreign minister Margot Wallström put it, and so they 

have instead chosen to remain alone together. 
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