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Introduction

In response to press criticlsm of Finnish foreign pol-

icy in the autumn of 1961, Max Jakobson, one of Pinland!s

most articulate spokesmen, wrote:

Opinion in Finland has been somewhat dismayed and even
depressed by reactions of the press in the Wesbiee
This is not because the reactions have been unfriendly:
on the contrary, I have noticed that comment here has
been sympathetic towards Finland---rather like obituary
notices., In fact, it is the ease and speed with which
Pinnish independence has been written off in th=s press
here that has depressed the Finnish people., It seemed
to me at least, when reading the foreign press comment,
that the immediate reaction to the Soviet note to Fin-
land of 30 October was to assume that this probably
would be the end of Finnish independence., As a matter
of fact, we ought to be used to' this kind of reaction,
Finland was written off in 1939 because we fought, and
in 1940 because we made peace; in 1941 because we were
too anti-Soviet, and in 19hl; because it was thought we
were giving in to the USSR too much. : :
Ever since the end of the last war Western observers
seem to have had a great deal of difficulty in fitting
finland into the accepted scheme of things in Europe.
The existence of this small, neubral, and practically
unermed nation---a western democracy=---next door to the
Soviet Union has appeared to many as something like an
Indian rope btrick which defies the law of nature.

This “"Indian rope trick” by which Finland has maintain-
ed her independence is really no miracle at all, It is simply
the strict adherence to a realistic polioy of néutrality
called the "Paasikivi line,” or in more up-to-date usage, the

"paasikivi-Kekkonen lime."

THax Jekobson, 'rinland's Foreign Policy," internation-
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This foreign policy derives its name from two of Fine
land's post-war presidents; Juho XKustl Paasikivi, who served
from 1946 to 1956, and Urho Kaleva Kekkonen, who succeeded
Paasikivi in 1946 and remains in office in 1967. Paasikivi
also served as Prime Minister in two governments during the
presidency of Gustaf Mannerheim.

Paasikivi, who was well respected in Moscow, had been
named Prime Minister because he was thought to be the only
Pinn capable of convincing the Russians that FPinland's atti-

tude towards them had changed.

The assumptions on which the Paasikivi line was based

are as valid in 1967 as they were in either 194l or 1946,
The first of these assumptions sprang from the experiences of

World War II, wnich had shown Finland that the vital interests

of the Western Great Powers did not extend to the Eastern

P B s

Baltic. Therefore if Finland tied her foreign policy to the
West, it would hang by a very fragile thread. And not only

would a Western oriented poliey have'béen rather tenuous

Rl

from a logistical viewpoint, it would also, in effact, have
been an open provocation of the Soviet Union, an aspect which
"is also part of a second assumption.

This assumption holds that Finland is strategically vi-

£

tal to the USSR. Aside from the expansionist political aspi-

rations of Russisa, it is obvious that the Soviet leaders would
not have tolerated Finland's alignment with powers considered
to be hostile to the USSR. So, from a strictly military

point of view, the Soviet leaders could not allow a serious
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threat to exist on their Northwest border. Recognizing that,

Paasgikivi reasoned that as long as Finland's government

was truly friendly to the USSR, and did not allow any other
state to threaten the USSR through Finland, this little
country might ascapé'the fate of ?oland and Hungary.

On the basis of these two assumptions Paasikivi deter-
mined his course of action. A Western alliance was ruled
out, and the end result of Soviet "alliances" with other
Eastern European nations precludad the possibility of
Paasikivi proposing a similar fate for his country. The ob-
vious alternative was neutrality, but Paasikivi fealized
that it would be difficult to convince the Russians of Fin-
nish intentions. A mere declaration would not suffice=-- -
Finland would have to prove her neutrality by deeds.

A first step would be the scrupulous fulfillment of the
reparations obligations imposed by the Soviet Union. Paasiki-
vi insisted on this, despite the heavy sacrifices for his
countrymen, until they were paid in full,

A second step would be to avoid becoming entangled in
conflicts between the Great Powers. A good example of Fin-~
land's adherence to this policy came in the summer of 1947,
Finland had been invited to participate in discussions of the
Marshell Plan, a United States initiative strongly opposed by ;
the USSR. Though Finland certainly could have used any aid
made available, and though most Finns were undoubtedly in

favor of participation, the official statement issued by the

Foreign Relations Committee was, in part: "the Marshall Plan
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having become the source of serious differences of opinion

among the Big Powers, Finland, desiring to remain outside the
areas of conflict in Big Power politics, regrets that it does
not find it possible to participate in the said conference.”

A third step would be teo reffain from provoking the Sov-
iet Union by carefully conducting domestic affairs. To that
end Paasikivi invited Communists into the two cabinets he
formed, and as President, his first Prime Minister was Mauno |
Pekkala, a dissident left-wing Social Democrat. Paasikivi
also imposed government censorship on material judged to be
overly critical of the USohH.

Fearing that the restvof the world would view his pol-
icies és being too pro-Soviet, he attempted to strengthen
Finland's neutrality by applying for membership in the Unit-
ed Nations. The fact that Finland was kept out of this
body by & Soviet veto is evidence that the Soviet Union
hardly considered Finland a satellite, or even & friend, des-
pite the misconceptions of the Amekican press on this point.

Events of the year 1948 provide additional insight into
Paasikivi's foreign policy. In February, Paasikivi received
s letter from Joseph Stalin which suggested that discussions
between the two couptries concerning a mubtual assistence pact
be instituted at once, The note was rendered more ominous
by references to the recent Soviet pacts with Rumania and Hun~ .
gary, and by the coup which had just taken place in Czechos-

lovakia.

There being no realistic alternabive, Paasikivi accepted
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Stalin's suggestion, and in April a ten year "Agreement of

Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance® was signed.
Pinland was immediately consigned by Western commenta-
tors to the Soviet camp, and the impression created by the
press reports of this period has influenced Western public
opinion ever since. But a close examination of the Agree-
ment reveals that most of the pessimism is unfounded. The
Finnish Pact is quite different in content, if not in name,
from the treaties signed by Hungary or Rumenias. The USSR
seems to have accepted at this early date the difference
between Finland and Eastern BEurope., In fact, this Mubual
Assistbance Pact has been cited by many observers as an
affirmation of, rather than a departure from Finland!s pol=- 1
icy of neubtrality. In any event, it has served as the most
notable guideline in the formation of Finnish foreign
policye.
Another noteworthy event for the Finns was an abortive
Cormmumist coup which was supposed to take place while govern-
ment leaders were in Moscow. On the eve of their departure,
the Commmunist Minister of the Interior warned the Finnish mili-
tary commander to expect "trouble from the left.¥ The com=
mander understood the implications of the warning and his
subsequent actions eliminated the possibilities of a success-
ful coup, if one had indeed been planned. These events re-
sulted in heavy losses for the Commumnists in the Parliamen-

tary elections, and contributed to the dismissal of the Min-

ister of the Interior, depriving the Communists of their mos?t




powerful government position.

On the basis of the Paasikivi line, Finland!s relaw
tions with the USSR remained relatively good for more than
ten years after the signing of the 1948 Pact. The most sig-
nificeht events of the decade were; the signing of a btreaty
returning the Porkkala naval base to Finland and extending
the "Agreement of Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual Assis-
tance" for twenty years, and Finland!s entry into the United
Nations, both of which took place im 1955.

Also in this year, Finnish participation in the Nordic
Council was made possible by Soviet assent, assent that had
not been forthcoming when Finland first broached the subject
in 195&; Adherence to the Paasikivi line was plainly result-
ing in benefits for Finland.

But in 1958 the Soviet Union unleashed a diplomatic
and economic offensive against Finland, presumably as re-
taliation for Finland increasing her trade with the West.

A coalition government fell because certain members were un-
willing to serve in a cebinet which was unable ippoperly to

safeguard Finland's interests in the area of relations with

the USSR." Subsequent Soviet statements disclosed however,

that Khrushchev objected to the composition, and not neces-

sarily to the program of the cabinet.

After this crisis ended in early 1959, Soviet-Finnish
relations improved and remained on a godd basis until the

Auturm of 1961. Finland was even able in March, 1961, to

affiliate with the European Free Trade Association, which
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required a major Soviet concession, But on 30 October, the
Finmish ambassador in Moscow received a note, which to some
observers indicated that the Paasikivi line had failed,

The note requested that military consulbtations be conme
menced between the USSR and Finland to prepare for a possi
ble West German attack through the Baltic. The Soviets in- .
voked the provisions of the 1948 Mutual Assistance Pact,
and suggested that West Germany threatened not only the USSR,
but alsc Finland, President Kekkonen; then on a: visit to the
United States, stabed that the note was not a cause for alarm,
but simply a normal diplomatic procedure, Despite dire

Western predictions to the contrary, Finland emerged from the

crisis intact.

In retrospect, it is possible that the Soviet leaders
were really worried about West Germeny, but it:is likely that
other considerations influenced the Soviet actions. To some
observers, this offensive was simply a means of “influencing
the 1962 presidential elections, A rival to Keklkonen had
emerged, and it was surmised that the USSR wanted to insure
the re-election of a man that Moscow regards as highly as it
did Paasikivi. That this was actually the case is unprov-
able, but the pressure did result in the withdrawal of the
other presidential contender, and Kekkonen was easily re-
elected.

Since 1962 Soviet-Finnish relations have improved
steadily and at the same time have not proved to be an ob-

stacle to improved Finnish-American relations,




Early in 1966 a government was formed which included
both Social Democrats and Communists, a significant develop-
ment in two ways. Soviet opposition to Social Democratic
leadership had prevented their effective participétion in
post-war governments, and domestic opposition had kept Com-
minists out of the government wince 1948, This government
enjoys wide parliamentary support, and has not seen fit To
make the least alteration in the Paasikivi line. This govern-
ment will probably continue at least until the presidential
elections of 1968, The Russians will not have to make their
preference known in this election, and it is highly unlikely
that they will actively interfere as they did in 1961.

In eny event it is unlikely that the Finns, the great
majority of whom support the Paasikivi-Kekkonen line, will
invite Soviet displeasure by replacing the man whose name
their foreign policy bears.

The events described above are some of those that have
established the limits within which Finland is free to con-
duct her foreign policy. The events before 1956 served as
a guide for Finland's first votes in the United Nations, and
subsequent occurrences have helped to refine their voting
patterns in the General Assembly, as well as their foreign
policy in general.

That strict adherence to the Paasikivi line has been
instrumental in keeping Finland free should be obvious.

That Finland!s actions in the United Nations are a reflection

of, or at best, an extension of, this Paasikivi line, should




emerge from the following pages.

Obviously, a study of this nature cannot include treat-
ment of all Pinland:ds actions in the United Nations. The
questions examined here were subjects of consideration in
the General Assenmbly and are limited to those important
enough to be classified as "Political and Security Questions.®
The writer has attempted to be as objective as possible in J
the selection of topics to be studied, and at the same time

include all questions which provide useful information about

Finlandts foreign policy.




CHAPIER I

The Suez Crisis and UNEF

To understand the Suez Crisis of 1956 one must be
cognizant of at least the general history of the Suez Canal,
as 1t was the seizure of this canal which osteni#ibly caused
the crisis,

The idea of a canal across the Isthmus of Suez, once a
‘reality under the Pharaohs, was considered periodically by
several Huropean nations during the savént@enth and eighteen-
th centuries. Because of imagined technical obstacles, it
was given nogpractical application, until a PFrench engineer
and diplomat took up the cause in mid-nineteenth cenbtury.
This Frenchman, Ferdinand de Lesseps, obtained two conces-
sions from‘th@ viceroy of Egypt, which made possible the
building of the canal. In 185l he obtained the berritorial
rights for the canal, In 1856 he obtained authority to or-.
genize a company which would have the right to operate the
canal for 99 years, This second concession stated that pas-
sage through the canal was to be open to ships of all count=
ries, providing that they paid the passage fees.

The work on the canal was difficult, and it was not
opened until 1869, From the day of its opening the canal

asaumed mejor international importance, On several occasions

10
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during the following 19 years, one country or another would
express anxiety that its enemy of the moment would seize
th@ canal and prohibit its ships from using it.

Despite the clause guaranteeing free passage in the
original accord, most of the major maritime powers met in
Constantinople in 1888 to reaffirm this guarantee. They
agreed on a convention which "guarantees for all time free-
dom of passage through the canallfor all ships of all nation-
alitieé, without discrimination in peace and in war.”

The owngrship of.thg Suvez Canal Company was originally
envisioned to be held by citizens of several nations, butb
because of the refusal of Great Britain and the United
States to have anything to do with it, the great majority
of the stock was held by French individusls and by the Egypt-
‘ian governnent, Thsor@tically, under the suzerainby of the
Ottoman Empire, Egypt in 1875 sold her shares to the Governw-
ment of Grealt Britain, who in fact, if not in law, controlled
Egypt. |

World War I provided Britain with the excuse to estab-
lish a protectorate over Egypt, which lasted until 1922, In
that year an Egyptian monerchy was established, which, under
British tutelage, existed until 1951. A successful rebellion
of young army officers forced King Farouk to abdicate in Ju-
ly, 1951, and by early 1952 a military dictatorship under

Gamel Abdel Nasser was firmly in power., In June, 1956,

1D. C. Watt, Documents on the Suez (risis (London:

Royal Institute of International ALTairs, 1957), Pe 35.
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Nagser was Yelected" President in a plebiscite, getting the
stage for the events on which this chapter is based. |

The Suez Canal Crisis of 1956 was precipitated on 26
July, when Nasser proclaimed his intention to nabionalize
the canal., He promised compensation to the shareholders of
the Suez Canal Company but specified neither when the compen=-
sation would be made nor in what currency it would be peald,

Between 29 July and 2 August representatives of the Unite
ed Kingdom, France, and the United States met in London %o
discuss the matter. Believing that the Egyptian action
threatened the free use of the canal, they invited:sihe 81g-
natories of the Constantinople Convention of 1888 and other
nations which used the canal to a conference in London., Os-
tensibly, this conference was called Lo establish operating
arrangements under international control.

Before the conference could open, Nasser carried out his
threat and seized the canal and property of the Canal Company.
The United Kingdom and France refused to pay tolls to the
Egyptian authorities, and'with the assistance of the United
States’succeedad in freezing all Egyptian financial accounts

On this note the London Suez Conference, attended by
22 countries, opened on 16 August. Egypt did not attend, in-
sisting that the conference had no right to discuss the

status of territory, which was an integral part of a sovereign
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nation.2 Finland, offering no official explanation, did not
attend, théugh her Scandinavian neighbors did. It is possi-
ble that Finnish leaders saw a large power conflict develop=
ing and wanted no part of it.

The USSR, much to the delight of its new friend, announce
ed that it generally favored Egypbt's position, and that it
had strong reservations about the London Confaranc@.3 Eight-
een of the conferenees eventually agreed on a program which
was presented to the Egyptian govermment on 3 September., The
USSR, Indis, Ceylon and Indonesia did not endorse the prow-
posals; Had Finland attended she would indeed have been
placed in a Great Power conflict.

After considering the proposals, Egypt rejected them on
9 September and immediately issued proposals of her own, whigh
were turned down by a Second Suez Conference:as being too
arﬁbiguous.LL

On 12 September France and the United Kingdom informed

ZFrance and the United Kingdom did not dispute Egyptls
legal right to nationalize the property, though other canal
users did, The central problem concerned interpretation of
the Conver tion of 1888 which guaranteed open use of the canal
by all nstions. '

3Tn the summer of 1956 the United States rejected Nas-
ser's plea for aid to build the Aswan Dam and refused to sell
Egypt the arms she wanted, Nasser then turned to the USSk
and received both military and economic ald, a development
which caused no small amount of consternation in the URited
States,

uWth it became apparent that Egypt would reject the
proposals of the London Suez Cenference, which had already
adjourned, a second conference was called to consider further
action,




by

the United Nations Security Council that HEgypt had unilat-

erally abrogated existing treaties, and, in view of her con-
tinued refusal to negotiate on the basis of the London Confer-
ence Proposals, this constituted a manifest danger Lo peace
and security.

On 15 September, in a letter to the Security Council, the
USobx declared that the military threats and premarations of
Brance and the United Kingdom, made possible by the support
of the United States, were solely for the purpose of exerting
pressure on Egypt, and could only be regarded as an act of
aggression.5 The Ussn further condemmed the proposals of the
London Conference and stated that, in the opinion of the Sov-
iet Government, Egypt!s actions were entirely legal. The
Soviet Union also threatened to interyene with whabever force
was necessary if any power violated Egyptian sovaraignty.é

The situation was obviously ﬁecoming more complicated,
and sinceunegotiations oubtside the UN.had not produced a
workable solution, France and the United Kingdom formally re-
quested that the matter be brcﬁghﬁ before the Security Council.
Egypt countered this move, with Soviet backing, by submibting
her oﬁh request for a meeting to consider the Anglo-Erench
actions against her, The Securily Councll avoided taking

sides in the matter by including both items on the agenda.

United Nations, Security Council Documents (hereafter
cited as SCD), Security Council Official Records (hereafter
cited as SCOR), 1lth Year, Number S/36L5, p. 28.

6
SCD, SCOR, ¥i%h Year, Number S/36L5, p. 30.
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Finland had not taken a stand on the dispute during

the London Conference nﬁgotiabions,7 and since she was nob

on the Security Council she would not haﬁe to take a position
during the deliberations of that body. But a knowledge of

the proceedings of the Sécurity Council is nevertheless help-
ful in understanding Finlandl's future votes in the General
Assembly because the basic positions of both the USSR and the
Tnited States were stated clearly. It i1s reasonable to assume
that Finnish leaders studied carefully the actions of the Se-
curity Council and attempted to plot the course they would
take if called upon to express their nation's views.

From 26 September to 13 October the Security Council con-

sidered the question, and on the 13th unanimously approved
a resolution stipulating that any settlement of the Suez
question would have to meet the following r@quiraments:

(1) There should be free and open transit through the
canal without discrimination, overt or covert-this
covers both political and technical aspects;

(2) The Sovereignty of Egypt should be respected;

(3} ‘he operation of the canal should be insulated fron
the politics of any country;

(L) The manner of fixing tolls and charges should be
decided by agreement between Egypl and Gthe users;

(5) A fair proportion of the dues should be allotted
to development;

(6) 1In case of disputes, unresolvad affeairs between the

TFlnland’s only action was to attend a meeting in
Stockholm in September, at which the representatives of the
Scandinavian states urged that the dispute be handled by the

United Nstions, D, C, Watt, Documents, 37.
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Suez Canal Co. and the Egyptian Government
should be gettled by arbitration with suitable
terms of refereﬂge and‘suitable prov%sions for
the payment of sums found to be due.

Egypt accepted these requirements and from this date
until the end of October, negotiations to implement these
requirements were held bebween Egypt, United Kingdom, and
France. These negotiations came.to an abrupt halt on 29 Octo=-
ber, as the criéis entersd a new phase,

On this date the United States informed the Security
Council that Israel's army had attacked Egypt and had pene-
trated far into Egyptian territory. The United States re-
quested an immediate meeting to deal with this aggression.9

The Council concurred, and four meetings weré held bew
tween 30 October and 1 November, to which the representatives

of Israel-and Egypt were invited.lo

At the first meeting, the
United Stateéf'representative insisted that tbe‘Council act
on this breach of the peace, and order the Israell forces to
withdraw across the armistice lines established in 19&9.11
Israel defended her aftions, stating that they were in

retallation for Egyptian harassment in The form of Fedayeen

8SCD, SCOR, 11lth Year, Number S/3675, Resolubtions, D.7.
950D, SCOR, 11lth Year, Letters, S/3706.

5 1OSCD, SCOR, 1llth Year, Summary Records of Meetings TlL7-
750.

111n 1949, at the end of armed conflict between Lsrael

and the Arsb States, an armistice line was agreed upon by
both Israel and the Arab States and guaranteed by several
other nations.
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raids., Egypt stated, predictably, that this alibi was
comple%e nonsense, and that Israeli's actions constitubed

an unprovoked aggression.lz
In the next meeting France and United Kingdom stated

that the hostilities were endangering free passage through

the canal, and if Egypt and Israel did not disengage them-

- selves and withdréwvwithin 12 hours, British and French for-

ces would intervene$ in order to protect the rights of canal

users., In view of the short time limit, Egypt requested a

specilal evening meeting to con@lder both the act of aggres-
sion by Israel and the threat of force by France and the Unit-
éd Kingdom.l3
At this meeting both the United States and the USSR in-
troduced separate draft resolutions, both more or less modera-
tely worded, calling upon Israel to withdraw, Both resolu-
tions were voted ppon and both defeated by the negative
votes of I'rance %nd the United Kingdomw;u‘Without having f
accomplished%anything, the meeting adjourned until the next
afternoon. | | | ‘
At the naxtvmﬁeting (afternoon, 31 October) it was report-
ed that’France and the United ﬁingdam had begun bombing mili-
tary targets in Egypt, and thaf Egypt had closed the canal by

lZSCD, SCOR, 1lth Year, Summary Records of Meeting T7L8.

13SOD, SCOR, 1llth Year, Summary Records of Meetings TU9
and 750.

lLLSCD, 5C0R, 11th Year, Resolubions, (S/3710 and'8/3717.
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sinking ships in it. Developments had reached a crucial

point, and Yugoslavia proposed that since the Security

Councll could not act because of the velto power of France and

the United Kingdom, an emergency session of the General

15

Asgerbly should be called to handle the matter, The rep-
resentative of Yugoslavia invoked the Uniting for Peace
Resolution of the Korean Crisis, This procedural resolution
passed over the negative votes of the United Kingdom and
France, and the Secretary General swmoned the speclal ses-
sion‘lé

Prior to the convening of the First Emergency Special
Session, Finnish newspapers had for some time speculated
about the impact that United Nations Membership would have
on Finnish foreign policy. Most énvisioned no radical de=-
parture from the "Paasikivi Line,” though some hoped that a
modificabion which gave Finland a'greater degree of "true®
neubrality would be possible, Many also wrote that recent
events, such as the return of Porkkala, and Russials per-
mission to join the United Nations, heralded a new era of

freedom for Finland. And though difficulties in maintaine

lSIt is interesting that Yugoslavia should invoke the
"Uniting for Peace® resolution, in view of the Communist
position on this. event.

16SCD SCOR, 31L&k Fear; .Resolutions, S/3721, This
resolution ie also interesting because the Soviet Union
failed to vote against it. She was later to explain her
negative votes on the UNEF by insisting that the Assembly
had no power to create the force, yet it was that that was
the express purpose of calling a special session. ‘
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ing a neutral position would be encountered, the news-

papers reflected the opinion that Finland could live up %o
her pl@dges to both the Soviet Union and to the United
Nations.17
At the first meebting of the General Assembly the rep-
pesentative of the United States introduced a draflt resolu-
tion, which Finland found it poséible to vote for. In addi-
tion to inﬁroductery mateprial recognizing that Israel, France

and the Ullited Kingdom were guilty of aggression, the reso-

lution provided ﬁhat the General Assembly would: (1) urge

that all parties engaged in hostilities in the area agrée to
s ceasefire and halt the movement of forces and arma; (2)
urge the parties to the Armistice Agreements to withdraw be-

hind the armistice 1ines, (3) appeal %o other stalbes not to
delay the implementation of the resolution, (l.) urge that as
soon aslthe cease-Fire was effective, the Suez Canal should
be reopened, (5) ask the Secretary General to observe the conm-
pliance with the resolution and to report to the United Na-
tions. This resolution reached a vote early on 2 November,
and was adopted by a vote of 6l to 5 with 6 sbstentions. Mr.

Gripenberg, the Finnish representative, could vote affirma-

tively because the proposal was supported not only by a great

majority, but also by both the United States and the USSR.18

Y gent Forster, "Finland in the United Nations,"” Journal
of Central Eurcpean Affairs, v. 21, 1962, p. L66, :

18United Nations, General Assembly, Official Records,
(hereafter cited as GAOR), 1st Emergency Session, Annexes,
Resolution 997 (Eo-1j). :
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In the meeting of 3 November the Secretary-General
reported, as he was asked to do by Hesolution 997, that
Egypt and Israel had both agreed to The cease-~fire on the
condition that all other parties did so also, But the Unit-
ed Kingdom and France declared that they would not stop their
actions until Israel and Egypt agraéd to accept a United
Nations force to keep the peace.19

On li November the Assembly considered and adopted two
proposals~one submitted by 19 non-aligned countries, the
other by Canada~both intended to implement the résolution of
é November., The 19-Power draft resolution was redlly just
a more strongly-worded edition of Resolution 997, but the
Canadian proposal called upon the Secrebary General to sub-
mit a plan for a United Nations military force,

For reasons that are not clear, Finland joined the
o%her Seandinavian countries in abstaining on the 19-Power
resolution though both the United States and the USSR voted
affirmatively. And on the Canadian resolution, which called
upon the Secretary General to set up a military force, Fin-
1land and the other Scandinavian countries voted affirmatively
while the Communist bloc abstained, Both proposals were pass-
ed by overwhelming majorities, On both resolutions Pine
land!s votes were different than those of the Soviet Union,
but neither of the resolutions affected Russiatls vital in-

terests, And on one of them Finland voted contrary to both

19GA®R, 1st Emergency Session, Annexes, Agenda Itenm 5,
No. A/3267. ‘
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the United States and the USSR, which seemed to indicate a
substantial degree of neutrality.zo

The Secretary Genersal had anticipated the request or
the Canadian resolution and had already prepared a plan for
the proposed force which he presented immediately., Next day,
5 November, Canada, Norway and Columbia submitted jointly a
resolution establishing a United Nations Command and authoriz-
ingthe Canadian Major Ceneral Es L. Burns of the United Na-
tions Truce Supervision Organization to begin recruitment of
officers. PFinland continued to support the force and voted
affirmatively, along with the United States. Though Russia
ebstained, it can not be said that this was a direct confron-
tation, since Finland!s vote merely indicated she was in
favor of an sction of which the Soviet Union did not approve.
This Finnish supported resolution asked the Secretary General
to take the proper steps to set up the force and urged him
to report back as soon as possible.21 Late on i November he
asked several representatives, including that of Finland,
if their governments would be willing to participate in such
a force., He received his first answer the next morning, It
read as follows: |

I have the honor to inform you that immediately after

our conversation yesterday regarding Finnish assistance

in the setting up of an emergency international United

ZOGAOR,‘lst Emergency Session, Annexes, Resolutions 998
and 999 (ES-I), '

21GAOR, l1st Emergency Session, Annexes, Resolubion 1000
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Nations force 1 contacted my government. This

morning I received a communication from the Finnish

Ministry of Foreign Affairs stating that my Government

in principle gladly agree to your suggestion. They

would thus be willing to authorize and facilitate re-

cruitment on a voluntary basis of Finnish military

personnel for such & command and preferably for a unitb

consisting of troops from the Northern Countries of

Europe., 20

(Signed) G. A. Gripenberg

After hearing the report of the Secretary General, in
which the above letter was included, the General Assembly
considered a propoSal offered by seven members, among thenm
Denmark and Sweden. In essence, the resolution was a reaffir-
mation of the various resolutions passed previously, but ine
cluded more specific instructions in regard to the organiza-
tion, administration, and duties of the Emergency force., This
resolution was only slightly different than the resolution
proposed by Canada, Norway, and Columbia, and predictably,
the voting pattern was similar, Finland, 8%till on an inde-
pendent note, voted with the United States in favor of the
neasure, whlle the USSR and her satellites again abstained.zs

In & situation which d4id not really involve a Great
Power conflict, Finland voted affinmatively.with both the
USSR and the United States on a resolution which expressly
condermed Israel and called upon France and the United Kinge-

dom to get out of Egypt.

ZzGAOR, 1lst Emergency Session, Memeographed documents,
No. A/3302/Add.1.

ZBGAOR, lst Emergency Session, Annexes, Resolutlon 1001
(Bs=L).

24&AOR, 1st Emergency Session, Plenary Metting 572.
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Outéide the Emergency Sesslon there was considerable
gctivity resulting directly from The Session's accomplishe
ments, Immediately after Resolutions 1000 (BS-I) and 1001
 (BES-I)had been passed, the Secretary General approached the
Government of Egypt aboutb éllowing the force on her soil.
After consultations in which the Secretary General clarified
the objectives of the force, Egypt consented and récommend&d
that the Torces be transferred to Egypt at once‘zs'

Irmediately it became apparent that Finland?!s offer of

help, along with 23 other offers would be accepted. The orig-

inal answers were rather nebulous so the Secretary General
asked these 2l nations to clarify at once the size and type
of military assistance they were prepared to put at the
forces! disposal, Finland answered:

Upon instructions received and with reference to my
letter of the 5th inst. I have the honor bto inform you
that the Pirmish Government will put a contlngent of!
some 250 men at the disposal of the United Nations
international Emergency Force in pursuance of Resolu~
v tions 998 (Es-I) and 1000 (Es-I), adopted by the Gen-
eral Assembly on lp and 5 November, I am to add that
it is the understanding of my government bthat the
Emergency Force will not be used for any other object-
ive than the one set out in the above mentioned resolu-
tions, that the Finnish unit will not be stationed in
' foreign territory without the permission of the State
concerned, that the question of the costs for the unit
will be subject to an agreement between the Finnish
Goverrment and the United Nations., My CGovernment also
understands that the assignment of the Finnish unit
will be Ffor a limited time only and therefore deter-
mined exclusively by the needs arising out of the pres-
ent conflict in the area in question.
(signed) G. A. Gripenberg

ég&éOR, 11th Regular Session, Annexes, A/3375, Agenda
Item 66, p. 2. . )

zéGAOR, 11th Session, Annexes, A/3302/Add. 21, Agenda
Iter 66, DPe Lo ,
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The letter has been quoted in its entirety for two
re&sons; Firstly, of all the letters received by the Sec-
retary General concerning the UNEF, this was the only one -
which qualified its offer of a contingent to the UNunF,
Secondly, the last two paragraphs expressed very nicely tThe
caution with which Finland has had Lo exercise her foreign
policy, and is representative of her stand in the United
Nation,

General Burns met with the Secretary General several
times to explain the tactical needs of the proposed forcé.
Eventually the offers of 10 states were accepted, while the!
offers of the other 1l states were kept in reserve, Logis-
tical support was offered by the United otates, Switzerland,
and Italy, which facilitated the transport of the troops to
Egypt. The first contingent of the UNEF arrived in Egypt
on 15 November, By the end of the month fhere were 3000umen
in BEgypt, and the force had reached its full strength of
6000 men by 1 Februafy.27

As more and mar e men arrived the UNEF could gradually
carry out the task for which it was created, On 21 November
there were enough troops to move from their base across the
cease-Pire line into Port Said, Oun 30 November they had
crossed the Suez Canal:oand in a few days had taken up posi-

tions between Israeli and Egyptian lines, The Force super-

2TaAOR, 11th Sesaion, Annexes, A/3302/Add.1-30 and
Add, li/Rev. 1, Agenda Item 66.
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vised the exchange of civilian intermees between Egypt
end the United Kingdom, effected the exchange of Israell
and Egyptian prisoners of war, and assumed control of'

area as the Anglo~French forces withdrew.28

By 22 December the Anglo-French military force had S

completely withdrawn from Egypt and the Israeli forces

were gradually withdrawing. Without question,'the UNEF
bhad succeeded in restofing the peace to the area and in
separating the Israeli and Egyptian armi&s. It had es-
tablished a buffer zone, and it could be said that it was
accomplishing its raission.29 |
Throughéut this period the troops of Finland contrib-

uted as much as those of.any nation, This is an example of!
what Finland in har restricted g@o—political position could
sccomplish in the arena of inbernational politics, That
Pinnish soldiers could take an actlve part in a project
of which the Soviet Ehion.disapprcved indicated that #ine
land had added a new dimenéion to her éautious,for@ign
policye.

‘EV@n considering the establishment of relative peace
in the areé, the question of the Suez and the UNEF was by no
meansg settled, for now began the squabble over the financ-

ing of the operation. The Secretary'General, in a report of

EBGAOR, 11th Session, Annexes, A/338L and Add. 122,
Agenda Item 66, ‘

291pid.




26
21 November, discussed the financial and administrative
arrangements for the force, IHe ouﬁlined the provisiohal
arrangements that had been made concerning the Chief of
Command, personnel, and logistics, and he acknéwledged his
own aubhority for all administrabive and financial arrange-
nent s for'the force, including agreements with Govermments
concer ning troops and éuppli@s. He also prépésed specific
measures for financing the force,-" .

Finlandta position on the fih&ncing of the force had
been made clear in previous stabements by Gripenberg., In
line with her attitude on the.whol@‘crisis she chose not to
gplit halirs over who th@‘aggrassdr had been, bubt instead she
acceptbed the thesls that responsibility for world peace
- rested on all United Natilons memb@rs; and therefore the costs
of the force should be shared by all mﬂmbars._

A few days later the Gén&ral Assembly ddopted the draflt
resolution submitted by the Secretary General which establish-
ed temporary financing for the Force. Finland was among the
52 nations voting for the resolutlon, while the nine Communist-

31

bloc countries voted against the measure. Thirteen nations
abstained., This bill (i) authorized the Secretaﬁy General to
establish a UNEF Special Account, with funds outside the reg-

ular United Nations Budget; (@) established the account in

301p14., A/3383.

3lOnl;y at this point did the USSH introduce her argument
that the General Assembly had no power to set up a military
force.
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the smount of $10 million; (3) suthorized the Secretary Gen-

eral to establish rules and procedures for the account and to

advance from the working capital of the General Assembly such
funds as were immediately needed; and (L) requested the Sth
Committee (Budgetary) to mske further arrangements for finan-
cing the UNEF and report back to the General Asseﬁbly.Ba
the question was duly considered by the 5th Comrmittee
in many meetings extending over several weéks. Many proposals
for financing were offered, among them the familiar Soviet
proposal that the United Kingdom, France, and Israel should
foot the bill since they were the aggressors, and another that
since the force was voluntary the contribﬁting nations should
pay their own expenses. The opinionvof the Secrebary General
and 2 majority of the nations was that in view of the fact
that the UNEF was organized by the Assembly independent of
the policies of any one nation the expenses should be shared
on the basis of the regular 1957 scale of ass&ssm@nts.33
'During this debate the representative of Finland, made
a lengthy speech which while presenting Finland!s views, was
also represenbative of all the nations participating in the
UNEF, and expressed the opinion of the majority of the Gener-
21 Assembly. She pointed out that Finland was among those

actively engaged in the Force. A special meeting of the.

ﬁgGAOR, 11th Ses&ion, Annexes, Resolubtion 1122 (XI).

33GAOR, 11th Session, Summary Records, 5th Committee,
Condensed from meebings 538, 540, 5L1, Shli-it7, 553, 555, 557.
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Pinnish Perliament had passed a special law authorizing the
use of Fimmish troops for that purpose, all at a financial
cost. She expressed approval of the principle of éh@ UNEF
but requested further clarification of thewapportiénment of
the costs. She poinbted out that all the nations conbributing
troops were small, and it would be unjust if these nations
had to bear the finsncial burden alone. She endorsed the
Secretary Genefal's'proposal that the expenses of the Force
should be borne by the.Uhited Nations.Bu

At the end of the debate the #ifth Committee arrived
at a resolutioﬂ which was proposed to the General Assembly |
in plenary session on 21 December, The draft_resolutions
proposed that (1) fho expenses of the UNEF be apportioned &
among the mewber states to the extent of $10 million in accor-
dance with the 1957 scale of aasessm@nts;‘(Z) the decision
would notAprejudioe further apporbtionment of expenses; (3) a
committee of 9 nabtions examine the question of apportionment
and report as soon as possible. The resolution was adopﬁed
by a vote of 62 to 8 with seven sbstentions. Predictably
Tinland voted affirmatively; the Communist-bloc voted against
the m@asuresBS

‘During the next two months the administrative arrange-

nents for the UNEF were more fully developed by ﬁhe Secretary

3sp0R, 11th Session, Swmmary Records, 5th Committee,
Meeting Shli. .
BSGAOR, 11th Session, Annexes, Resolution 1089(XI).
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General in agreement with the nations concerned. The com=
mittee established by Resolution 1089 (XI) to deal with the
finencing problem was also working on a proposal, After
being spproved by the Special Gommittee; and then the 5th
Commiit@e as a whole, the proposal was adopted, and the fe-
port requested by Resolution 1089 was presented to the Gen-
eral Assembly in FPlenary Session.36

The draft resolution presented by the Eth Committee pro-
posed.to authorize the Sscretary General to spend up to $lé.
5 million, invite member states to meke voluntary contribue-
tion, authorize the Secretary General Lo take any steps nec-
essary to gelt the necessary capital pending receipt of con-
tributions, and to place the budget item on the agenda of
the General Assembly session.37 As might be expected, ﬁhe
USSR and her allies voted against the measure, while almost
all the other nations, inecluding Finland, voted for it.

While the financial question was being studied, other
resolutions concerning the crisis were also considered, Four
of these deserve to be mentioned, none of which involved a
dirac#'Fihnish&Soviet confrontation., OH 2l November, a reso-
litiesh was submitbted which requested Israel, the United
Kingdom, and France to comply immediately with previous

resolutions, and castigated these three nations for having

36GAOR, 11th Session, Annexé&, A/3560/Add.1, Agenda Iten

66, 37

GAOR, llth Session, Annexes, Resolution 1090 (X1).
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failed to do so previously. The resolubtion was adopted by
a vote of 63 to 5, with 10 abstentions, Finland, and the
United States voted with the majority, as did the USSR and
Bastern European nations.BB

on 19 January and 2 Febzvusry, 1957, similar measures
were proposed to the Assembly, and the result in both cases
was adoption by large majorities (74*2)039 Also on 2 Feb=-

o

ruary, a resolution which called upon Egypt and Israel to
regpect previous agreements and proposed speclial measures to
be taken by UNEF to carry out its goals was voted on and pass-
ed, Finland vobted affirmatively and the USSR abstain@d.uO
The work of the 1lth Session on this matter was consid-

ered completed and the Session adjourned soon after. From
this point on the deliberations of the General Assembly in
regard to the UNEF were largely of a financial nature., A4
short swmary of the accomplishments of these sessions fol-
lows, |

| In the 12th Regular Session of the General Assembly,
the Secrebary General submitbed a report on the developments
of the Middie Bastern situation since the 1lth Session had
» a&journed in March., This report, given on 9 October, 1957,
appraised the functions»of the UNEF and raised the problemn

28

<iIbid., Resolution 1120 (XI).

39The Tnited Kingdom and France were not censured in this
Resolution because they had completed their withdrawal.

h0sa0R, 11th Session, Annexes, Resolutions 1123 (XI) and
112l (X1).
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of financing. The report described the tactical success
of the UNEF in keeping the peace, but emphasized That the
- expense was greaber than expected, It was obvious that the
General Assembly would have to appropriate additional funds
if the force were bo conbinne.ul

The USSR and her allies continued to oppose any solu-
tion which would apportion the expenses over bhe whole Assen-
bly memb@rship. They retained their original opinion that
France, the United Kingdom and Israel should bear the costs
because they were the aggre:ssm:*sz‘.)'L

Finland also maintained her position on the matter and

to that end co-sponsored a draft resolution which (1)approved

the report of Secretary General in regard to financing; (2)
approved those secblons of the report which authorized the
Secretary CGeneral to reimburse the contribution countries

for any extra costs up to the end of 1957 and beyond; (3)
decided that the costs of UNEF should “be borne by Members

of the United Nations in accordance with the secales of assess-
ments...for 1957 and :L95’8;‘i (i) asked the 5th Committee to
‘examine the question furthér;hs The resolubtlon was adopted
by a vote of 51 to 11 with 19 abstentions, Finland voted for

the measure while the Commmmnist bloc voted solidly against
16

ulGAOR, 12th Session, Annexes, A/369l., Agenda Item 635,
h21piq,

A3S@e,Forster for different inbterpretation.

uuGﬁOR, 12th Session, Annexes, Resolution 1151 (XII).
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The Sth Cormitbtee did examine and discuss the mab-
ter further and the Finnish representative gave a short
speech in the meeting of 6 December, 1957, He pointed out
that almost all costs incurred by the Fimnish conbingent
of the UNEF were "extra costs® to the Finnish government,
The "Finnish unit>was créated'solely for the purpose of the
UNEs'* and if "Finland had not been asked to put a contin-
gent at the diSposal of the UNEF, none of the members of
the contingent would have received any pay.” He referwed
to paragraph 2 of Resolution 1151 which stated that the UN
should reimburse participating governments first,hs

Though this question was to be discussed at each of
the next Five sessions, the patterns of debate and the vot-
ing results of each session were almmst identical with the
12th Session.

At each session a representative of Finland spoke
either in plenary $®ssion or in the 5th Commititee, reitera-
ting essentially the established Fimnnish position., At each
session thé budget for the UNEF was debated and eventually
approved by voting margins similar to that of Resolution
1151 (XIL). Finland always voted affirmabively and the USSR

always voted negativaly.ué

a1
~v

hEGﬁOR 12th Session, Swmary Records, 5th Commlttee,
639th Mbetlng, Speech by Mr. Tuominen, p. 215.

6GAOR, 13th Session, Annexes, Resolublon 1263(X11T)
13th Session, Annexes, Resolubtion 1337(XIII)
1lith Session, Annexes, Resolution Lil1(XIV)
15th Session, Annexes, Resolution 1575(XV)
16th Session, Annexes, Resolubion 1773(XVI)
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Finland took her place in the United Nations on the
same day that she cast her first vote, The summons to
attend the 1zt Emergency Session came unexpectedly, and
there was no time to prepare a detalled program on the
Suez issue, This may have been the reason why the Fin-
nish votes during the first few days appeared to reflect
Finlandl's conscience more that political prudence, For
those Finns who opposed the cautious "Paasikivi Line,"
thase.votes seemed to herald a new era of unfettered neutral-
ity. And indeed, if only the votes on the Suez Crisis were
tb be considered, one would be hard pressed to find any evi-
dencé of Finland being influencéd by the position of the Sov-
iet Union. But these votes are not representative when one
considers Finland's hundreds of other votes on dozens of sub-
sequent issues,

‘More importantly, it should be emphasized that none of
"the votes on the Suez Crisis contained en sxpress conderma-
tion of the Soviet Union or her policles, When Finland's
votés opposed those of the Soviet Union, they generally indi-
cated that Finland did not endorse a particular solution pro=-
posed by the Soviet Union,

| Considering the realities of her geographic and pollitil-

cal situation, Finland'!s voting record on the Suez Crisis
was understandable, even admirabléy Hven more deserving ol
praise was Finland's decision to participate in the peace-

keeping force'sent to the Near Bast, and her determination

to keep her contingent there despite the financial burden.
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On this question, Finland did all that she reasonably

could to maintaln peace and reduce bensions.

3




CHAPTER II

The Humgarian Question

Four days after casting their first Uﬁit@d Nations vete
at the Emergency Session, Finnish f@?resenbativws faced prob-
lems of an entirely differenﬁ nature. Ne longer was it mere-
ly a matter of endorsing a pesition the Soviet Union disap-
proved; inveolved new was & direct condemnation of the
actions of Finland's neighber te the east,

As In the case of the Suez Crisis, Finland was net dif
rectly invelved unmbil the summoning of an Emergency Sessien.
But alse as in the case ef that crisis, much had eccurred in
the General Assembly and which clarifisd the poesitiens of the
principal powers. Finland paid close attention te these de-
velepments and a brief summary ef Security Council actiens
1s necessary for a full umderstanding of Pinland's subsequent
vetes,

’0n 27 October, 1956, France, the United Kingdom, and the
United States formally asked that‘the Security Council meet te
consider the situation in Hungary, because foreign military
forces were vialently repressing the rights of the Humgarian

peeple. The USSR categorically epposed censideration of the

35
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problem stating that it was solely a domestic affair of the

Hungarian Government, Here, within the first two speeches
wag revealed an unreconciliable difference between the Weste
ern Powers and the Soviet Union. On 28 08tober the Council,
still seized by the Suez Crisis, voted to include the question
"The Situation in Hungary" in its aganda."The vote was 9 o
1 (USSR), while iugoslavia;gbstaincd.l

The Council met feurftimas between 28 October and li Nov-
ember, 1956 to consider the problem. It immediately became:
evident that Security Coumcil\wouldfbé able to take no effec=-
tive action due to the febo power of the Soviet Union. The
meetings consisted almost exclusively of exchanges of invecw
tive between the Western d@l@gates«and those;of the Soviet
Union, but it was not until L Novemher that the United States
presented a resolution invoking the "Uniting for Peace®
resolution to call a second Emsrgency Speclal Session.2

Finland was rapidly approaching a profound:dilemma, for
while the thgarian problem contained elements of much great-
er danger to the individusl Finn, he nevertheless was much
more,likely to take a strong position on this iSsue than on
the Suez Crisis, The largest Finnish newspaper, Helsingin
Sanomat, accurately reflected the opinion of most Finns, when
it printed: "The sympathy of the world is on the side of

those who suffer and who are victims of bloodshed in Hungary,"

sop, sCOR, PLEHADY Meetings, 1lth Year, Meeting TLO.

2
' Ibid., Meeting 750,
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The article continued to point out that Soviet intervention
was obvious and that the United Nations should do something
about it.3

Within a few days a Hungarian relief program had been
organized and within a week individual Finns had contributed
18,000,000 Finnmerks, as well as clothes, food, and medicine,
This relief program was not officially supported by the Fine-
nish government, bubt nevertheless indicated where the sympa-
thy of the Finnish people laycu

But it soon became evident that the Finnish government
could not reflect the opinion of the Finnish people., The
first resolution was presented to the General Assembly by the
representative of the United States and contained the follow-
ing; a condemnation of the use of Soviet military force in
Hungary, a demand that the Soviet Union cease its attack on
angaryland withdraw its forces from Hungary without delay,
a demend that Hungary parmitlUN observers to enter her terri-
tory and travel freely therein, ané a request that all mem-
‘bers of the United Nations give humanitariasn aid to the Hun-
garian people, To vote in favor of this resolution would
have invited the hostility of the USSR, as well as the indig-
nation of the Finnish Communist Party, and a vote against it
would have been contrary to the wishes of the great majority

of Finns. Confronted with this dilemmsa the Finnish delegate

3Quoted by Forster’, p. L6T.

qlbid.

So——————
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abstained from voting, as did fourteen other nations, while

50 étates voted affirmatively and the Soviet bloc of eight
voted against the resolutien.5
This vote triggered immediate reaction from the whple
spectrum of Finnish press, and the editorials reflected,posi-
tions from complete approval to vehement disapproval, Some
people were confused at the difference between this vote and

the votes on the Suez Crisis, while others professed to un-

derstand the need for caution on the Hungarian problem., It

- was repeatedly emphasized by Finnish papers that Finnish

sympathies were unquestionably with the unfortunate Hungar-
6

ians,

Though the above vote caused much discussion in Finland,

it was not near as difficult a degision as confronted the yinns

Finng five days later on 9 Névember. Three separate reéolu—
tions were introduced on that date, each containing a differ-
ent degree of condemnation of the USSR, ‘A clapification of
Finland!s position was unavoidable. The first, Resolution
1005 (&S~II1), was presented by Cuba, Ireland, Italy, Paﬁis-”
tan and Peru and contained several paragraphs which either
identified the USSR as an aggressor or called upon the Sovie
ets to cooperate with the UN, and was by far the most strong-

1y worded proposal.7

5GAOR, 2nd Emergency Session, Plenary Sessions, Summary
Records, p. 20.

6Forster, Pe 468,

7GAOR, 2nd Emergency Session, Annex, p. 0.
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The United States introduced the second resolution which,

though not as demanding as the Five Power resolution, singled
out the Soviet Union for condemmation in five of the seven
paragraphs contained in the :éésolution.8 The third resolu-
tion of the day was proposed by Austria, and though it acknow-
ledged the suffering of the Hungarians, it did not assess res-
ponsibility for the suffering. This resolution further cal-

led upon all member states to render humanitarian aid to the
9 =

&

Hungarisn people,
' With all three of these resolutions before the Assembly

and the vote imminent on all ofvthem, meny representatives

rose to explain their nationts p031t10ns on the resolubions.,.
After hearing most of these explanatlans, thb Finnish repre-
sentative made the following statement'

The Finnish delegation will abstain from the vote on the
five~power draft resolution calling for Russian withe
drawal and free elections only because-.we do not find
it possible to associate ourselves with the. formulation
of some of the paragraphs of the draft:resolution. We
shall vote in favor of the draft resolution presented N
by Austria, In this connection, we sh@uld like to em- ' |
phasize Finlandt!s fervent hope that Hungary and the

Soviet Union will be able to agree on the.withdrawal of

Soviét troops from Hungery and on the safeguarding of

the fundamental human rights of the Hungarian people, y
in a way corresponding to the traditions of freedom 10

which have existed in that country for many centuries,

As indicated, Finland voted affirmatively on the Austri-

BGAOR, 2nd Emergency Session, Annex, Pe Te.
91pid.

lOGAOR, 2nd Emergency Session, Pienary Sessions, Summary
Records, Pe 660 -
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an resolution, which was adopted by a largd @ajority.

On the five-Power resclution, Finland abstained, as‘
indicated in Gripenberg!s speech, but not beforé a separate
vote on each of the paragraphs, Thé records ﬁhich show the
paragraphs Finland voted for provide sgditional information
as to Finland's precide position,

The first paragraph, which contained the phrase: *“the
violent repression by the Soviet forces of the efforts of
thg Hunggrian_people to achieve freedom,"” received 50 affir-
mative votes and nine negative notes, but Finland, becaus;%
of the direct condemnation of the USSR, abstained with fif=-
teen-other states,

The second, which expressed approval of Hungary'!s strug-
gle for freedom and independence, received Finlandl!s affir-
mative vote, though the Soviet bloc voted solidly against %
18,12 | v

The third and fourth paragraphs of the preamble, as well
as the first, third and fourth operative paragraphs all con-
tained statements with which Finland found it prudent not to
assoclate herself.l3

But on the last paragraph of the preamble: “Considering

that the immediate withdrawal Qf the Soviet forces from Hun-

garian territory is necessary,é Finland voted affirmatively,

l1pid., pe 77

12
Ibid.

131pid., p. 78 and 79.
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as well as on the second eperative paragreph which asked that

1k

free elections be held under United Nation auspices.

The speech abeve was queted at lehgth because it rep-
resents the stand that Finland would take not only on the
Hungarian question, but on almost all maj@f problems com-
fronting the United Nationé for severdal years. On the one
hand the Finns identify with the cause of freedgm, national
independence, and demecracy and on the other they refrain
from an open condemnation of the Soviet Union. But this
speech could have cmtained a comment about the pending
United States resolution which 1t did not.

This resolution, as mentioned abeve, contained previs-
ionsg such as:? v

Considering that the military aubthoerities of the USSR

are interfering with the distribution of feod, medical

supplies urgently needed by the Civilian population in

Hungary: ’ ' '

1. Calls upen the USSR to cease immedlately actiens
against the Hungarian pepulation... ’

2. Calls upon the Hungarian authorities te facilita-
te, and the USSR not to interfere with (humanitarian
assistance) and te cooperate fully with the United

Nation... i o ’

Considering that, as a result of the harS%Sand repres-
sive action of the Soviet armed ferces...

One weuld think,that im view of Finland's pesition on the
other two resolutions a resolution such as this could net re=-
ceive Finland's veote. But it did indeed receive Finland's sup-

port without qualification or explanation.Finland voted affirma-
1l

Ibide, pP. 99

GAOR, 2nd BEmergency Session, Annex, P« Te




L2

tively with 52 other states, the Communist bloc voted
ageinst it, and 13 countries abstainedtlé

On 10 November, the day after the votes on the three
resolutions treated irmediately above, the United States
resolution which requested inclusion of the Hungerian ques-
tion on the agenda of the 1llth Regular Session was presented,
Despite vehement Hungarian and Soviet protests Pinland voted
for the resolution which was passed by a majority 53 to 9,

with eight abstentions.l7

Of the twelve votes which conpained material critical
of the USSR or which the USSR oppésed on 9 and 10 November,
Finland abstained on exsctlyyhalf. The other six, some of
which contained express condemmations of the USSR, all re-—
ceived Finland’s vote, and Finland did.not once support the
Soviet Union.

As the voting record reflected political prudence rath-
er than moral convictions, the Finnish position inevitably
drew criticism at home and abroad. On the one hand the Com-
munists thought it deplorable that Fintand had voted for meas-
ures which condemmed the Soviet Union, while on the other ex-
trene, ﬁhe right wing press considered Finland!s actions much
too conciliatory to the USSR. Between these positions were
several newspapers which noted the dilemma of the Finnish

delegation and generally supported the decisions of the dele~-

16GAOR, 2nd Emergency Session, Plenary Sessions, p. 80.
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gation. The hope was expressed that Finland would not be
placed in such a difficult situation in thevfuture.l8

But their hopes were in vain for the Soviet Union
attempted to prevent the inclusion of the Hungarian Question
on the agenda of th@ Eleventh Regular Session., As might be
expected, the United Stateg and most of the other members of
the UN were in favor of considering the matter., In the end,
Pinland voted with the majority of 62 for inclusion, while the
Soviet Union voted against it.19

A situation similer to that of 9 November confronted the
Finnish delegation on 21 November. On this occasion there
were again three resolutions before the General Azsembly,
and as on the 9th there was the choice between a strongly
worded resolution and a mildly stated resolution.

A Cuban resolution accused the Soviet Union and present
government of Hungary of genocide and of mass deportations
of Hungerian citizens, and included the familiar demand that
Soviet forces be withdrawn from Hungary and UN observers be
allowed to enter Hungarian t@rritory.zo

‘Another resolution, submitted by Ceylon, India and Indon-

esia,used phrases like: “certain Member States"™ instead of

"Hungary and the USSR* and urged that UN observers be allowed

18Forster, p. 476,

193a0R, 11lth Session, Plenary Meetings I, P. 23..

ZOGAQR, 11th Session, Annexes, A/3357/Rev. 2, Agenda
Item 67, pP. 6.
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to enter Hungary to ascertain whether deportations had been

taking place.al

The third was presented by Denmark, Argentina, Belgium
and the United States and was chiefly an appeal for humani-
tarian assistance to the Hungariasn people. As in the Austri-
an resolution of 9 November no responsibility for causing the

22 Hungary was sbtill une

Hmgarian suffering was assessed,
happy, though, and proposed a series of amendments to the
resolution, 21l of which tended to make the Hungerian govern-
ment appear blamgless.23 ' |
Each of the thgarian“amsndmﬁnﬁs was voted on separate-
1y and each was defeated in turn. Finkand veted against all
of them, thereby taking a stand against a proposal that ﬁh@
Soviet Union, for‘all praotical~purposes, had au‘cho:r'od..elL
After the amendments had been defeated the vote on the origi-
nal resolution was btaken and Finland joined 68 other nationé
to pass it, while only the Soviet bloc plus Sudan failed to
vote affirmatively. H&re; on essentially one issue, there

were five Finnish votes which countered those of the Soviet

Uhion.25
On the Cuban resolution Finland abstained because of the

language of the draft, but it was carried by a vote of 55 to

2l1pid., A/3368/Rev. 3, D. B.

21pid,, A/l pe 12,

231pid., A/221h, p. 12.

ZAGAOR, 11th Session, Plenary Meetings I, p. 194,
25_1_@_5.3., P. 195.
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10 with 1b abstentions.26

But on the three-Power drafit,
which implicitly criticized Hungary and the USSR, Finland
voted affirmatively with a large majority while the Warsaw
Pact Countries voted against it.27
Again, the result of Finland!as treading of the tight-
rope in regard to measures inimical to the well-being of
the Soviet Union, was an uproar in the Finnish Press, And,
again as on 9 November, the Finnish delegation was criticiz-
ed by the Commmmists as being snti-Russian, while other pa-
pers were aroused at Finlandfs failure to censure the depor-
tations of Hungarien citizens, Again, the hope was expressw
ed thaet Finland would not have to face another situation like
this one.28
Finland!'s reply to the request for humaenitarian aid
(contained in A/337l) is instructive when considered with
those of other nations., Finland's reply, in part, was:
All relief supplies from Finland to the people of Hune
gary will be given through the International Red Cross.
the total conbribution from Finland is estimated at
about 130 million marks, So far...(assistance)...has
been delivered in accordance with the instructions of
the Red Cross Co-ordinabting Cormittee in Vienna. Aéé
further aid will be given through the same channel,
On the surface this answer is not particularly note=-

worthy, but when compared to the replies of most of the non-

261p1d,, p. 187

ZTIbid. 2 p' 188.

25Forster, Pe 471,

agGAOR, 11th Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 67, p. 18.
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Communist world, a distincet variance is obvious. Other
western nations offered to take Hungarian refugees; Finland
did not. Other western nations included a condemnation of °
the Soviet Union in their replies; Finland did not, Almost
all other western nétions gave money through a UN agency;
Finland did not. In summary, though expressing their sympa-
‘thy with the Hungarian rebels, the Finnish government was
csreful to avoid ascribing political motive to their offer
of hdlp.Bo

Not until li December 1956 did another vote on tk® Hun-
garian question confront the Finnish delegates., On this date
a draft resolution submitted by 1l Powers was brought to the
floor of’thﬁ Assembly., This measure censured the Soviet
Union and Hungary in varying degrees in every paragraph and
ordered the Secretary General Lo arrange to dispatch observers
to Hungary., In the face of wording such as this Finland
found it prudent to abstain, while 5l affirmative votes buried
the negative votes of the Eastern European bloc.31

On 12 December a similar resclution was submitted by 20
Western Powers which Finland found impossible to support.
Like the 1llj-Power resolution, this one passed by a large
majority as the Communist countries voted negatively., The
wording of this resolution was very similar to that of Resolu-

tions 1004 (EB=~1I) and 1005 (ES~IL) and Finland abstained on

SOIbid..’ pg l).}.-zll_.
31GAOR, 11lth Sesgion, Pienary Meetings I, p. 527.




this resclution as she had on the forementioned two.32

The last resolution concerning the Hungarisn gquestion
to be considered at the Eleventh Regular Session of the Gen-
efal Assembly reached a vote on 10 January'l957. It was spon=-
sored by 2l nations, most of them Western, and reflected the
free world's opinion of the events in Hungary. It contained,
in addition %o the usual condemnation of Hungary and the USSR,
a provision which established a committee of Australia,
Ceylon, Denmark, Tunisia and Uruguay to investigate the sit-
nation and keep the Uliited Nations informed accordingly.
The delegation of Finland found it necessary to abstain on
this vote, presumably because of the phrase: ¥#situation
created by the intervention of the USSR, through its use of
armed force, in the internal affairs of Hungary..." and as on
many previou§ occasions, this resoliition passed by'a vote of
59 to 8 with 10 abstentions,>- |

In the Session of the General Assembly which has been
labelled Y1lth Session Resumed! and was held in the aubtum of
1957, only one controversial resolution was passed, It was
preposgd by 37 powers and was based on the report of thg‘
Special Committee on Hungary. This report was a "scathing in-
dictment® of Soviet activities in Hungary and the resolution

reflected this indictment., For Finland to vote for this mea-

BZGﬂOR, 11lth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 67, p. 27,

A/3LL.36/Rev. 2.
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sure would have been far more of a provocation than a POSim
tive vote on most of the resolutions of the llth Session.

But in spite of this severe criticism of the USSR, only the
Soviet bloc voted negatively, and only eight‘joined.Finiand's
abstention, while 60 ﬁaﬁiens voted condemnation on the Sove
iet Union and the Hungarian,ﬁovsrnment.Bu,

Consideration of the question in the 1l2th Regular Ses-
sion was brief, and produced no important votes, ard the 13th
Regular Session produced only one. This resolution, intro-
duced by the same countries that authored the Resolution of
the 1lth Session(Resumed), was not so harshly worded but still
openly condemned the Soviet Union and the Hungarian Govermment,
In addition it denounced the execution of Imre Nagy and Pal
Maleter, As previously, the only negative votes came fronm
Eastern Burope, but 5 more countries joined Finland in ab=-
staining to bring abstentions to fifteen.35

The'luth Session, (1959-1960), saw some renewed exchanges
of inﬁective, but again there was but one resolution passed
concerning the Hungarian Question, And as might be expected,
the same voting results were tabulated, with the exception
that two more countrieszs left the affirmative rolls and Jjoine

od Finland in abstaining.3®

3)"'Grzl};()R, 11th Session (Resumed), Resolubtions, 1133(XI).
3SG-A.OR, 13th Session, Resolutions, 1312 (XIII).
36440R, 1lth Session, Resolutions, 14EL (XIV).
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Intéha féée of the continued refusal of the USSH %o
do anytﬁing aboub the requests and demends of the Genefal
Assembly, the Assembly again, in both the Sixteenth and Seven-
teenth Sessions passed resolutions condemming the Soviet
Union and the Kddar Government of Hungary. But by now,
other non-Communist countries joined the Eastern European
bloc in voting negatively, while the number of abstentions
rose to 32 in 1961, to L3 in 1962, end the n@mbér of affirme-
ative votes was reduced accordingly.37

For realistic considerations, the Hungarian Crisis per
se was over when the Kadar Government assumed power. Though
they certainly did not approve of this government, or the way
it came to poﬁer, it is diffieult to beleive that very many
countries actually thought the actions and pronouncements of
the‘United Nations would have any‘effect on the Kadar Governw
ment, let alone the Soviet Governmment. To be sure, the Hun-
garian Crisis provided excellent propaganda for the United
States and other nations which could benefit from exposing
the realities of the Soviet system of democracy and national
independence, but not all countries can benefit from this.,

It is gquite obvious from speeches in the United Nations
and from the world press that very few people in any none
Commumnist country had any doubt about who the aggressor in

Hungary was., The non-Communist world spoke in near unanimity

3Taa0r, 16gh Session, Resolutioms, 1741l (XVI).
GAOR, 17th Session, Resolutions, 1857 (XVIiI).
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in its denunciation of the deplorable events, The differ-
ence'betweeﬁ countries in this respect was that some réaliz—
ed the utter uselessness of acrimonious condemmations, and by
not contributing to this acrimony, ﬁhsy strove to make the
best of a bad situstion, while other countries, like our owmn,
munderstandably exploited the situation.

Though the unique geo-political position undoubtedly
influenced the decisions of the Finnish policy mskers, one
mist credit them with at least some perspicacity for their
sctions. They did all they dared while they thought it might
do some good, but they gave up this exercise in fubtility when

the fait accompli became apparent.

Finland could certainly derive nothing of value by con-
tinuing to denounce the USSR, On the contrary, Finland
risked losing Sovief goodwill, which is almost as important
to Minlend as it is to Hungary. Finland revealed the location
of her sympathies on several occasiéns and there is no reason
to believe that these sympathies were forgotten with the pas-
sage of time, Not even an intelligent Russisn could have had
any real doubts about the true convictions of the Finnish
people and its government, and one can be sure that Finnish
efforts to please (or at least mnot to displease) the Soviet

Government did not go umnoticed in Moscow, And this last is

A

Yo

what is so vitally importent Finland. ©She must be certain
thet Russia nobices her, And if she has to go out of her way
occasionally to assure the Soviet Union that Finland values

Soviet friendship, it is a small price indeed to pay for per-
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sonal freedom and national integrity.




CHAPTER III

Disarmament and Related Questions

As befitting a small, virtually disarmed nation sharing
2 boundary with one of the two major heavily armed powers,
Finland is intimately concerned with the question of disarm-
ament., In the mid-1950!'s Finland's armed forces were still
limited to that permitted by the Soviet~Finnish Treaty of
1947. This meant that her army was scarcely larger than a
national police force, her air arm was not capable even of
adequate defense, and her navy consisted of a few obsolete
vessels of small tonnage.

" For a nation which has proclaimed its absolute neutrali-
ty and has ostensibly conducted its affairs as 1871t would
never again even conéider getting imvolved in armed conflict,
this almost helpless, disarmed condition might seem under-
standable, even natural, But when one censiders that her
neighbor to the East would almost certainly be involved in
any major conflict, Finland'!s status becomes more meaningful,
for she is undeniably vital to the strategic intelfests ol the
USSR, In a wartime situation her status as a virtual power
vacuum would last about as long as it would take for Soviet
tanks to roll across the border.

Most Finns are aware that their country could not live

if assaulted by the USSR, so it is very much in their interest
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that the USSR does not become involved in a war. And as the
arms race is one of the most ominous developments of the Cold
War, the cessation of this race would remove a major cause of
tension, thereby reducing the danger of Seviet military in-
volvement, thereby reducing the danger to Finland herself.,

Though basically the rationale behind all of Finland's
‘foreign policy initiatives .and responses, within or outside
of the United Nations, the syllogism above is very clearly
illustrated by Finland's speeches and votes on the disarma-
ment question as considered by the United Nations,

The idea of national disarmament as a means of prevent-
ing war has been considered for many decades, but not until
the present century did it advance from philosophical specu-
lation to realistic consideration. The question was treated
regularly by the League of Nations, but conventional diplomam-
ey was also employed towards this end during the inter-war
period, World War II illustrated the absolute necessity of
preventing further méajor wars, and when the birth of the
atomic ers raised the spectre of the annihilation of mankind;w
statesmen everywhere recognized the urgency of the situation.

Fittingly, the first item on the agenda of the United
Nations was disesrmament, and Resolubtion 1(I), devoted Go the
disarmament question, was passed unahimously by the General

Assembly.l Tncidentalyy, the major obstacle to agreement on

lonited Nations Publications, Yearbook of the United

Nabions, 196-L7, (Lake Geneva, New York, 1947), p. 1h2.




disarmement ever since appeared in this first session. The
obstacle, that is, the varying positions on inspection, was
erected in a debabe between the representatives of the United
Kingdom and the USSR. In the ensuing decadggébefors Finland
took her place in the United Nations this coﬁflict over ine-
spection provisions had become almost an annual ritual with
the major Cold War adversaries, the United States and the
Soviet Union, leading the opposing forces.

Finland, kept out of the United Nations by the vagaries
of the Cold War, was spared from the nacaésity of taking a
position on disarmament until 1957. After expending much
time and energy disposing of the Hungarian and Suez Crises,
the General Assembly prepared to resume its oldest argument,
and this time Finland was present to take part.

Early in 1957 the General Assembly was presented with
draft resolutions concerning disarmement by several nations
The Soviet UHion submitted three, each containing a different
degree of controversy, apparently atbempting to get credit for
at least one disarmement effort. To counter this Soviet offenw
sive, Canada, Japan and Norway jointly submitted a resolution
with which the Soviet Union did not agrea,a The aquabble
which followed was fought along bloc-lines, and thé non-
aligned nations were reluctant to enter the conflict., Many
of these nations expressed their desires and opinions, and

Finland's position, as explained by her delegate, George A.

ZGAOR, 1lth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 22, p. 1=9.
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Gripenberg, is representative of many of the world!s smale
ler states, He stated that his delegation hoped the Dissr-
mament Gormmission would soon find the way to an internation-
al agreement concerning the cessabion of test explosions of
nuclear weapons, His delegation was fully aware of the prob-
lems involved, but thought that human ingenuity could find
the means to escape the peril which threatened humanity. In
that respect the Finnish delegation fully associated itselr
with the draft resolution put forward by the USSR to the ef-
fect that test explosions of nucléar wespons should be dis-
continued forthwith (the least controversial of the Soviet
resolutions), If, however, agreement could not be reached
on this point, the Finnish delegation was in favor of an agree-
ment on & moratorium in the teating of nuclear weapons, as
proposed by Sweden, or of an agreement on establishing a
systenm of registration of tests, as had been proposed by
Canads, Japan, and Norway.S

This may appear to be a perfect example of fence-strad-
ling, and in an ordinary sense it would be defined as just
that, but in view of Finland's avowed intentions of support-
ing "practical solutions® and avoiding provocation of either
East or West, it takes on a deeper significance, Finland was
not voting in favor of the Soviet proposal Just to ingratiate
herself in Moscow or to compensate for voting affirmatively,

on the three-Power proposal; she voted that way because she

3GA0R, 11th Session, lst Committee, 829th Meeting, p. Sli.
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could associate herself with the ideals expressed in the
resolution., 4And her vote on the three-Pcwer resolution was
likewise not a sop thrown to the West; Finland endorsed the
humanitarian considerations of this resolution., In the end,
however, all three resolutions were discarded, and an emas-
culated compromise resolution was adopted unanimously by the

b

During the 12th Session of the General Assembly eleven

Assembly,

different draft resolutions bearing on various aspects of
the disarmement question were considered, Some dealt with
the broader aspects of the disarmament question. Others
dealt with more specific mabtbters such ast: suspension of
nuclear tests, the Disarmament Commission, and theyﬁducation
of peoples to the danger of the armaments race, Indicative
of the scope of this question and therefore of this chapter
is the official lsbel of the item as considered by the United
Nations; "Regulation, Limitation, and Balanced Reduction of
All Armed Forces and All Armements: Conclusion of an Inter-
national Convention (Treaty) on the Reduction of Armaments
and the Prohibition of Atomic, Hydrogen, and Other Weapons
of Mass Destruction,®

In the face of such a bewlildering array of proposals
Finland would have a wide choice when the time came to vote
on the proposals, bubt still she found it necessary to explain

her position., Mr., Ralph Enckell said that Finland was pre-

uGAOR, 11th Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 22, p. 1l0.
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pared to support any reasonable and practicable proposal pro-
vided it was supported by the Great Pewers on whom progress 1
towards disermament primarily depended. It was evident that ]
no proposal being considered would obtain unanimous support
and his delegation did not want to support any move which
might widen the differences between the Great Powers or harw
den their positions. Finiand would vote for the Yugoslav
draft and for one of the Indian drafts., Finland would also
support certain parts of other proposals acceptable to its

5

delegation,

True to her promise, Finland did not support any meas-
ure which was in the least controversial excepting that of
India, This measure received Finland's vote as well as those
of the Soviet bloc and several non-aligned nations, but was
defeated by vote of 3l to 2l with 20 abstentions.6 On this
resolution Finland was aligned with the Soviet bloc. The
Yugoslav draft resolution was withdrawn by its sponsor,

The rest of the resolutions before the 12th Session did,
however, provoke controversy and Finland's voting record
reflects this, A Soviet proposal which urged voluntary
cessation of tests did not even get past the lat Committee
where it was defeated by L5 to 113 Finlend's vote was

among the 25 abstentions.7

5GAOR, 12th Session, lst Committee, 892nd Meeting,p.l33.

6GAOR, 12th Session, Plenary, 718th Meeting,p. U67.

T3a0R, 12th Session, 1st Committee, 893rd Meeting, p.lLO.
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On a 2li-Fower rasolutioh which urged the establishment of
effective international controls, Finland abstained while
the Soviet bloc voted negatively, 'Llhis resolution neverthe-
less passed by a large majority.B An amalgam of all the res-
olutions which had passed the 1lst Committee was presented
to the Gemeral Assembly in Plenary session on 1l November
1957. This also contained a provision for international
inspection and the Soviet Unlon voted against it. But in
Plenary Session the measure passed and FPinland abstained,
as she had in the Pirst Gommittee.9
Japan introduced a resolution in the lst Committee
which called for suspension of nuclear tests and would
enforce it with inspection teams, This received only 18
affirmative votes while the USSR and the TUnited States voted
against 1t, and Finland abstained.lo
In other action of the 1l2th Session, Finland abstained,
with one éxception, on every measure Which reached a vote
either in lst Committee or in Plenary meetings, This excep-
tion was a resclubtion drafted by Belgium, which requested
that the United Nations compile and disseminate information

on the dangers of nuclear testing and nuclear war. The

Soviet Union opposed the measure because it "did not pro-

8Ibid., 892nd Meeting, p. 138.

Ses——

uégaaoa, 12th Session, Plenary, Resolubtion 1148 (XII),
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10440R, 12th Session, lst Committee, 893rd Meeting,
p. 140.
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vide for the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, the
liquidation of the stocks of such weapons, the suspension of
nuclear test explosions, the reductions of armaments and
armed forces, or the abolition of military bases on foreign
soil." The Soviet delegumte apparently did not believe that
in the absence of the measures he mentioned, a partial meas-
ure might be helpful, Despite vehement Soviet opposition
which labeled this resolution as an effort of "the Western
Powers to conbinue the armements race,” and despite its avow-
al not to support any measure which would increase tension,
Finland voted sffirmatively against the negative votes of the
Communist bloec, The measure passed by a huge majority of 71
to 9 with 1 abstentien.ll
Another example of Finland's care not to be too closely
associated with the Soviet proposals occured when the Al-
banian delegate proposed that Finland be a member of an en-
larged Disarmameht Commission., Mr,. Enckell promptly asked
for the floor and stated that while Finland agreed with the
idea of a disarmament cormission, since the question had be-
come a source of conflict among the Greal Powers, Finland
could ﬁot participate in such a body.12
Thus Finland had been able tc avoid seriously provok-

ing the Soviet Union on the disarmament question despite the

1lG-AOR, 12th Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 2y, Resolu~
tion 11h9 (XII), p. 19.

12:40R, 12th Session, Plemary, 718th Meeting, p. L76.
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number of decisions Finland'!s representatives had to make,
During the 1l2th Session Finland was probably more suscep=
tible to criticism on this matter than she had been on her
Suez and Hungarian crises votes, DBut it must be emphasized
that Finland!'s position on disarmament was considered before-
hand and if Finland reacted to pressure or public opinion at
home it was probably in favor of the West,

In the fall of 1958 Finland was very much handicapped
by a severe crisis at home caused by Soviet economic and
diplomatic pressure, And her votes during the 13th Session
reflected anxiety about the state of Soviet-Finnish rela-
tions. The voting record for the 13th Session contains not
a single Soviet~Finnish conflict on the disarmament question.
in fact, it could be said Finland carried her conciliatory
policy o ridiculous extremes, abstaining on such procedural
votes as whether or nét to close debate, or whether to vote
first on one resclution rather than another.

Iﬁf@ctéber,.l958, 15 netions introduced a resolution
calling for the immediate discontinuance of nuclear testing
until proper controls had been established. The resolution
contained additional provisions, but none making definite pro-
posals conc@rhing controls'or inspection, thereby making the
resolution unpalatable to the Western Powers. Departing from
her abstention pplicy of 1957, Finland voted affirmatively
with the sponsors and the Soﬁiet-bloc while the West's opposi-

tion defeated the mﬁasure.IB

13GAOR, 13th Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 6lj, A/c,l/L.
202, pe 20,
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Finland returned to a slightly more independent stance
on the next vote, which was on a resolution proposed by the
USSR. This resolution requested the United States, United
Kingdom and the USSR to reduce their military budgets by 10
15% and to allocate the money saved for assisztance to under-
developed countries, Only Indonesia and the Warsaw Pact
countries voted affirmetively, 39 voted negatively, and Fine-
land plus 31 other nations abstealrled.lLL

Seventeen western nations presented a resolution on 10
October, which though considerably longer, conbained 1little
more than the Soviet resolution mentioned immediately above.,
On this mmesure, however, the voting pattern was reversed
with the West voting affirmatively and in the majority while
only the Soviet bloc voted ageainst it, Finland, along with
such countries as France, Israel, Japan, and Sweden, ab-
stained.15

On an Irish resolution Whidh'established an ad hoc
committee to shudy the dangers inherent in the further dis-
semination of nuclear weapons, Finland voted affirmatively
along with the USSR and 36 other nations. There were no
negative votes, but the United States and most of the West
abstained.16

Finally reaching plenary session, the deliberations of

lulbidgg A/G., l/Lozoh-, Pe 21,
lslbid', A/Col/L‘205’ P¢ 210
Y1pid., a/c.1/L.206, p. 22.
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the 1lst Committee resulted in one resolution of li parts be-
ing presented to the (eneral Assembly. Each of the l. sec-
tions was voted on separately, and though the voting results
were different on each, all l. passed by large majorities, On
A and B Finland ebstained and on C and D she vobed with the
Soviet Union.l7
The final act of the 13th Session on the disarmament
question was to reject a draft presented by 1l non-aligned
countries. Again reflecting their anxiety to please the
Soviet Union, Finland voted with the Communist bloc on a meas-
ure that was defeated by thé Western nations.18
The only speech made during the 13th Session which con=
cerned the disarmament question was by Johannes Virolainen
in the lst Committee., Hé& =zaid that his delegation was will-
ing to support any efforts designed to bring about ¥“reason=-
able and practicable®” solutions in the field of disarmament.
He thought that any decision on the disarmament question
should have the support of the great Powers and regretted,
in that connection, it was unfortunate that the People!s Re-
public’ef China had not been admitted to the United Nations,
His delegabion hoped that the "nuclear powers” could agree

on the cessation of nuclear tests, but that partial measures

were only legitimate when they constituted a sincere effort

17GAOR, 13th Session, Plenary, 779th Meeting, Resolu-
tion 1252 (XIII), A, B, C, and D, p. L30.

181pid., A/L.250, p. L30.
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to reach the ultimate goal, the strengthening of peace and
security.

After pointing out that his government's views on dis-
armement had been expressed at the Nordic Foreign Minister's
meeting and had been recently reaffirmed by President Kek-
konen, Mr, Virolainen continued., Though it was essential to
put an end to nuclear testing, it should not be forgotten
that the race in conlentional armements was a terrible dan-
ger and a heavy burden on the peoples, Ie therefore hoped
that the parties concerned could find a compromise solution
80 that true progr@ss could be made.19

This essentially was what Gripanberg,and Enckell had
said in previous years but there were slight departures in
this speech, possibly added for the benefit of Soviet~Fin-
nish relations, For inastance, never before had Finland
brought up the subject of Red Chinal!s absence from the TN
other than in meetings devoted to that question. Virolain-
en's statement that "partial measures were only legitimate
when they constituted a sincere effort to reach the ultimate
goal® was also presumably intended for Soviet ears, because
the principle Soviet objection to most of the Western sponw
sored resolutions was that they were only half measures,
designed to prolong the "balance of terror." Though possi-
bly stated from convictlon, the reference to the reduction

of conventional arms was unusual for Finland, and of particu-

19640R, 13th Session, lst Committee, L6lst Meeting,
p. 100,
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lar interest in this session because the USSR had been
pushing for an agreement on the reduction of manpower stahg
tioned in WALO and Warsaw Pact countries, |

The speech and voting record of Finland on this quest-
jon in the 13th Session might appear to many Americans as |
the epitome of cynicism. Bubt when it is realized how abso-
lutely imperative it was at this time to prove to Russia that 1
Finland had not abandoned the "Paasikivi Line," we should be
capable of appreciating why she went more out of her way than
usual to please her neighbor to the East, |

In the autumn of 1959, when the llth Session of the Gene |

eral Assembly convened, the Finnish-Soviet Yecrisis¥ had

been over for several months, The newugovermment apparent-

ly had Soviet approval, trade negotiations and exchange had

resumed, and Kekkonen and XKhrushchev were again drinking vod-
ka and hunting bears together.,

One might expect a caublous rebturn on Pinlandt!s part Go

e more unrestricted policy of neutrality, and that is precise-

1y what happened.

OFf considersble relief to those in Finland responsible

for foreign policy decisions was the fact that most of the
resolutions voted upon in the 1llith Session, were completely

emasculated by the time they reached the plenary sessions,

and contained very little that either the West or the Soviet

Union might object to. These resolutions are of little con-

cern to this ®tudy since they did not cause any difficulties

for Finland, so they will be passed over in favor of a more

comprehensive treatment of those few resolutions which did
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provoke an Ease-West voting split.

There were only three such resolutions end they all
came to & vote on 20 and 21 November 1959, The first of
these was in direct reaction to France'ls announcenent that
she intended to join the nuclear club by exploding a device
in the Sahara Desert, This resolution invoked the resolu~-
tion of 1958 which called upon nations to volunbarily cease
testing. (France voted against that resolution.) The total
operative content of the resolution was: “Requests France
to refrain from such tests,” Finland, aloﬁg with all the
Nordic countries, as well as the Soviet bloc and many non=-
aligned nations, voted affirmatively and buried the nega-
tive votes of France, the United Kingdom, and the United

States by a margin of 51 to 16 with 15 abstentions.go

The following day a draft resolution of Ireland was
presented, containing among ethﬁf things, a suggestion that
& 10 member disarmement committee be formed, a proposal
which the Soviet Union was against., More importantly this
resolution contained a proposal for "an international agree-

ment, subject to inspection and control.” Finland had never

before advocated *inspection and control® in the face of ve=
hement Soviet opposition, but she did indeed vote in favor of
this resolubion which passed by a huge majority. -Only the

Soviet bloc plus Ghina'and France did not vote for this mea-

ZOGAOR, 1Lith Session, Plenary, SLOth Meeting, Resolution
1379(XIV), p. 506.




sure.21 66
The score so far in the 1llith Session was one Finnish
vote with the Soviet Union, one vote opposed, one vote again-

st the United States, and one vote with, In avoiding the
obvious "wo out of three" situation which might result on
the next vote, Finland was helped by the United States. This
multi-Power resolution really contained nothing controversial,
but many of the Western countries abstained because of an in-
plied criticism of Ffanca. Pinland voted affirmatively as
did 59 other states, includingi . the Sovi@f Union, but the
United States and the United Kingdom merely abstained, there-
by precluding the possibility of Finland having to vote
against th&m.zz ”
Thus Pinland, aided by circumstances, returned to a
more pronounced neubrality in 1959. The only speech which
Finland made was provoked by the resolution censuring rrance,
Immediately after the vote, in which Finland voted for censure,
¥Mr, Enckell rose to explain that the vote was not meant to be
the least discriminatory towards France, Finland was simply
very concerned about the spraad‘of nuclear weapons to any
country.23

One might expect, considering the relative stability of

Soviet~-Finnish relations, a continuation of the policy of 1959+

2lipid., Resolution 1380 (XIV), pe 590.

S—————

221pid., 6i2nd Meebting, Resolution 1LO2B(XLIV), p. 600,

——————

23@303, 14t Session, lst Cormititee, 1053rd Meeting, De
lll-gc ’
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when the 15th Session met in 1960. And that is generally
whet happened. The traditional voting blocs on the disarma-
ment question seemed to be breaking up and new alignments
developing. There were only three major resolutions adopted
and on each of them Finland voted with the Soviet Union,

But also voting with the Soviet Union were the United King-
dom, the Scandinavian countries, and a great majority of the
members of the General Assembly, All three resolutions pas-
sed by huge majorities with only the United Statas; France,
Belgium, Spain, and Turkey consistently abstaining. There
were no negative votes on any of the resolution#.eu Though
Finland did not vote against the Soviet Union in this ses-
sion, there is no reason to suspect that she was influenced
by the Soviet position, in view of the near-unanimity of the
balloting.

In the autumn of 1961 when the 16th Session was meeting,
Finland was again in the tlhiroes of another political crisis
et bnue, and again it was prompted by the Soviet Union. Bub
in this session Finland!s desire not to provoke the Soviet
Union was not as obvious as in the 1958 Session. Possibly
merely a coincidence, it is nevertheless extremély interest-
ing that Finlandtis votes which opposed the Soviet Union all
ceme before 30 October, the date on which the Finmnish-Soviet
crisis began, and after this date, Finland relied increasing-

ly on abstention. For instance, on 27 October 1961 Finland

ZMGAOR, 15th Session, Plenary, 960th Meeting, Resoclutions
1576 (XV), 1577(Xv), 1578(xv).
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voted affirmatively on a NATO sponsored measure which sing-
led out the Soviet Union for censure because of its announc-
ed intention of exploding a nuclear device, Russia had stat-
ed in the debate on this resolutlon that she considered this
resolution as an aggressive act, directed against her by the

NATO countries, In view of bthis, Finland!s vote is indeed
surprising.25

On 6 November Finland registered another vote against
the Soviet Union, bubt since the vote was also against the
United States and the United Kingdom it would tend to rein-
force rather than reduce Finland'!s neutral position.z6

Two days later Finlaﬁd returned to her policy of abe
stention on a resolution of the United States and the TUnited
Kingdom. The USSR was o?posed because the measure implied
censure of its recent tests, And though Finland had voted
on 27 October for a direct censure of the Soviet Union in re-
gard to testing, now she abstained because of implied cens:..
sure.27

on 2l November Finland was confronted with the familiar
situation of having to vote on tweo very similar resolutions,
both backed by the Soviet Union, but one very much opposed

by the West, Finland voted with the Soviet Union on a reso-

lution which thnggst abstained on, and which received no

ZSGAOR, 16th Session, Plenary, 10L3rd Meeting, Resolution
1632 (AVL), pe. 527,

261p14a., 1@.7th Meeting, Resolution 1648(XVI), p. 568.

21 1pid., 10L9th Meebing, Resolution 1649(XVI),p. 606.
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negative votes., And on the second, which the West voted
against, Pinland sbstained, but so did the Scandinavian
countries.ZS

In the early sixties the newly independent ghird World®
nations began to exercise their independence and’growing in-’
fluence by sponsoring resolutions on disarmament, previously,
the apparent perogabive of the power-blocs, The'balloting
on most of these found the United States and the Soviet Union
voting together in the minority, while Finland joined this
Afro-Asian group on m%hy occasions. The acrimony of the ear-
1y debates on disarmament has been notably absent the last
several years, and on every regolution which caused a split
between the East and the West; Pinland abstained., The reso-
lutions passed were chiefly repetitious of'previous ones and
very little new material was introduced. A notable excep-
tion was the proposition of President Kekkonen just prior to
the convening of the 18th Session that Scandinavia be made
into & nuclear-free zone., This proposal was discussed and
lauded, but eventually it was decided that the matlier wes a
regional one, which the Nordic countries had to. decide Them=
seives, This was not a particularly astute observation since
the countries concerned had already made the decision.,.

The disarmament question, of all the topics considered

by the United Nations, should provide the most accurate in-

Zdlbid., 1063rd Meeting, Resolution 1652(XVi) and 1653
(XVI) pp. 806 and 808.
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dicator of Finnish foreign policy because of the length of
time it has been considered. The Suez and Hungarian crises
both took place over a relatively limited period, and equal=-
1y importantly, both took place during the same period, thus
@liminating the possibility of studying Finland's voting
patterns on a long range basis for a particular situation.
The disarmament question has been considered at every ses-
saision, since Finland has been a member and Finland has had
to express its opinion on messures that the Soviet Union dis-
approves of, One could, by selecting isolated examples,
"prove' that Finland was either pro-Soviet or pro-Western on
this issue depending on his personal bias. But when all
(or at”least, all available) documents are studied, 1t 1is
quite apparent that Finland strived very.conscientiously to
follow the dictates of the YPaasikivi Line,” With the excep-
tion of 1958 session, explain@d above, Finland carefully
balanced her pro-Soviet vobtes with pro-West votes, and in
almost every case where there was a deep, unreconcilable
difference between the positions of the United States and
the Soviet Union Finland avoided both horns of the dilemma
by abstaining.

A comparison of voting patterns would be helpful, but in
this case, impossible in a meaningful way. AS in most ques-
tions before the United Nations, the onlycsompletely consist-
ent vobing bloc is that of the Warsaw Pact Countries, The
NALO counbtries registered voting splits more times than they

voted together, Even the United Kingdon and the United
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States voted differently on many occaslons. On a strict-
ly statistical basis, not altogether that meaningful in the
opinion of the author, Finland voted more times with Swedeh
that with any other counbry. Closely following Sweden in this
respect were Denmark, Norway, and Iceland, Somewhat further
down the list were both the USSR and the United States, with
the USSR having only a very slight edge on the United States,

One can be legitimately skeptical of these statistics if
they were uséd to assign Finland to any bloca voting or
otherwise, but it is very obvious that statistics can not be
used to place Finland in the Soviet bloc on this issue,

That Finland carefully considered, and was affected by,
the position of fhs Soviet Union on the question of disarme-
ment is obvious and understandable, but a statement to the
effect that Finland's Votes were dictated by Moscow finds no

support in any available evidence,




.
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CHAPTER IV

The Congo Crisis

The Gongo, a former Belgian territory in Central Afri-
ca, became independent on 30 June, 1960. On 5 July a mutiny
broke out in the army and acts of violence were committed
against Belgian officers and c¢ivilians. This violence caused
& mass exodus of Belgisn administrators and other educated
persons which resulted in the breakdown of services and com-
munications and the stoppage of economic activitye On 10
July, without the agreement of Congolese authorities, Belgian
troops were flown from Europe and occupied several cities and
towns. As this was occurring, Molse Tshombe proclaimed the
independence of the Province of Katanga with himself as Pres-
1dent, Officials of the Republic of the Congo, Patrice Lu-
mumba and Joseph Kasavubu, requested that United Natlons
troops be dispatched immediately to deal with the external
aggression and to put an end to the Katangese secession.

The Secretary General called the Security Councll into
session and on 1l July it adopted a resolution calling upon
Belgium to withdraw its troops and suthorizing the Secretary
General to provide the Congolese Government with such tech-
nical and military agsistance as might be necessary until

the Congolese military could meet thelr responsibilities,

Concomitantly the Council rejected three Soviet amendments
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which would have condemned Belgium for aggression and limit-
ed the United Nations military asslstance to troops drawn
from African states.

The Secretary General then set up the United Nations
Operation in the Congo (ONUC) and placed it under the author-
ity of an on-the-gpot commander., This force, made up of sol-
diers from the smaller states, was ordered to not intervene
in domestic affairs of the Congo. As the UN troops arrived,
the Belgian soldiers left, and by September there were no
Belgian troops in the Congo. The Secretary General refused
to let ONUC be used to put down the Katangese rebellion and
thus he attractod the enmity of Premier Lumumba and Lumumba's
supporter, the Soviet Union. _

On 5 September 1960, additional troubles were brought
about when Kasavuba dismissed Lumumba, Lumumba, in turn,
announced that Kasavubu was no longer President, To complete
the drama, army chief-of-gstaff Josgph Mobutu seized political
power on 13 September.< The country quickly dissolved into
four opposing sections, each with its owmn army. With no de
ggggg government to deal with, ONUC carried out its mendate
by co-operating with whatever forces were in control of a
particular area, Thelr chief concern was to prevent a blood~
bath of regional or tribal warfare,

The Security Council could not cope with thls new de-
velopment due to the veto power of the Soviet Union, and on

17 September the Lith Emergency Special Session was called,

Though the Soviet Union had approved of the Security
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Councilts decision to send troops to the Congo, the Soviet
representative opened the Emergency Session with a vitriolic
attack against ONUC, Belgium, "colonialist NATO,"™ and against
Dag HammerskjBld personally. He alleged that ONUC had not
lived up to its mandate and that Hammarskj®ld had perverted
the purpose of the Security Council resolution. The United
States, in contrast, praised the work of the Secretary Gen-
eral and generally approved of the activities of ONUC, Im-
mediately the battlg lines had been drawn, and Finland, faced

with this lmowledge, listened with apprehension to the debate.
But for all the verbiage and energy expended in this Lith Emer-
gency Session notably little was accomplisheds Only one res-
olution was considered, that introduced by 17 Asian and Af-
rican nations. The Soviet Union attempted te attached twe
smendments but was forced to withdraw them by the adverse
opinion of almost every country represented. In the closing
minutes of the final meeting of the Emergency Session the
resalution‘was brought to a vote and adepted by a majority
vote of 70, among them Finland. The only countries not vot-
ing in favor/of the reselution were Francgg the Union of

South Africa, and the 9 Communist m.embers.i

Immediately upon adjournment of the lith Emergency Spe-

cial Session, the 15th Regular Session was convened, but con-

sideration of the Conge Crisis did not begin until November,
The initial discusslons, lasting for many days, were taken

up completely by the dispute as to which government, or which

1GAOR, hth Emergency Session, Plenary, 863rd Meeting,p. 102,
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persons actually represented the citizens of the Congoes As
might be expected, views on this subject varied consider-
-ably with different factions backing each of the four claim-
ants of the General Assembly seabt. Of course the Soviet
Union and the United States could not support the same can-
didate, and the bickering soon &g concentrated om just the
two gacti@ns backed respectively by the United States and
the Soviet Union., The Russians proclaimed that the "Goveran-
ment" of Prime Minister Lumumba was the only legal represent-
ative of the Congo, while the United States favored the men
appointed by President Kasavubu,

The Credentials Committee had recommended that the
Kasavubu (Leopoldville) faction be recognized as.the repre-
sentative of the Congo, and this recommendation, in the form
of a draft resolution, was ostensibly what the ensuing debate
was about, The vehemence of the mutual Seviet-American de=-
naneiations was as vitriolic as in any debate in the United
Nations, but for sheer invedéﬁva, it was far exceeded by the v
diatribe launched by the African countries against each othere
(About half the Africanvstates supported Lumumba, the other
half suppeorted Kasavubu,)

Finally on 22vRavember 1960 the General Assembly voted
toz "accept the credentials of the representatives of the
Republic of the Congo (Leopoldville)..." by a vete of 53 to
2Ly with 19 abstentions. Not surprisingly, Finland'was among

those abstaimingoa

2GAOR, 15th Session, Plenary, 92lith Meeting, p. 978.
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A month elapsed before another draft resolution on the
Congo crisis reached the voting stage. This resolution, erig-
inally proposed by Pakistan, Senegal, and Tunisia, contained
proposals for financilal arrahgam@nts for ONUC, In the reso-
lution was the recognition that "expenses involved in ONUG
constitute texpenses éf“the_Organizati@n' and that the assess~-
ment thereof against Member Stabtes Creaﬁes binding legal ob-
ligations on such states to pay their assessed shares." Also
ineluded in the resolution was the decision "that the amount
of $18,5 million shall be apportiomed among the Member States
en the basis of the regular scale of assessments.">

These two provisions were particularly sticky ones for
the USSR, since it had veoted (in the Security Council) to
send a force to the Conge. Now the Soviet delegation could
not rationalize as they had em the Suez Crisis, but they soon
developed the argument that they had no ebligatioa to pay
their assessment because ONUC had net carried out the ﬁandate
of the Securlty Councile And since ONUC was not dolng what
the Soviet Union thought it should be doing, it would there=-
fore receive no suppert from the USSR,

Finland, as she had indicated on the Suez Crisis, was
of the conviction that expenses incurred by a United Nations
boedy should be borne by all Member States., Finland voted
affirmatively with the United States while the Soviet bloc
voted negatively. The total vote was U5 to 15 with 25 abe

3GAOR, 15th Session, Amnexes, Agenda Item L9/50, p. L7.
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stenticns.LL

The resolution mentioned above covered financial arrange-
ments for the period from 1l July to 31 December 1960, and
agreement would have to be reached for future financing alseo,
In the same meeting therefore, another reseolution, similar in
every respect to Resolution 1583 (XV), but with the time period
specified, was presented and passed by almost an identical
margin. Finland voted affirmatively on this one alse, and
the Soviet Unlon repeated its negatlve vate.s

The 15th Session adjourned until March 1961 when the
argument over the Congo resumed with increased fury. It
guickly became evident that Finland would soon have to make
a cholice bstween Soviet=backed and American=-backed proposals,
and that it would have to vote on not one contreversial res-
olution, but four,

The first of these, submibtted by 21 Afro-Asian nations,
condemned Belgium or Belgian activities im every paragraph.
The sponsors were: "Convinced that the central factor in the
Congo situation 1s the continued presence of Belgian military
forces." The resolution further called upon Belgium to with-
draw immedistely and called upom Member States to do what
they could to insure this withdrawal. Thls was generally

the line that the Soviet Unien had been pursuing, se under-
standably the resolution got the backing of the Soviet bloc.

‘ uGAOR, 15th Session, Plenary, 960th Meeting, Resolution
1583(XV), p. 150k,

5ibid., Resolution 1590(%XVI).
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Finland voted with the Soviet Union, but seo did Sweden,
Denmark, Nerway and Iceland. Only five countries voted
against the measure, while France, United Kingdom and United
States abstaineds The total vote was 61 te 5 with 33 ab-
stentiens.é

The second resolution was authored by some of the same
countries but was of am entirely different nature, This res-
aluti@nvdid not condemn Belgium even once, an onmission which
the Seviet Union did not like; it appreciated the work of
the Secretary General and extended his powers, and urged
other actions which the Soviet Union regarded as serving
"colonialist purposes.® Because of the moderation ef the
draft, the Soviet Union tried to amend every paragraph.
Finland veoted against all of these SBoviet amendments. On
this one resclution Finland voted comtrary to the Soviet
Umiea 12 times, not counting the vote on the resolution as
a whole, Finaﬁay voted affirmatively om the raseluti@n;
which was supported by all Western countries and many Afro=-
Asian nations. The Soviet block, accompanied by a few Af-
rican states voted negatively and 23 countries abstained.7

The next item on the agenda was a Soviet draft resg=-
olution which included some of the provisions they would
have liked to tack on to Resolubtion 1600(XV). The Soviet

representative was quite elogquent in his plea that his res-

6&AOR; 15th Sessiom, Plenary, 985th Meeting, Resolution

1599(3:‘7)9 Do 32’4-0
Ibid., Resolution 1600(XV), p. 326.

7
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olution be adopted, but to ne avail, The draft was defeated
by a vete of 53 to 29 with 17 abstentioms. Finland opposed
the draft as did the West.a

The fourth and last resolution of the day was drafted
by Ceylon, Ghena, India and Merocco. Though it was contro-
versial, it did not involve a Soviet~-American confliet, The
resolution proposed to establish a commission to lnvestigate
the deaths of Patrice Lumumba and his colleagues. The
measure was adopted with FinEand veting affirmatively, while
both the Soviet Union and the United States abstainedug

One cannot accuse Finland of bowing to the USSR on the
first resolution (1599) in view of the wide suppert it re=-
ceived, and it was not really a vote against the United States
because that coumtry merely abstained. The second and third
resolutions are a different story however. On these Finland
voted with the Umited States, against the USSR em 1l @écasioms,
and 13 of these were votes against amendments or resolutions
auth@red by the Soviet Union herself., The fourth reselution
(1601) did not proveke a great power split and if anything,
indicates Finnlish independence from both camps.

Just previous to the consideration of the items treated
immediately abeve, Finland had voted in faver of a tempeorary

financing resolution, which the Soviet Union @pp@sed.lo

8Ibid., B/L.341, p. 326

91bid., Resolution 160L(XV), p. 327

S—m———————

10
1 GAOR, 15th Session, Plenary, 973rd Meeting, Resolution

1595(XV), ps 152 )




80

But the problem of financing had not been solved satis-
factorily, and on 21 April the Assembly considered two add-
itilonal resolutions. The first of these was a lengthy and
highly detailed propeosal that defined the precise financial
arrangements for ONUC and the precise assessments of the
Membérs. The resolution was defeated the first time it was
voted upon, with Finland voting fer the measure and the
Soviet Union voting against it. The second time however,
it passed by a vote of 5l to 15 with 23 abstentions with
Finland again veting affirmatively and the Soviet Unien in
@ppesitiamoll

The second resolubion was conceived during the dig=
cussions on the Congo crisis, and discussed as an integral
part of this question, but the provisiens had a far wider
applications From a measure which would have dealt with
the Congo Crisis alone this draft was changed by amendments
into a preposal for a new fimancial body of the United Nationse
The USSR was totally opposed even to consideration of the
reselution and veted negatively in the balloting. The measure,
however, was adopted by a majority of l}i to 13, with 32 ab-

stentions, Finland veting affirmatively.la

Gradually pelitical control was reestablished and by the
end of 1961 the chief remaining problem for ONUC was Mr.

Tshombe'!s proviamce of Katanga, which had not been reconciled

llGAOR, 15th Session, Plenary, 995th Meeting, Resolutionm

1619(xv), Pe 506

lZIbid., Reselution 1620{XV), p. 508
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with the rest of the Congo. ONUC remained on dauty until
relative peace and guiet reigned in the Congo. As far as
further action In the Genseral Assembly ls concerned, after
the 15th Session, it consisted almost entirely of fimancial
and administrative details and roughly the same V@ting
patterns resulted as had emerged in 1961, Finland main=-
tained her pesition, established as far back as the Buez
Crisis in 1956, that United Nations actions wers the res-
ponsibility of all Member States.

An obvious, and very leogical, comparisen that can be
made 1s ome between the Suez and Congo crisis. In many
respects they were similar, and in equally many respects
they werse qulte different. In each a military force had been
sent to establish peace, but ONUC was set up by the Security
Council with the USSR comcurring, while UNEF was ordered by
the CGeneral Assembly with Soviet oppesition., Many other simi-
larities and divergences could be noted, but the comparison
of central concern to this study is that ef Finland's votes
on the respective crises,.

As in the Suez Crisis, Finland's votes were generally
for resolutigns that were truly constructive, Finland ab=
stalned frém, or voted against, all measures spoansoresd by
either the East or West which consisted solely of a moral
judgment er denunciation without a recommendation of some
actions In both crises Finland was far enough removed to
remain rather dispassionate thrgaghout the preceeding, but

the Conge crisis evidences a more independent veting record
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on Finland's parte Though it 1s impessible to select one res-
olution from the Suez Crisls and one from the Conge Crisis,
compare Finland's votes and arrive at any meaningful con=-
clusien, 1t ls nevertheless quite evident, that when con-
sldered as a whole, there are more #@tiﬁg disparities be~-
tween Finland and the USSR on the Congo Crisis.

If viewed in terms of voting blecs, Finland on this
particular question voted consistently with a number of non-
aligned nations, More significantly, Finland and Sweden ywki
together on every oppertunity and they were joined by Denmark

and Norway on most ballets., On this question, as much as on

any, & Scandlinavian voting bloec was apparent.




CHAPTER V

Other Questions

Considering the dozené of questions whichvhave been
&5alt with by the United Nations, and further considering
that only four have been treated comprehensively in the
Apresent study one might assume that this chapter will be
incredibly long and unduly comprehensive. Bubt neither is
the situation, because of the fact that only on a few of
the remaining questions did a serious great-Power conflict
develop, and on even fewer did it involve Finland,

Anyone who reads the newspapers could recall seversl
issues that have been treated by the American press as
”crises,” and for which the positions of the Great Powers
have becﬁ enalyzed, Butbt something that the newspapers ofbten
fail to point out is ﬁhat these "poéitions" are often merely
bargaining positions, and that what eventually emerges as a
compromlse constitutes the real position of the respective
nations, And in this respect, many of these questions which
would supposedly entail a Great-Power conflict are actually
the basis for universal agreement when finally presented to
the General Assembly. And of course, when this does occur,
Finland is not placed in the position of having to choose
sides.

But in those few questions which did indeed cause Create
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Power dliferencas, it does not necessarily follow that bew=
cause . Flnland supported one of the Powers, she was belnﬂ
1nfluenced by that Power. The person making such an assump—

tlon would be gullty not only of post hoec, ergo propter hoc

reasqnlng, but would also be denying that Finiand had shown
any initiative whausoever in the formation of her own foreign
\pclicj. One of Flnland?s eminent statesmen summarlzed wt very
lcon01sely shortly after Flnland's entry into the United Naclon"
"We would actually be living in a very strange kind of world
if a State had to refrain from pursuing its owm interests on
fhéngrohndith&t others might also benefit.“l

That statement_shmuld‘be kept in mind‘whﬁn examiniﬁg
'Finladd’s votes on‘such questlions as Algeria, Cyprus, Korean
elecﬁions, South Africa and "apartheid," Yemen, and Oman, and
gbove all, the perennial HAebate over the admission of Red
China to the United Nations., These particular topics will be

anélyz&d in some detail in the present chapter,

The Question of Red China
Several years b@for& Finland!s entry into the United
Nations she had recognized the Peoplet!s Republic of China
and had maintained regular diplomatic relations with Peiping.
Though the volume of trade between:pinland and Red China was
not great, economic agreemﬁnts also existed, Finnish leaders,

1

GAOR, 12th Session, lst Committee, 935th Meeting, p.

102, Speech by Enckell.
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Torced to facé hard reality in other sltuations, did not for-

sake that reality on this issue., To Finland, it was, is,

inconceivable that a lasting intermational agreement of any
nature can be achieved while one third of the Earthls people
remain outside the scope of such an agreement.

In the debate over an Indian proposal, Mr. Enckell again

among, other things, that:

In joining the United Natlons, we pledged ourselves to
contribute to the success of the organization. We

. have consistently striven to avoid all such measures

‘a8 might engender, prolong or deepen, any kind of
conflict, We want to look particularly for practical

- and accepbable solubions which might reasonably be

" concelved as improvements, In order to do so we con-
gsider it necessary to recognize the real facts on
which to base our common endeavours Lo promote interna-
tional understanding. Ih defining our attitude on this
gquestion, we have been led by the same constructive
spirit., Finland recognized the People's Republic of
China many years ago., Finland is among the many countries
which have normal diplomatic relations with the Peoplels
Republic of China, There is not for us, therefore, and
there could not reasonably be, any question as to the
right of the legitimate representﬁtivas of China to
their seat in the United Nabions.,

was the spokesman for the Finnish delegation. He stated, ,
|
|

Similar speeches were made by the representatives of
such neutral countries as Swedeﬁ, India and Indonesia, and
by such NATO countries as Norway‘andvDenmark. Nevertheless,
the measure, which "decides not to consider...any proposals..
to séat the People's Republic of China,” paésed by a vote of

Il to 28 with 9 abstentions.>

24A0R, 13th Session, Plemary, 753rd Meeting, pe Th.

3@a0R, 13th Session, Plenary, 755th Meeting, Resolution
1239(XII1), pe. 107
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Though Mr, Enckell made the speech guoted above in .the

13th Session, similar situations had arisen in bobth the 115k
:(1956-57) and 12th (1957-58) Sessions. In both cases, Fine
land supported Red Chinats bid for}mﬂmbership.u

:”In.l959 Mr, Enckell again repeated his delegation!s
views as to the representation of China, and again his re-
marks were in vain as a majority rejected his recbmmendations.s
In each ensuing session of the General Assembly the question
was faiééd and disposed of after receiving the séms kind of
treatment, But more importantly, the absence of Réd China
was very pointedly illustrated by the incongruity of condemm-
ing a country which supposedly did not exist, as happened in

the debates over Tibet.

The Question of Tibet | -
Farly in l959‘there'had been a great influx of Tibetans
inte Nepal and India, among them the Dalai Lama, the religious
leader of Tibet. They reported that they were fleeing from
Red Chinese aggression, According to the refugees, Red Chin-
ese troops had occﬂpi@d their land, had forced thoﬁsands of
Tibetans inbto unpaid labor on military construction, had mas-
sacred other thousands of Tibetans, andi had made a systematic

attempt to destroy the religion and culture of the Tibetan

MGAOR, 11th Session, Plénary, 580th Meeting, Resolution
1108(XI), and GaOR, 1l2th Session, Plenary, 686th Meeting,
Resolution 1135(XII). :

ﬁSGﬁOR, hth Séssion, Plenary, 803rd Meeting, Resolubtion
1351(XIV), p. 95.




people. Anblnternatiohal Commission of Jurists had been
formed to investigate the sitﬁatioh, and its report large-
1y supported the charges of the Dalai Lama and é@har‘Tibé;
tan refugeessg

On 28 September 1959, Malaya and Ireland requested that
the question of Tibet be included in the agenda of the llith
session of the General Assembly. In thﬂ'd@baterver the in=-
clusion of the item many countries @xpresséd their views as
to the admissability of consideration by the United Nations.
The item was placed on the agenda and on 20 October discus-
sion of the,topic'began in Plenary meetings.,

Representatives of various nabtions explained their posis
tions on the question and three distinct groups were soon
discernible, The largest group was nade up of European and
Amsrican nations, and supported unequivocally dh# right of
the Unitad Nations to consider the question, The second
group was the familiar tight-knit family of Eastern European
states who were botally opposed to consideration of the Tibe~
tan Question because it was exclusively within the juris-
diction of China. The third group, chiefly non~aligned
countries but including Francé and the United Kingdomn,
sympathized with the Tibetan people, butihad serious doubis
as o the practicality of United Nations consideration.

In defense of The position of the third group, Mr.

Enckell?s speech was as representative as any of this group:

Many delegations have expressed serious doubts about the
competence of the United Nations To deal with the matter.
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now before us. The Finnish delegation -shares
‘these doubts., We feel moreover that the ab-

sence from our midst of the representatives of

the Peoplets Republic of China is bound to

make any discussion of this matter one-sided

and purposeless., We did not deem it possible

to vote for the inscription of this item on our

agenda. ' '

I am bound, however, Lo refer here to the deep

feelings aroused in Finland by the reports of

the present situabion in Tibet. We have in Fin-

land a deeprooted conviction in the right of
~ 8ll peoples to their own lives in undisturbed
peace, whatever be their size, their status,

or their location. We dearly hope that this

right will be universally respected. We also

hold in high respect the fundamental rights and

basic liberties of man.
. He continued to say that he did not see how the discussion
of the present item would further peace or reduce the tensions
of the Cold War., He announced that his delegabtion would
therefore abstain on the voting.6

This speech contained some of the same elements that
were present in Gripenbergt!s speech during the Hungarian
Crisis, but wherews the abstention on that issue was clearly
because of the Soviet position, on the Tibetan question the
abstention apparently was the result of an inéapandently :
arrived at decision. The speech also contained the familiar
statement of Finnish adherence to freedom and independence,
which was no less spplicable here just because Finland doubt-
ed the legality of the actions of the United Hations.
In spite of Soviet opposition and neutral misgivings .

the resolution was adopted on 21 October by a vote of Ll to

6GﬁOR, 1ith Session, Plenary, 8318t Meeting, P. 475




9 with 26 abstentioﬁs.7 »

The question of Tibet was discussed in the m@etings of
the,lSéh Session, (1960-61) and a resolution was introduced
by Thailand, Malaya, and Ireland, but because of the pressure
‘of other work it was not considered until the very end of

8 -
There was btime only for one

the Session in April; 1961.
meeting snd the resolution (A/L.3l1) did not reach a vote.

Tn the 16th Session, (1961-62) Malaya and Thailand again
ﬁprbposed thet an item entitled "The Question of Tibet! be
included in the agenda,,ahd after mach haggling it was adopted.
The Western nations reiterated their position that the United

Nations was competent to handle the question in view of the

intervention of "one state in the affairs of another' and

because the crime of genocide weas being'perpetrated by the ‘ |
"rovernment of that étate." (A few meetings previously,
some of the same nations had maintained that Red China was
not o state.) The Soviet Union countered as she had in
pfevious sessions, and the nations which had sbsfained prev-
iously, repeated bheir misgivings.

When the vote was finally taken, 56 nations vobted for
the resolubtion, 11 voted against, and 29 nationy among bthem
Finland, abstained.9 Amazingly, when the question was raised

in subsequent sessions, the West did not choose to make pro-

Tipid., 83lth Meeting, Resolution 1353(XIV), p. 528

84A0R, 15th Session, Plenary, 898th Meeting.

9GAOR, 16th Session, Plenazy, 1005th Meeting, Resolubion
1723(XVI), p.
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pagenda out of it, and>did not insist on including it in the
~agenda. VWhy certain delegations allowed reason to prevail
on this issue is not readily discernible. Though it may
A'aypear that Finland did not give sufficient support to the
cause of Tibetan libertﬁ, it was not because the Finns.
approved of Red Chinese actions. A more reasonable answer
was provided by Mr. Enckell!s speech, which has been quoted

shove,

The Korean Question

Finlandt!s position in régard to the dispute over the
statﬁs of Kérea can be surmearized very concisely. 3She wanted
to stay out of the conflict., In the first session that Fin-
land attended, the question was a burning one, and in the 22nd
Session, (1966~67),.ths Korean question was on the agenda.
- There have been sSeveral resolutions introduced in each of the
dozen sessions Finland has participated in, and on every one
of them Finland has abstained. Whether the resolution was
introduced by the USSR, the United States, Sweden, India or
any othef'country, or whether the resolution was destined for

cverwhelming passage, or decisive defeat, Finland abstained.

That this is a reflection of Cold-War tensions 1s obvious,
and even Finland herself does not attempt to rationalize

her actions.

The Algerian Question
Finland!s voting record on the recurrent Algerian ques-

tion, if not as lengthy, is at least more varied,
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In the 1lth Session, (1956-57), there were several res-
lutions concerning Algeria consideréd‘and some wera'adopted,
but the only three causing any controversy were voted on in
the 18t Cormitbtee. The first, sponsored by Japan, the Philip-
pines, and Thailand expressed "the hope that Francetand the
Algérian people will endeavour, through appropriate nego-
tiations, to bring about the end of bloodshed and the peace-
ful settlement of the present difficulties." For reasons
that are not at all clear, the draft caused a Great-Power
split, and‘Finland, Sweden, Denmark, Norway and Ireland ab-
stained, The final vote was 37 to 27 with 13 abstentions;
the 8Boviet Union supported the bill and the United States
was opposed.lo |

The second resolution wag sponsored by eighteen non-
aligned nations and contained a certain degree of censure
for France. The Soviet Union backed the resolubtion which
was defeated by rejection of the operative paragraphs., On
both paragraphs Finland voted against the Soviet Union and
with the United States and the Nordic Countries. The vote
was 3L against, 33 for, and 10 abstentlons.ll-

The third resolution, consisting of the statement:
"The General Assembly, having heard the statements of the
French and other delegations, and discussed the question

of Algeria, expresses the hope that a peaceful and democratic
solutlon w;ll be found n

p 10ga0R, 11th Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 62, A/3537,
P. .

11

Ibid., P. he




- b1 to 33 wibh 3 abstentions.
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was sponsored by Argentins, Brazil, Cuba, Damiaion‘aepublic,
Italy and Peru. Finland, Scandinavia, and the West support-
ed this simple plea, but the Soviet Union and her allies,
as well as the Arab Nations voted against it. The vote was
12 phus in the 11th Session,

on this question, Finland registered three votes against

the Soviet Union and one azbstention.

The 12th Session, (1957-58) considered only one conw
troversial resolution on the Algerian question. This res- f
olution was ﬁery similar to the last resolution of the 1llth
Session (examined immediately above) and the same voting
#plit resulted., Finland and the West voted affirmatively:
the Soviet bloc voted negatively. As the final wote was
37 to 37 with 6 abstentions, the resolubtion was not adopted.13

As she had done on the disarmement question, Finland
abruptly changed her voting behaviour on Algeria in the 13th
Session, (1958-59). Supposedly because of her troubles at
home, Finland sabstained on resolutions which she would have
supported in previous years, Both resolubtions considered in
December, 1958 csaused Great-Power differences and Finland
abétained on both.lu

By the fall of 1959, when the 1llith Session met, the dis-

cussions had taken on a new tone. Now the draft resolutions

L2ms4.

13GACR, 12th Session, lst Committee, 926th Meeting, p. 3L2.

thAOR, 13th Session, 18t Committee, 1023rd Meeting, p.
382, and Plenary, 792nd Meeting, p. 627.
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introduced were much more comprehensive than before, and,in
essence, recognized the right of Algeria to be independent.

The Western nations did not agree with this and strongly

opposed the resolution. But the "Ehird world!s® strength
was evident on this measure as they joined the Communiét
bloc in adopting the resolution. Finland, Sweden, and 15
other nations abstained.lg
By 1960 Finland had evolved from voting against the
Soviet Union, to abstaining, to finally voting with the
Soviets on essentially the same resolution., Finland was
not being forced to do this; the situation in Algeria had
undergone drastic alterations, and'ﬁh@ question of Algérian
independence was no longer a subject of idle speculation.
The United States had not, however, adjusted its position,
s0 in the 15tb.Session FPinland voted with the Soviet Union

and ageinst the United States. 'O

The fact that the rest of
Scandinavia also voted with Finland, indicates the extent to
which this change was of Finland's free will, and the result
of the a;tared situation.

Despite the opinion of the Western World in regard to
Algeriatls right to be independent, the Algerians soon made
this a8 moot point by achieving indapendence. On their entry
into the United Nations in 1962, the Finnish delegale, Mr.
Nsrikéski;} welcomed the representatives of Algeria in the

name of Finland, Swéden, Norway, Denmark; Iceland and Austria.

15GAOR, 1lith Session, lst Committee, 1078%h Meeting, p. 277.

16 0a0R, 15th Session, Flenary, 965th Meeting.
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His speech was articulate, if not albogether candid.
.o oWe have awaited this day for msny long and painful

_ years, In our consclence and in our hearts we have

acutely felt the violence, the scope, and the magnitude
of the Algerian btragedy. Deeply conscious as we are of
our responsibilities in the community of nations, sincere
friends of both Algeria and France, we have done our
utmost to comtribute to the terminabtion of that fratri-
cidal struggle which for 801}ong has drenched the soil

of your country with blood. ' :

The Cyprus Question

The question of Cyprus, as considered by the United
Nations, consisbts of two distimct situatioms, The first,
heving its origins in the early 1950!'s, comcerned the problems
Cyprus faced in its quest for independence, which finmally
was achieved im 1960. The second, which began in 196l., was
caused by the dispute between Greek amd Turkish elements
among the Cypriot citizems. Om nmeither crisis did Finland
take amy startling foreign-policy imitiatives, but the pre-
independence crisis raised some comtroversy which Finland
had to face.

Before 1957, the problems of Cyprus had not provoked a
resolution in the Genersal Assembly, but im that year a Greek
resolution, introduced im the lst Committee provided what
had been nissing. But the controversy was not necessarily of
the traditiomal Cold War mabture. On the voting which resulted,
the Soviet bloc, Ireland, and meny non-gligmed couatries sup-

ported Greece, while the Umnited Kingdom, France, Sweden,

Norway, Demmark, snd the rest of Westerm Europe were in

GAOR, 17th Session, Plenary, 11i6th Meeting, p. 399.
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opposition. Minland, the United States and 23 other nations
abstained, in one of the most unusual vobting splits in the »
history of the UN.LC

In 1958, much the same resolution was introduced, but
it was just one of»saverai,resolutions'béfore the General
Assembly. The others were proposed by various groups of
nations, with no particular reference to traditional Cold
War splits. The three ééntending prarties in this diépute
were all members of NATO and each submitted a draft res-
61ution at the opening of debate on the quéstiom. In add-
ition to the resolutions of Greece, Tﬁrk&y, and the United
Kingdom; Columbia, Iran, Mexico each submitted one, and
then a 10-Power joint resolution was submitted. In only
one instance was a greatb Power'conflict'ihvblved aﬁd‘F°m—'
land abstained when it was voted on., Imn fact Finland
abstained on the vOtevon every resolution, but aside from
the ome Grest-Power split, so did the United States. Thus
this first Cyprus Crisis provides little useful information
in regard to Finland!s policy. About the only statement
that could be made is that Finland certaiﬁly did nmot follow
the Soviet line., The establishment of voting blocs on this
question is impessible, as even the Scandinavian countries

were Split on every wote.19 It is possible that many nations

IBGAOR 12th Session, lst Committee, 93lth Meetlﬁg,
A/C.1%L. 197, p. 935.

194 ,13th Session, Amnexes, Ageuda Iten 68, Report of
lst Commmttee, Do 15.




but such an assertion is impossible to document. .
The second Cyprus crisis, though caused by the
nasic conflict between Greek and Turkish Cypriots, wa
considersbly different mature. Cyprus was an independs
nation im 196l., and her democratic insﬁitutions were sup
posedly working well, The ostensible immediate cause of
violence was a constitutional conflict over the status of
the Turkish Cypriot mimority. The British, who still had
troops in Cyprus, suggested that they be replaced by a
peace keeping force made upvof‘comtimgents from NATO coune
tries, since all disputants were members of that Organiza-
tion. The Cyprus Government, however, insisted that the

péacekeeping force be under the direct control of the United

Nations, and accordingly, the Security Council set up UNFICYP
for & limited btime. Thus the General Assembly was Spared
from‘the responsibilities of setting up a force. A4nd, as
Finland was not a member of the Security Council, she happi~--
1y did not have to support the resolutions of either side.
It is clear nevertheless where Finland stood on this issue,
since she was one of the first countries to offer & COﬁtimgn
ent for UNFICYP, and about 1000 Fimnish soldiers took part
in the operation. |
‘Thﬁkohly General AésaMbly action on this question took
place in 1965 at the 20th Session, and was chi@fiy a state-
msﬁtvof fact. The "“third world" proposéd'amd adopted the

resolution over the negative votes of Albanis, Turkey, and
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the United States, while Finland, the Soviet bloc, and the
entire West abstained. The voting pattern on this question
again possibly reflected votes of conviction, rather than

pure political expediéacy.zo

South Africa and Apartheid

" n
Another of the Great Problems of. the United Nations
which has been considered annually, but which is no closer to

a solution now than it was 20 years ago,\itvia the question
of South Africa and "apartheid." As was the case in regard
to the admission of Red China, Finland's policy on South
Africa has been a very consistent one. The great majority
of resolutions adopted by the Assembly have been simply mo=-
ral condemmations of the South African Government. In keep-
ing with her policy of not supporting moral judgements on
any issue Finland has abstained on every such resolution
since her entry in 1956,

On 9 November 1959, Max Jakobson, member of the Finnish
delegation, explained Finland'!s position in a meetiﬂg of the
- Special Political Committee. He said that his delegation
shared the conviction that the practice of faoial discrimina-
tion and segregation was a denial of human rights and fundam-
mental freedoms, The principle of equality was enshrined in
the tradition, law and social practice of his country, which
found any form of intolerance repugnant. His delegation had

no doubt as to the validity of the principles of the draflt

29440R, 20th Session, Plemary, 1j02nd Meeting, Resolu-
tion 2077 (XX).
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resclution b@ing considered, but it had certain reservations
in regard to the competence of the United Nations in view of
Article 2, paragraph 7 of the Charter. (Provision for non-
interference in the domestic affairs of 8tates.) He thought
that negotiations and conciliation would succeed better than
the mere repetition of resolutions which attempted to pass
judgement on that country, and only served to worsen relations
with the one agency thalt had the power'and means to tackle

the race conflict in South Africa-namely the Governmeﬁt of
South.Africa.gl

Finland's speeches and votes in subsequent sessions emne-
phasized this position but added little new material. 039 ,
alteration was significant, however. Beginning in the 15th
Session, (1960-61) additional resolutions calling for econom-
ic sanctions have been introduced, and were always vociferous-
1y supported by the Soviet Unton. Finland has consistently
voted against these resolutions, as has the United States.

A corollary of the South Africa Question is the question
of South West Africa. This territory was mandated to South
Africa by the League of Nations, and confirmed by the United
Nations shortly after its fonmafion. The chief dispute was,
and is, caused by difference in opinion between South Africa
and the rest of the world over the étatus of South West Afri-
ca, This dispute is generally outside the scope of this
study because most of the action taken has been in the Commit-

tee on South West Africa, a body that is not an integral part

- 21gp0R, 1hth Session, Special Political Committee, 1L7th
Meeting, p. 908.
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of the General Assembly. The only reason for mention at all
is that Finland was elected Lo this body inm 1956 and.wasAvery
’active in promoting comeiliation. In subsequent years, Max
Jakobson played a dynamic role in the work of this committee,

recently becoming chairman. This is but one example of Finw

land's many efforts to promote peace and understanding in

United Natioms bodies other than the General Assembly.

Questions Relative to United Nations Organs

Periodically throughout the twenty year history of the
United Nations atbtempis have been made to alter the size or
character of bodies set up by the original Tharter, This

has occured many times since Finland has been a member, and
y N

SOme have entailed Great-Power conflicts, particularly those
thet proposed to increase the size of the Security Council.

. On those proposals which would have givemﬁeither side in _ ‘
the Cold War a notabla advaﬁtage Finland abstained, but on
vaSt,‘r@gardless of what camp made the original proposal,
Finland voted against the Soviet Union. This series of
votes, which extend from 1956-196l. is noin particularly
helpful to this study because very few of these resolutions
actually ccntained.proviSioné that affected the vital interests
of any of the Greab-Powers, The long range effect of all
these measures, a tfaﬁd which Finland could certainly sup=-
port,lwas the gradual increase in the power and influence

of the non~aligned nations,

Though statistics will show a great number of Finnish
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votes Whioh opposed those of the Soviet Uaion, it would be
hazardous to sﬁaﬁa that this was in direct reaction to Sove
iet policy. It is probable that this is another area in
Which Fimnish leaders feel relatively free to express their
convictions, even though some of them might irritate the

Soviet Union.

Question of Oman
The questioh of Oman is a fitting conclusion to
this‘chapter because it is a development of the 1960's and
one is likely to remain on the agenda of tThe General Assem-
bly. It also provides evidence of what may be a cautlous
alteration of Finland!s United Nations policy.

The question was first ‘on the agenda of the 15th Session,
but because of the time shorbage, no definitive action was |
taken, other than to place the:ﬂauestion of Qmamﬁ on the
Agenda of the 16th Session. | | | |

Tn the 16th Session, (1961-62) the gquestion was consid-
éred at two Plenary meebtings and at seven meetings of the
Special Political Cormittee where all the real action took
place. To surmarize the essence of the oonflict im:Qman one
could reasonably state that it ﬁas causedfby Arab nationalism,
fanmed by Gamel Abdel Nasser. The Avabss accused the British
of colonialiswm and economic exploitation of the Arsb residents.
Britain's argument was that she had s right to be there, hav-
ing been invited by local leaders to help put down a rebellion.
Furthermore, Britain argued, Oman was an integral part of the

“

Sultanate of Muscat, whose leader was on good terms with the
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British.

The Soviet Union and its Hast European comrades Jumped
on the Arab enti-colonialist band wagon and demounced Britain.

Ii a fairly rare show of umamimity, all of non=-communist
Europe supported the United Kingdom, as well as the United
States and the Cormonwealth Countries. I the Specisl Polit-
:ical,Cammittee voting, which requires a simple majority, the
Arab;ied bloc found enough support among the African nations
to pass the resolution over the negative votes of the Wégﬁ, |

22 But in Pl@naryﬁmaefings a 2/3 majority

including Finland.
is rgquired, and the measure was re jected by a vote of 33
to 21 with 37 abstentions. Finland!s votes again countered
thqsé of the Soviet Union, on a resolution authored by the
Soviet Union.as

In 1062 the question of Oman was aghin considered by
both the Special Political Committee and 2 Plenary meeting
and the results were almost identical to those of 1961, The
measure passed the Committee, but failed of adoption in the
General Assembly. Oii both occasions Fiﬁland.ragistered.votés
which countered ﬁhose of:the Soviet Uﬁtﬁ.c):tsl.._zj+

22&AOB, 16th Session, Special Political Committee, 306th

meeting, A/SPC/L. 78, p. 23k,
gg(}AOR, 16th Session, Plenary, 1078th Heeting, A/5010,

%%GAOR,k17th Session, Special Political Committee, 357th

ﬁ%giéégf‘A/SPC/L.GB, and 17th Session, Plenary, 1191lst Meeting,

p. 10
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In the 18th Se361an the Lth Committee handled the quest-
ion rather than the Special Political Committee, and here a
completely new situation developed, No longer was the initia-
tive taken by the Arab or Communist nations, but by the Latin
American nations. The resolution which they submitted was |
very moderate and was a sincere efforﬁ in the direction of '
conciliation. It did not name Great Britain as an aggressor,
and simply appointed a committee to study the question. The
only negative vote cast in the balloting was thaﬁ'of:the Unit=-
ed Kingdom, so Finland's affirmative alignmehﬁ with the Sove
iet Union is not particularly notable.as“ | '

The question received very little ﬁraaﬁment in the 19th
Session, pending completioﬁ of a report on Oman and no votes
resulted. IX 1?65 however, the Arab-led bloc re-emerged with
a strongly worded resolution demanding that British trobps
gef out of Oman, and that all forms of British domination be
eliminated. The Soviet Union gave wholehearted supporﬁ to the
regolution, and was even more insistent on its adoption then
were the sponsors. The resolutlon was adopted by a large ma-
jority of 61 to 18 with 32 abstentions. Again Western (and
Northern) Europe voted negatively and the only desertion from
the ranks of the supporters of Britain, was France who ab-

26

stained.”™  This vote took place late in December 1965, and

ZSCAOR 18th 39331on, P1enary, 1277th Meebting, Resolu-
tion 198 (KVIII)

26GAOR 20th Session, Plenary, 1399th Meeting, Resolu-

tion 2073(XX)
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thus is the last vote chronologically to be considered in
this study. The vobing disparity bebtween Finland and bhe
Soviet Union was obvious and consistent on this issue, and
the possible implications of this will be discussed in the

final Chapter.




Conclusion

What then is the result of Finlgnd!s participation in
the United Nations? Has Finland been able to Significantly
’alter the Paasikivi lins within the framework of the United
Nations? Or, on the contrary, Bas the Paasikivi line been
so”rigidythat Finland!s votes and statements are only a rew
flectioncof 1t?

,Séﬁe»observers have stated that participation has made
new intérpretations of the Paasikivi line possible, and
superfically this statement is cér@ect. But a close exam-
ination reveals that these dhanges in interpretation are so
subtle that they'actually only provide more precise limits
to areas'previously_undefined. Though excepfions to the
rule exist, the examples studied above provide rather conclug
ive evidance thai the principles embodied in the Paasgikivi
line govern Finland's actions in the United Nations to the
same extent that they goverﬁ any other aspect of Finnish for-
eign‘policy.

if that is indeed the case, do Finnish votes serve the
interests of the Soviet Union, as several Western critics
have charged? In;an incidental way, yes% But the main

consideration is not Soviet interests, but Finnish interests.

That Finnish interests are sometimes the same &8 Soviet

10l
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interests is a fact of geography and pelitics which Fine
land cannot change. It 18 not subservience te Russia, but
the basic requirement of protecting Fimnish independence
that determines Finland's actions. The late Foreign Minis~
ter, Ralf Tgrngren once wrete that, "The fereign poliecy of
a small natioen can have but one purpese: the safeguarding
of its independence and security. The means employed te
thismend must be adepted te circumsﬁances over which it can
have only marginal cmntrel."l

There is, ef course, no way of proving that Moscew dees
not dictate Finland's vetes, but neither can the épp@sitc be
preved. On the contrary, the many Finnish V@tgs_which oppoes~
ed those of the Soviet Union indicate that Finland veted with
conslderable fresdem. That Finland usually abstains frem
- eondemning the USSR is prebably the result ef Fimnish pru-
dence rather than Seviet interference,

This does not imply, hewever, that Finland's veotes re-
flect Flanish opinion. The events ef the Hungarian tragedy
indicate this disparity rather plainly. And during the cris-
is perieds of 1958 and 1961 the disparity between convictions
and actions were more apparent than at ether times. Or at
least Finland took greater pains net te offend the Soviet
Unien. It is reasonably certain that had Finland net exer-
cised prudence en such questions as Hungary and Kersa, the
Soviet Unien would have made its displeésure knewn in Hel-

sinkis
1

: - : : —
Ralf Terngren,"The Neutrality of Finland," Foreign

Affairs, Vel, 39 (July, 1961), p. 601.
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Happily, confrontabions between the Great Powers have
not occurred nearly sSo often in the last five years as they

did during the 1950's, And consequently Finland has nol been

put on the.spot“Q@ often. Until the 1967 Arab-Israseli war

erupted, the problems in Oman and Yemen provided the most
conbroversy. (The Vietnam war has been avoided in the U.N.
both by the United States and the USSR.) As indicated in
Chapter V, Finland has voted against the Soviet Union on the
Oman question in several instances where she would hot have
done so five years ago. The scanty records which have been
distfibuted to date on the Middle Bast War also indicate that
Finland is pursuing a more independent course than she did in
1956-57.
| Despite the caubtious Finnish initiatives mentioned in
the preceeding paragraph, it would appear that, in the ab=-
sence~éf any drastic change in the international situafion,
Finland!s policy will continye along the Paasikivi line., For
above all, the Finns are realistic, they have no delusions of
grandeur, they are aware that Finland!s impact on the world
is 1imited; But they also believe that they can make a con-
tribution to world peace, and iﬁ is this belief which caused
President Kekkonen to explain Finland?!s purpose in the Unit-
ed Nations, in the following terms: |
We consider that it is our ﬁask here %o narrow differen-
ces, Lo seek constructive solutions, rather than sharpen
or sustain existing conflicts or create new ones. We in
Finland are, to a large extent, a nation of cooperators;
and we know that true cooperation is best advanced by

strongly independent minded individuals, We believe
in the #%essibility of harmonizing through conciliating
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dissimilar interests for the benefit of all.
Rather than as judges we See ourselves here as physiclans;
1t is not for us to pass judgement nor to condemm, it

is prather to diagnose and to try to cure.

'EGAOR, 16th Session, Plenary, 1lOLOth Meeting, Speech
by the President of Finland. b s s
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