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the president of the Republic of Finland1 

and the Cabinet Committee on Foreign 
and Security Policy (UTVA)2 decided on 14 
April 2004 that Finland would examine her 
resources that could be available for the EU 
Battlegroup arrangement. It had been clear 
from the very beginning that Finland did not 
have resources to be a framework nation,3 
and needed partners to contribute to the 
Battlegroups. Sweden was the first option to 
look to, for obvious reasons. A larger NATO 
country would have been a suitable partner 
for Finland too, but the United Kingdom 
wanted to establish a national battle group 
with the Netherlands. She also endorsed the 
idea of incorporating Norway into a Nor-
dic battle group. Germany, in the beginning, 
was reluctant to include Finland, but subse-
quently changed her mind. Sweden for her 
part had two main options to consider: set-
ting up a national battle group or being a 
framework nation in a bi- or trilateral battle 
group. Quite soon it became obvious that 
at that moment, a national unit was out of 
bounds, and cooperation with Finland was 
examined.4 Prime Ministers Göran Persson 
and Matti Vanhanen finalized the agreement 
on setting up a Nordic Battlegroup during 
their talks in October and expressed hopes 
that Norway would join the force.5 On 3 
November, UTVA decided that Finland 
would not only set up a Battlegroup with 
Sweden (and Norway and Estonia) but that 

Finland also would join the Battlegroup set 
up by Germany and the Netherlands. The 
contributions were announced in the Mili-
tary Capabilities Commitment Conference, 
in Brussels on 22 November 2004. Since the 
very beginning Finland has thus considered 
the project as being important and contin-
ues to commit her troops to Battlegroups. 
 The aforementioned governmental de-
cisions stem from a larger security policy 
context and tradition, where crisis manage-
ment has been a tool for advancing Finnish 
interests. Participation in international crisis 
management is an essential part of Finnish 
foreign and security policy. It aims to im-
prove both international security and the 
security of Finland. The European Union 
is one of the most important frameworks 
not only for Finnish foreign policy but also 
for the defence policy. As was stated in the 
Government report Finnish Security and 
Defence Policy 2004 “Finland is working to 
strengthen the European Union as a security 
community and an international actor”.6 
 The effectiveness together with the co-
herence of the EU is vital for Finland. 
The Common Foreign and Security Policy 
(CFSP) cannot exist without actual content 
and efficiency. It should not split the Un-
ion into two: those who participate in the 
structural cooperation and those who re-
main outside it.7 The fact that all Member 
States are contributing to the Battlegroup 
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concept has been welcomed with satisfac-
tion in Finland.8 The 2009 report on secu-
rity and defence policy states that “an inter-
nationally strong Union, capable of action, 
serves Finland’s interests” and that “this 
cooperation [i.e. the Battlegroups] improves 
the interoperability9 of the member states.” 
Finland wants to participate fully in the de-
velopment and implementation of the com-
mon security and defence policy. 
 The then Foreign Ministers Lena Hjelm-
Wallén, Sweden, and Tarja Halonen, Fin-
land, proposed for the EU Inter-Govern-
mental Conference in 1996 that crisis 
man age ment in general and the so-called 
Petersberg tasks in specific should be made 
a Union sphere of competence. The Union 
must “be in a position to apply the whole 
gamut of instruments, from conflict preven-
tion measures of various kinds to armed 
peacekeeping actions”.10 In the Treaty of 
Amsterdam in 1997 humanitarian and res-
cue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and tasks of 
combat forces in crisis management includ-
ing peacemaking, were listed as crisis man-
agement tasks for the EU. This initiative can 
also have other purposes than to increase 
competence in crisis management – a devel-
opment it started and which has led to ex-
panding tasks and structured defence related 
cooperation within the Union framework. It 
was, however, a proposition to hinder the 
merger of the EU with the WEU, an option 
that both countries resisted.11 Both countries 
also wanted to emphasize the primacy of 
NATO and the United States in European 
defence. This should not be jeopardized by 
lukewarm European enterprises.
 Another delaying battle between more 
deepened defence cooperation and the desire 
to remain militarily non-aligned was fought 
during the Intergovernmental Conference 
tackling the question on the EU Constitu-
tional Treaty. With respect to provisions on 

security and defence policy the supplement-
ed Petersberg tasks were not a problem to 
Finland, nor was Article I-43, the solidar-
ity clause requiring the provision of assist-
ance in case of a terrorist attack. Article 
I-41 dealing with specific provisions relating 
to the common security and defence policy 
was, however, more problematic. Before the 
December 2003 negotiations the Finnish 
Government had objected to the permanent 
structured cooperation allowing willing and 
able member states to proceed in developing 
their capabilities for more demanding mis-
sions. This mindset was feared to rupture 
the coherence of the EU, a cornerstone in 
Finnish EU policy – at least in the field of 
security and foreign policy. The real fight 
was fought to formulate Article I-41.7 con-
cerning the provision of assistance. Though 
Finland agreed with the obligation of aid 
and assistance in case of armed aggression 
on a member state’s territory,12 she wanted 
to maintain her military non-alignment – 
verbally at least – with a sentence referring 
to “the specific character of the security and 
defence policy of certain Member States”. 
The critics claimed that Finland spent too 
much of her political firepower to hinder 
the development when it did not need to be 
hindered. It seems inevitable that the secu-
rity and defence policy will become deep-
ened and enlarged in the near future – not 
only crisis management but also mutual 
assistance. The realization of a common 
defence depends on the experiences gained 
in implementing the Constitutional Treaty, 
integration of the EU in general, and the 
development of the security situation and 
transatlantic relations.13 
 Participating in two Battlegroups is po-
litically important for Finland for various 
reasons. Cooperation with Sweden has a 
specific symbolic value as the countries have 
worked together on many issues within the 
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stand and participate in activities that were 
out of question in the past. The former 
Finnish Chief of Defence, Admiral Juhani 
Kaskeala, has emphasized that the develop-
ment of the EU rapid response capabilities, 
the Battlegroups in particular, is not chang-
ing the very tasks the EU has set for itself.17 
It is, however, changing what both Sweden 
and Finland have been doing, perhaps being 
a clear evidence of the former neutral mem-
ber states replacing peacekeeping with crisis 
management.
 

Developing military crisis 
management
Four main factors direct the development 
of the Finnish international crisis man-
agement capabilities and capacities. The 
EU troop and performance requirements 
together with the NATO Partnership for 
Peace Planning and Review Process (PARP) 
are the two most powerful external inputs. 
The third is Nordic crisis management 
cooperation. National defence needs and 
capabilities are the powerful internal fac-
tors. International participation is widely 
understood to support the development of 
the overall interoperability and credibility 
of national defence.18 Particularly battal-
ion- size units and more demanding opera-
tions give valuable experiences to Finnish 
personnel and are a reliable platform for 
testing the suitability of, for example, vari-
ous command and control systems and sur-
veillance or logistic systems. Interoperabil-
ity increases Finland’s capability to receive 
foreign assistance in times of crisis. Nation-
al defence, interoperability and crisis man-
agement are the cornerstones of the Finnish 
defence, each one enhancing the other. The 
two official emphases in developing the 
defence system, the strengthening of the 
preparedness to prevent and repel a stra-

EU. The Swedish – Finnish – Norwegian – 
Estonian – Irish unit, Nordic Battlegroup 
Group 08, underlined cooperation between 
likeminded small nations. It has expanded 
Nordic cooperation, which traditionally 
has been of value in itself, to include other 
nations and to cover new areas. Experi-
ences from Nordic cooperation in various 
peacekeeping and peace support operations 
have normally been positive, so one could 
expect that such a multilateral battle group 
would succeed. Norway, contributing to an 
EU crisis management arrangement dem-
onstrates that this development does not 
compete with NATO but completes it. The 
participation in the German – Dutch battle 
group offered Finland a good opportunity 
to cooperate with two strong and experi-
enced EU and NATO countries. These two 
compositions “naturally have clear political 
significance to Finland”.14 Significant is that 
both Battlegroups were set up by countries 
that emphasized the importance of the Unit-
ed States and NATO in European security – 
countries that are not willing to compromise 
the transatlantic link by entirely European 
solutions. This might be the very signal and 
significance of the Finnish contribution.15 
 Finnish security policy could be described 
as dualistic or ambivalent. Both the United 
States and the European Union are impor-
tant, both national territorial defence and 
participation in international crisis manage-
ment are essential, both soft security issues 
– liberal strategy for peace – and hard secu-
rity questions – realistic strategy for peace 
– are emphasized. This dual approach has 
been criticized by domestic and interna-
tional politicians and scholars.16 A clearer 
commitment to Western institutions has 
been desired. Crisis management, which has 
helped both Sweden and Finland to remain 
outside difficult political commitments, is 
now beginning to force them to take a clear 
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tion of the PfP and PARP processes is that 
they have been used to respond to commit-
ments to the EU Headline Goal as well.23 
This is most natural since the EU follows 
most of the NATO standards and proce-
dures in crisis management. National force 
contributions for PfP activities should meet 
the general criteria of preparedness, readi-
ness, deployment, interoperability, logistics 
and technical standards, which do not differ 
from other existing frameworks. 
 At present, Finnish international rapid 
deployment forces comprise a mechanized 
infantry battalion, a headquarters and sig-
nals company, an engineer battalion, several 
units specialized in civil-military coopera-
tion, a medium truck company, a minelayer, 
and a number of staff officers and military 
observers.24 Differing from the Swedish am-
bition of training all troops for international 
duties, designated units are given training 
and a limited number of troops are trained 
for international tasks by Finland. The same 
applies to the PARP; only the most general 
objectives cover all troops or technical sys-
tems; interoperability is developed in the 
designated units. The main task of the De-
fence Forces and also the rapid deployment 
forces is to defend Finland and its people; 
participation in international crisis manage-
ment is one of the three main tasks but is 
not the main focus.
 Nevertheless, the Finnish capability to 
contribute is to be enhanced and increased. 
Within the Army, the focus has been on de-
veloping command and control systems – 
particularly on establishing a brigade-level 
lead nation capability. Special forces and 
NBC defence troops together with intel-
ligence, logistics, UAV reconnaissance and 
helicopter transport units are to be trained 
for international tasks. The Navy has cre-
ated a boarding team, a coastal ranger unit, 
a mine countermeasures unit, and a special 

tegic strike and raising the level of defence 
preparedness, are said to “also improve Fin-
land’s ability to participate in international 
crisis management, the importance of which 
is continuing to grow”.19 National defence 
naturally benefits from having experienced 
commanders, well-trained rank and file and 
tightly-knit units, but the mantra is also 
needed to sell the entire concept of interna-
tional crisis management for the people that 
value the freedom, integrity and independ-
ence of their own country above all. 
 Finland has participated in the Partner-
ship for Peace (PfP) programme since 1994. 
The purpose has been (from the very begin-
ning) to enhance Finland’s ability to par-
ticipate in crisis management, to be more 
specific in peacekeeping, search and rescue 
operations and humanitarian operations.20 

Technical interoperability programmes be-
gan in 1995 when Finland joined the Plan-
ning and Review Process. The first initial 
phase was comprised of 13 Interoperability 
Objectives (IO). They focussed on rather 
general issues of command, control, com-
munications and computing, logistics and 
transport, infrastructure, language require-
ments, and flight support. At this moment, 
56 Partnership Goals (PG) have been ad-
dressed to Finland.21 The scope of the PGs 
have widened as NATO has developed its 
Partnership Working Programme and as cri-
sis management is becoming more demand-
ing. Civilian emergency planning is one of 
the latest areas included in the programme. 
Capabilities for responding to risks arising 
from the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction and terrorism are similarly in-
corporated. In addition to fulfilling the 
afore mentioned goals of international crisis 
management, the IO/PGs have helped to 
fill the gaps needed for joint operations of 
Finnish key forces22 and Finland’s ability to 
receive foreign military aid. The third func-
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-  Mechanized infantry; a company 
(approx. 160 troops), including a 
team of combat engineers

- An NBC defence detachment (30)
- Special operations forces (45)
- An Electronic warfare section (20)
- Coastal rangers: one platoon (35)
- Command and control (e.g. a 

Communication and Information 
Service, Signals and HQ Com-
pany personnel) (100).

The mechanized company and the NBC 
defence unit were the only ones already 
listed, and thus in full operational capabil-
ity. The existing national troop production 
system based on conscription, refresher 
training and exercises, will develop and 
train the international rapid deployment 
forces. Of the identified troops and plans, 
the services have for international capabili-
ties a brigade-level C2 capability, mecha-
nized infantry and engineer battalions, and 
a transport company – a special operations 
unit became fully operational in 2006. A 
CIMIC company, a coastal ranger platoon, 
a boarding team and an EW unit reached 
full operational capability in 2008.26 
 The Finnish troops and elements for the 
Nordic and German-led Battlegroups27 were 
thought to be as follows (tentative lists): 

A  Nordic Battle Group (January 1, 2008 – 
June 30, 2008)

 Force Headquarters: 7 – 10 officers
 Infantry Battalion: Battalion Headquar-

ters, 5 officers
 Combat Support:

- Fire Support Unit: a heavy mortar 
platoon (85 troops)

- Intelligence, Surveillance, Target 
Acquisition and Reconnaissance 
(ISTAR): one unit (55)

operations unit. The Air Force has devel-
oped accredited capability to participate in 
air policing as a part of an international air 
operation. 

Participation
Finland, like many other nations, has ear-
marked some troops and units for several 
troop pools and registers: to the EU Hel-
sinki Force Catalogue, to the NATO Euro-
Atlantic Partnership Council arrangement 
and to the already closed UN Standby 
High Readiness Brigade (SHIRBRIG) as 
well. At the same time, Nordic countries 
have established a register and capabilities 
for assembling a multinational Nordic cri-
sis management brigade within the Nordic 
Coordinated Arrangement for Military 
Peace Support (NORDCAPS), again with 
the already triplehatted troops.25 One 
could therefore question the real effect 
and impact of these arrangements; they 
have not produced real capabilities. If no 
permanent command structures or order 
of battle exist and troops are drawn from 
the pools of forces on a case-by-case basis, 
one cannot expect that all the troops have 
trained and exercised together. The level 
of interoperability is meagre in the begin-
ning, thus more time is needed before the 
units can be deployed. Progress in crisis 
management capabilities has so far been 
made more on the national level than in-
ternationally. The qualitative step the EU 
has now been taking calls for faster de-
ployment, requires additional material, 
and demands enhanced joint and com-
bined training. New and better capabili-
ties and capacities are needed. 
 The potential and needed troops and 
elements identified for the Battlegroups 
included:
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- Chemical, Biological, Radiological 
and Nuclear defence: a detachment 
(25 – 30)

- Combat Service Support:
- Logistic Support: a platoon/several 

sections (34)
- Geographical Support: one section 

(6)
- Military Police: one section (10)

Total Finnish contribution: 221.28

In addition to this, Finland planned to con-
tribute to the Operational and Strategic 
Enablers with personnel in Combat Service 
Support and Equipment Support functions 
and with Special Forces. 
 Norway had the role of the Logistic Role 
Specialist Nation in medical services and in 
strategic air- and maritime lift, including 
airport and harbour deploying. She contri-
buted with a medical platoon and a surgical 
unit. Other units or groups consisted of a 
movement control group and a port and ter-
minal operations squadron.29 Estonian and 
Irish troop levels were significantly lower.30

 It should be noted that the kernel of the 
Battlegroup, the mechanized infantry batta-
lion approx. 750 troops, 2 mechanized infan-
try companies, 1 light (air portable) infantry 
company, was entirely Swedish. This was 
reasonable from an operational perspective. 
The hard core of the Battlegroup mastered 
the same language,31 had undergone similar 
training, knew each other well, and surely fol-
lowed the same rules of engagement. It would 
have taken time for a multinational unit to 
reach that kind of interoperability, which is 
required in the most demanding tasks and si-
tuations. Combat support and combat service 
support units face this problem. The 2011 
Nordic Battlegroup is following the suit. Its 
core consists of a Swedish mechanised batta-
lion, and Sweden provides the main bulk of 
the personnel, i.e. some 1 600 troops.32

B  The German-Dutch-Finnish Battle-
group (January 1, 2007 – June 30, 
2007)

  Force Headquarters: officers
  Mechanized Infantry Battalion: 

- Battalion headquarters: officers
- Mechanized infantry company
- Combat Support:
- Intelligence, Surveillance, Target 

Acquisition Reconnaissance (IS-
TAR): one section

- Military Police: one section
- Combat Service Support:
- Medical Service personnel
- Maintenance Service personnel
- Transport Service personnel

   Total Finnish contribution: 161.33

As in the case of the Nordic Battlegroup, 
Finland contributed to the Operational 
and Strategic Enablers with personnel in 
Combat Service Support and Equipment 
Support functions and with Special Forces. 
In addition, Finland manned some staff of-
ficer posts at the Operational Headquar-
ters. Finnish military-strategic views could 
then have been taken into account in plan-
ning and executing the operations, and the 
Finnish Defence Forces Headquarters, the 
Operational Headquarters, was directly 
connected to the OHQ. Technical com-
mand, control, communication, computer 
and intelligence (C4I) solutions are essen-
tial but cannot surpass human presence. 
 The roles of the Finnish mechanized in-
fantry company were (BG HQ) force pro-
tection, reconnaissance and convoy protec-
tion. It was to be equipped with the SISU 
XA-180/200 series wheeled vehicles, a fact 
that guarantees excellent mobility on high-
ways and hard surfaces. This fits in well 
with the task of convoy protection. Recon-
naissance, on the other hand, could be lim-
ited due to the weaker mobility with respect 
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to, for example, the CV-90 series tracked 
vehicles on the softer, wet surfaces of the 
African monsoon season. The firepower is 
modest as the SISU XAs are equipped with 
12.7 millimetre machine guns, not 30 or 40 
mm automatic cannons. 
 The personnel for the Battlegroups 
consists of regulars, i.e. officers and non-
commissioned officers, enlisted personnel, 
and contract soldiers. Conscripts doing 
their national service will not be used in in-
ternational crisis management operations. 
Some 40 % of the personnel are assessed 
to be regulars, and the rest contracted sol-
diers. Those eligible to be recruited should 
already have been trained for international 
duties during their national service. Excep-
tions are, however, possible.   
 The rationality of participating in two 
Battlegroups from the point of view of force 
production was to enable a relatively even 
flow of trainees every year. In every second 
12-month period from July to June, some 
200 troops will be in service, both being 
trained and in preparedness or in operation, 
and in every 12-month period in-between 
a troop of approx. 160 persons will do the 
same. The approximately similar volumes 
make it easier to optimize the running of the 
education and training system. Although 
Finland is participating in two simultaneous 
Battlegroups in the first half of 2011, the 
relatively low number of troops in training 
and later in preparedness does not burden 
the bases providing the training. 
 Initial and individual training will be giv-
en in Finland. After a certain level of person-
al competence has been gained, small scale 
functional exercises can take place. These 
are to be conducted in the country responsi-
ble for that function. Joint Battlegrouplevel 
exercises constitute the third phase. The fo-
cus is then in the seamless planning and ex-
ecution of joint and combined tactical tasks. 

These take place either in the framework 
nation or, in later stages, in more demand-
ing environments in another member state 
or troop- contributing nation. The latter is 
naturally more profitable but requires more 
time, money and materiel. It would put pres-
sure on – and train – also the logistic func-
tions, including air and sealift assets. One 
can estimate that an 8 to 12-months train-
ing and exercise period is needed for meet-
ing the criteria set. The first two to three 
months could be used for individual to sec-
tion level training. Several months should be 
reserved for Battlegrouplevel exercises – not 
that the troops are continuously in exercises 
but conducting a progressive and expand-
ing exercise programme. Concluding weeks 
before the standby period begins are needed 
for rest, recreation and maintenance. Dur-
ing the standby periods, training and exer-
cises continue to be conducted, at a slightly 
lower level, naturally, keeping in mind the 
in-operation-in-10-days ambition.34 It is 
important to note that the Battlegroups in 
general and the Finnish contributions in 
particular consist of much more than just 
special operating forces – masked men ab-
seiling from helicopters or training to free 
hostages, which we have seen on television. 
A truck driver and a cook are as much a part 
of the Battlegroup as a sniper or demolition 
expert. All have to be trained and equipped 
to meet the full range of crisis management 
tasks that the Groups have. 
 Certification is an important tool in se-
curing the quality of the Battlegroups. It 
has been heavily discussed within the EU 
and work with this continues. The defini-
tion of benchmarks and criteria for evalua-
tion and certification are taken forward by 
the European Defence Agency. The general 
principle is that the member states’ stand-
ards and criteria form the basis for this 
work and that the contributing member 



158

NR 1 j A N UA R y / M AR S  2010

simultaneously, in two BGs with like-mind-
ed nations, contributes with similar troops 
with proven capabilities, and thus focuses 
on similar duties. NBG11 consists of Swed-
ish, Finnish, Norwegian, Estonian and Irish 
units and troops, with the Finnish contin-
gent consisting of 180 troops of an Infan-
try Company and Military Police, Intelli-
gence, CIMIC, Logistic and Geographical 
support personnel as well as staff officers. 
Accordingly, NLBG11 consists of Dutch, 
German, Finnish, Austrian and Lithuanian 
units and troops, with the Finnish contin-
gent consisting of 110 troops of a Ranger 
Company, several Service Support Sections 
as well as staff officers.38 

Implications
A number of political, legal and military 
questions need to be answered before Finn-
ish troops can participate in Battlegroup 
operations. These issues include:

- National decision-making in 
relation to the EU planning and 
decision-making processes

- National legislation, both the 
ques  tion of mandate and the legal 
status and rights of the individual 
participants

- Rules of engagement 
- Funding
- Recruiting and the training of 

personnel
- Legally binding contracts
- Terms of service
- Equipment and critical material 

acquisition
- Strategic enablers / assets. 39

The Finnish Government assesses that tak-
ing part in Battlegroups puts pressure on 
national decision-making procedures. The 
decision to participate in crisis manage-
ment operations will be made by the Presi-

states certify their troops. Although the cri-
teria used may wary, this system allows for 
the flexibility35 that is especially needed in 
the earlier phases of such a process. The 
overarching EU criteria concern availabil-
ity, employability and deployability, readi-
ness, flexibility, connectivity, sustainability, 
medical force protection and interoper-
ability.36 The EU Military Committee is to 
monitor the certification process. 
 Sweden, in the case of the Nordic Battle-
group, and the Swedish Force Commander 
and the Battalion Commander are certainly 
setting their own criteria with their troops, 
including the Finnish ones. The Swedish 
Armed Forces Headquarters has used the 
so-called basic functions to evaluate their 
own international troops. These areas are 
impact, mobility, protection, intelligence, 
sustainability and command and control. 
For tactical units perhaps a modification 
of the criteria originally set by the Swedish 
Defence Research Agency (FOI) might be 
more suitable.37 General criteria for a Bat-
tlegroup certification could consist of:

-  Preparedness
-  Sustainability
-  Capacity for independent opera-

tions and action
- Usability
- Interoperability and jointness.

With these or similar criteria, one can then 
evaluate the qualitative level of the troops 
in areas such as personal skills, command 
and control, combat tasks, and support 
functions. What must be the focus in Bat-
tlegroup certification is the ability for joint 
action. Individual to platoon level skills 
can be evaluated and obtained in the initial 
periods of training.
 In the coming Sweden- (NBG11) and the 
Netherlands (NLBG11) -led Battlegroups, 
Finland follows suit: she participates, now 
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dent of the Republic at the plenary session 
of the Government. Before the Govern-
ment can make such a proposition it has 
to hear the Foreign Affairs Committee of 
the Parliament as defined in Section 2 of the 
Act on Military Crisis Management.40 Thus, 
the final formal decision also on Battlegroup 
operations remains at the national level and 
includes several national political authori-
ties. Nevertheless, the de facto moment of 
decision is in the Council of the European 
Union, when the General Affairs and Exter-
nal Relations Council makes a unanimous 
decision to launch an operation. To ensure 
that the national decision-makers are prop-
erly involved and have time to be involved 
before any critical decision is discussed and 
made in the Council is a challenge. Given 
the Union’s ambition of launching an op-
eration within 5 days of the approval of the 
Crisis Management Concept (CMC), the 
current Parliamentary hearings and Gov-
ernmental reporting procedures might be 
difficult to follow. Even if it succeeds, the 
Finnish Government would have committed 
itself in accepting the CMC making it hard, 
and politically impossible, to reverse that 
decision. As stated by Prime Minister Van-
hanen “our partners have to be able to rely 
on the fact that our troops who are doing 
a tour of duty are also given permission to 
go into action by the national leadership”.41 
Yet, the actual role of national preparation 
and decision-making and the powers of Par-
liament are diluted, at least questioned, if no 
room for open political debate exists. 
 Increasing and expanding international 
crisis management puts pressure on the 
Finnish legislation on peacekeeping.42 It 
was reassessed whether it was up to date to 
meet the demands of the Battlegroup con-
cept. One of the key questions was whether 
there was a need for a United Nations or 
Organisation for Security and Cooperation 

in Europe mandate. The previous law from 
1984 recognized only such mandates (Sec-
tion 1). Without going into details of the 
political debate on the issue, some general 
remarks ought to be made. Although the EU 
has stated that it will act under a UN man-
date or according to general UN principles, it 
has reserved the right to act on its own. This 
concept has divided opinions in Finland. 
Prime Minister Vanhanen clearly demanded 
that Finland and the EU should have the op-
portunity to act without a UN mandate. He 
emphasized that an EU mandate would not 
undermine the UN as such as the EU would 
not make a decision that “could violate the 
principles of the UN”.43 Practically, it would 
set Finland and her partners in an awkward 
situation if Finland’s freedom of movement 
were closed beforehand. President Halonen, 
on the other hand, strongly supported the 
existing practice. This was consistent with 
the traditional Finnish line of supporting 
the role of multinational institutions where 
all the important actors influencing Finnish 
security are included and similarly bound 
by their values, principles and decisions. 
Finland, for both altruistic and egoistic rea-
sons, has not wanted to grant individual 
(great) powers the possibility to define their 
own code of conduct and rules of interna-
tional engagement. This could jeopardize 
the positions of lesser nations in general and 
Finland in particular. The President, how-
ever, changed her mind in March 2005. She 
considered the UN mandate essential but 
recognized that it might not always be pos-
sible to achieve. According to the President, 
four such scenarios might occur: firstly 
that the parties [or both parties] involved 
directly ask the EU to intervene; secondly 
that some permanent member of the UN 
Security Council is against a decision that 
would otherwise be in line with the UN 
Charter; thirdly, the issue in question is so 
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complicated [that no agreement or solu-
tion can be found]; and finally that the UN 
could be against such a mission.44 
 Section 2 of the Crisis Management Act 
also defines the procedures regarding rules 
of engagement. Technically speaking the Act 
does not forbid peace-enforcement activities. 
It requires, however, that the Government, 
if tasks would be specifically demanding or 
the operation was not mandated by the UN, 
submit a detailed report to Parliament. To 
ensure faster national action the Ministry of 
Defence is allowed to launch preparations 
for an operation even before a formal deci-
sion has been taken.46 

 Finnish crisis management contingencies 
can consist of military formations, separate 
units, military observers or individual per-
sons. Sending personnel or troops to Opera-
tional Headquarters, Force Headquarters 
or in the core battalion of a Battlegroup is 
thus within the existing legislation. The law 
requires that the troop level limitation of 
2 000 persons needs to be reconsidered, but 
as the personnel participating in training are 
excluded from the figure it is not likely that 
the limit would be exceeded.47

 Legislation regarding the status and 
rights of the participating personnel needed 
to be rewritten, as well.48 Previous legisla-
tion did not recognize the need and right to 
use deadly force, with the obvious exception 
of self-defence. Had a Finnish peacekeeper 
used deadly force, the case could have been 
taken to the Finnish court of law. Any sol-
dier participating in the most robust of crisis 
management tasks has the right to be aware 
of his or her rights and obligations when 
signing up and not afterwards. The renewed 
legislation explicitly mentions and recogni-
zes the rules of engagement of an operation, 
thus providing the Finnish troops with an 
overall legislative and administrative fram-
ework to operate within. 

 Finnish contribution to peacekeeping 
and crisis management operations and mili-
tary observer missions has for long been ap-
proximately 700 troops per year. The Finn-
ish contribution of approx. 290 troops to 
the 2011 BGs is 40 % of an average annual 
strength, but because of the short training 
and preparedness periods this participation 
should not jeopardize continued participa-
tion in other missions. Similarly, other com-
mitments do not hinder setting up the Battle-
groups. Certain key personnel or equipment 
might be needed to serve in simultaneous 
operations, but this can be foreseen and 
planned – and the occasional Battlegroups 
can then be prioritized. Peacekeeping and 
crisis management operations are co-funded 
by the Ministry for Foreign Affairs (MFA) 
and the Ministry of Defence (MOD). The 
Ministry for Foreign Affairs has answered 
for the salaries and daily allowances of the 
personnel. It has also financed the training 
and some exercises of the troops. For 2005, 
the MFA budgeted a sum of 46.6 million 
euros for crisis management operations. As 
the MOD’s budget in 2005 for the interna-
tional crisis management was 50.5 million 
euros, the MFA covered 48 % of the total 
sum of 97.1 million euros. As for 2010, the 
sums were 59.8 (MFA) and 52.9 million eu-
ros (MOD) and the share the MFA is cover-
ing has in fact increased to 53%. Of that 
sum 8.28 million euros are reserved for the 
BG training, salaries and per diems during 
the training and preparedness periods. The 
MOD for its part has reserved 7.46 million 
euros for the BGs. The Defence Forces have 
allocated in total 12 – 15 million euros for 
developing capabilities needed in crisis man-
agement. In total, Finland, in 2010, is spend-
ing approx. 128 million euros for military 
crisis management; the on-going operations, 
developing service-specific capabilities and 
the EU BGs included.49 
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 The principle of dual financing is applied 
for the Battlegroups as well. The detailed 
sums are presented in the following table; in 
general, the MFA covers training and pre-
paredness and the MOD covers the acqui-
sition of materiel, salaries, transportation 
and maintenance. Training and prepared-
ness take roughly one third, salaries almost 
a half, and material acquisitions one fifth of 
the total sum reserved for the development 
of the Battlegroup capabilities. 
 In addition to this, a possible fourmonth 
operation within the German-led Battle-
group in 2007 would have required 3.1 
million euros for salaries and 2.3 million 
euros for transportation and maintenance.50 

A similar operation within the Swedishled 
Battlegroup in 2008 would have caused ad-
ditional costs of 4.6 million euros for sala-
ries and 2.5 million euros for transportation 
and maintenance. When the regular sala-
ries are reduced, the total additional cost 
of developing Finnish Battlegroup troops is 
13.3 million euros in 2005-2009. The sum 
is on average approx. 2.7 % of the MFA’s 
and MOD’s combined annual crisis man-
agement budget of approx. 95-100 million 
euros. Even when both Battlegroups would 
participate in a fourmonth long operation,51 
the additional costs of 25.8 million euros 
remained at a level of 5.2% of the total 
crisis management costs during the same 
fiveyear period. The figure is explained by 
the relatively small amount of personnel 
participating and the short, less-than-a-year 
commitment, even with a possible opera-
tion. The need to purchase or produce new 
materiel for the troops is minimal; most of 
the material is acquired or would have been 
acquired anyway for the purposes of na-
tional defence, within the NATO PfP/PARP 
framework or within the Headline Goal 
2003/2010 processes. Thus, neither money 
spent nor material used for the Battlegroup 

jeopardize Finnish participation in other 
current or future operations, or operations 
under other international actors. 
 Hypothetically speaking, if Finland want-
ed to set up a national battlegroup or to 
be a Framework Nation, several problems 
would arise. Money, materiel, personnel 
and other commitments would then be the 
key questions to be answered. Comparing 
different nations can give a distorted view as 
budgeting and booking are done according 
to national rules, regulations and practices. 
Nations also have their specific investment 
needs. Some general remarks can never-
theless be made from the current Swedish 
estimates regarding their Framework Na-
tion responsibility. As already stated and 
elaborated in the previous chapter, Sweden 
has and will set up the core battalion con-
sisting, among others, of two mechanized 
infantry companies and one air-portable 
company, totalling some 1 500 troops. The 
Swedish Armed Forces Headquarters in its 
preliminary and tentative estimates men-
tioned a total sum of approx. SEK 2.2 bil-
lion – approximately 240 million euros – for 
the years 2005-2008. This is rather evenly 
divided between operations and materiel.52 
The sum reserved for operations, i.e. payroll, 
training, exercises and preparedness53 is SEK 
1.130 million, approx. 124 million euros. 
This figure can with certain reservations be 
compared to the similar Finnish costs. The 
contingencies that were on average approx-
imately 6.1 times54 smaller had an ‘opera-
tions’ budget of 19 million euros. A Finnish 
contribution of 1 100 should with this logic 
have cost 6.1 times 19 million euros, that is 
116 million during an equal length of time. 
Thus, both Swedish and Finnish calcula-
tions point to the same direction regarding 
costs for personnel, training, exercises and 
preparedness. As a previous study compar-
ing a Finnish and Swedish KFOR battalion 
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and investments differ greatly between the 
countries. The major differences are that in 
Sweden all the costs are budgeted, i.e. in-
cluding ammunition and already purchased 
so-called war materiel, while Finland has not 
counted them in. This makes it virtually im-
possible to use the Swedish tentative budget 
to estimate the costs of a hypothetical heavy 
Finnish Battlegroup contingency. As the na-
tions also have different needs to invest for 
materiel, a comparison with a budgetary 
point of departure would prove to be fruit-
less; taking the Swedish commitments and 
the Swedish materiel budget of SEK 1 105 
million as a model for the Finnish estimates 
would not do. Yet it is clear that the need for 

shows, personnel costs seem to be higher in 
Swedish contingencies,55 and one has to be 
careful with these preliminary budgets and 
calculations. Nevertheless, as the Finnish 
budget for international crisis management 
in the foreseeable future is, as mentioned, 
roughly 110 – 120 million euros per year, 
the sum of 110 to 120 million euros only in 
personnel expenditure in a period of four 
years would set a financial burden. This 
would cause Finland either to limit her par-
ticipation in other operations, to reallocate 
existing funds or to increase the overall 
defence budget. None of these options are 
likely to materialize. 
 Budgeting and booking materiel costs 

 MFA MOD Total  
2005 -  0.6 materiel  0.6  
2006  2.6 training and 

exercises, preparedness 
 2.6 materiel 
 0.3 vaccination and clothing 
 2.1 salaries 

 7.6  

2007  4.3 training and 
exercises, preparedness 

 1.2 materiel 
 0.4 vaccination and clothing 
 5.6 salaries 

 11.5 GE/NL/FI 
Battlegroup  
standby 
period 
January-June  

2008  0,9 training and 
exercises, preparedness 

 3.5 salaries  4.4 SW/FI/NO/ES 
Battlegroup 
stand-by 
period 
January-June 

2009   0.4 materiel   0.4  
Total in 
2005-2009 

 7.8 
(training, exercises and 
preparedness) 

 16.7 
(materiel  4.8 
vaccination and clothing  0,7 
salaries  11.2) 

 24.5 of 
which 
19 for 
personnel 
related 
costs, 
 5.5 for 
material 

 

 

Table:  The development costs of the Battlegroups troops in 2005-2009 (millions of euros). (Source: 
Ministry of Defence, Puolustusministeriön hallinnonalan toiminta- ja taloussuunnitelma vuosille 
2006-2009  (Operational and financial plan for the Ministry of Defence’s segment of administration 
in 2006-2009).
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materiel would be much greater in the case 
of Finland being the Framework Nation. 
The three companies would require, for 
example, 24-30 CV-9030 infantry fighting 
vehicles and 10-12 SISU XA-180/200 series 
armoured personnel carriers. Heavy mater-
iel such as trucks and high-tech systems, for 
example, for command, control, communi-
cations and computer systems would also 
be needed. Logistic demands and transpor-
tation costs, i.e. strategic lift, would increase 
considerably. 
 The current demands for saving money, 
downsizing the organization and reducing 
the number of personnel, while simultane-
ously desiring to allocate one third of the 
budget for materiel expenditure do not make 
a substantial investment in the Framework 
Nation responsibility a lucrative option. 
Even if the EU developed a more robust ex-
peditionary capability, as it has expressed56 

and thus required additional troops, Fin-
land would maintain its commitment at the 
current or modestly increased level. 
 More suitable for the next few years is 
to steadily increase and widen the Finnish 
contribution than setting far too ambitious 
and exhaustive goals. One should first learn 
from the experiences gained from participat-
ing nations and Framework Nations (Swe-
den in particular). Some solutions might at 
the end of the day turn out to be politically 
unnecessary military burdens. Nevertheless, 
Finland has a broad scale of existing and de-
veloping capabilities to offer for both plat-
forms – the German/Dutch and the Nordic 
ones. One can begin with the resources 
identified for the Battlegroups, i.e. coastal 
rangers, combat engineers and demolition 
troops and command and control functions 
of which Finland has gained positive experi-
ences from the Balkans. Another possibility 
is to dedicate capabilities that are developed 
within the PARP. Though more natural for 

Sweden, Finland, too could take advantage 
of the joint training, exercises and operations 
in order to test and even promote her arms, 
vehicle, technical and command, control and 
communication systems and solutions. 
 Militarily speaking, the participation in 
the Battlegroup packages is feasible. Practi-
cal problems can be solved, and, again, the 
participation is seen to support and strength-
en the national defence. Troops and units 
trained for international duties fit well the 
overall development and defence plans that 
the three services have. The capability for 
crisis management operations also increases 
qualitatively. New functions and troops are 
being introduced and new tasks are partly 
tackled with new partners. The focus Fin-
land has had in peace-keeping, the ability to 
produce second echelon troops that can be 
sustained in long-term operations as well as 
reconstruction and civilian crisis manage-
ment, has not changed considerably in the 
era of military crisis management and EU 
Battlegroups. The key question is how the 
Finnish defence and mentality can cope with 
the increasing tasks that require well-trained 
professional soldiers instead of well-trained 
reservists that are of high-intensity instead 
of low, and that, by nature and duration 
are, nevertheless, more expeditionary than 
the ones Finland is used to seeing and con-
tributing towards! Yet, for the credibility of 
both the Finnish defence and European cri-
sis management no room for failure exists. 
 The fact that the Battlegroups have so far 
not been deployed has raised some ques-
tions of the utility of the whole enterprise. 
Regions like Afghanistan, Chad, Darfur 
and Lebanon have been mentioned in this 
respect. Defence Minister Jyri Häkämies 
has regretted that some nations that par-
ticipate in the Battlegroups project have 
deployed their other troops and units to 
conflict areas. Therefore, the benefits of 
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participation have been mostly educational 
and not operational.57 The Chairman of 
the Parliament Defence Committee, Juha 
Korkeaoja, explicitly mentioned economic 
reasons, i.e. the costs of deployment being 
the main reason for not committing the 
Battlegroups. He implicitly put the blame 
on the larger EU member states claiming 
that Germany wanted to save money and 
Britain wanted to spare her troops, while 
Finland would have wanted to deploy a 
Battlegroup to Chad. He saw it necessary 
for the EU to abandon the whole concept 
within a few years’ time.58 
 Although these examples of recent 
Finnish debate on the issue do raise rel-
evant concerns, one has take into con-
sideration the existing political culture 
in which these speech acts took place. In 
the spring of 2009, the focus was more 
on the Finnish NRF participation and on 
possible air patrolling of the Icelandic air 

space than on the EU Battlegroups. The 
Battlegroup concept was mentioned and 
downplayed by both speakers in order to 
forward their respective political views on 
the NRF issue. In the case of Mr. Häkä-
mies, the question was of offering the 
NRF concept as a suitable option, and in 
the case of Mr. Korkeaoja of warning of 
becoming engaged in expensive and futile 
enterprises (abroad). Officially Finland is 
continuing her dualistic policy of soft and 
hard security, national defence and inter-
national crisis management and being a 
member in the EU and participating in the 
NATO Partnership for Peace Programme. 
The Battlegroups fit into, or are seen to fit 
into, this greater picture. 

The author is a Leutenant Colonel (G.S.) of 
the Finnish Army and serves at present at 
the Baltic Defence College. He has a Doc-
tor’s degree in Political Science.  
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