IIT The October Revolution
and the Finnish
Declaration of
Independence

1. Revolutionary Petrograd

In hiding in Finland from July 1917 onwards, Lenin came to the :
conclusion during the autumn that a successful armed coup d'état

in Petrograd was within the reach of the Bolsheviks and his |
adoption of the demand ’'All power to the Soviets' typified |
his drive to present a clear challenge to the authority of the |

Provisional Government. At Lenin’s initiative, the Bolshevik Cen-

tral Committee decided to begin preparations for an uprising timed :
to take place, after some changes to the original plan, on 25 |
October. The detailed preparations of the operation were handled |

by a special military committee in which Leo Trotsky, who had

joined the party the same summer, played a leading part. The |
uprising was timed to coincide with the meeting in Petrograd of |
the second All-Russian Congress of Soviets, now with a Bolshevik |
majority. The plan for the uprising revolved around the capture by |
workers’ militia of a number of strategically important sites in

Petrograd, including the Winter Palace which had been used by
the Provisional Government for its meetings.
The success of the storming of the Winter Palace led to the

capture of a number of government ministers, with the exception |
of Kerensky, who managed to escape abroad.! The Provisional |

1. Carr I 1950, pp. 98—108, v. Rauch 1968, p. 22; A Short History of the USSR |

1965, pp. 35—45.
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Government was replaced by the Congress of Sovie.ts in the wake
of the Bolshevik uprising with a new admlnlstratlvg organ, t_he
Council of People’s Commissars, under the leadership of. Lenin,
which was entrusted with governmental powers until such
time as a national constituent assel?)bly met to resolve the
pature of the country’s future constitution. One of Fhe new
government’s first moves included an appeal to gll'those mvol.ved
in the war in Europe to begin immediate negotiations to aghleve
what was described as a ‘just and demOCl‘E.itIC peace w1th(?ut
annexation or indemnities’. All Russia’s treaties of alha’nce with
the Western powers were effectively declared r}l{ll and void and all
responsibility for debts incurred by the Provisional Govergment
and Tsarist authorities summarily disclaimed. .The.author.lty of
the Council of People’s Commissars in the period 1mmedlat(?ly
following the revolution, however, extended to only. a few major
cities in addition to Petrograd and, at least initially, it could only
call on workers’ militia numbering a few thousand men at most,
together with a few Latvian revolutionary battali?n§. The situation
was further complicated by the refusal of the majority of the §001al
Revolutionaries and the Mensheviks at the Congresg gf Soviets to
support the new government, and their subsequent joint walk—9ut
at the assembly. The Council appealed directly to the work}ng
class throughout Europe and the world for support, descr}blng
itself as representing the first stage in a series of future national
and international revolutions.’

2. Supreme power in the hands of a regency or
the Diet?

As well as signalling a radical change of direction iI} Rugsia’s own
internal development, the October Revolution also mev1tably. had
8 major and immediate impact on Finnish-Russian relathns.
Initial Finnish reactions to the events of the October Revolution
differed markedly from those inspired by the earlier March

——

2. Carr I 1952, pp. 138—9; Carr III 1953, pp. 9—30; A Short History of the USSR
1965, pp 38, 50—8.
8. Carr 1 1950, Pp. 162—77; A Short History of the USSR 1965, p. 46.
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Revolution, with opinion sharply divided between Right and Left}
The general consensus over the fact that Finland’s own positiong
would inevitably and perhaps significantly be affected by
developments in Russia could not hide the wide disagreement
which emerged over how this would make itself felt and to whatj}
extent the shift in power would be favourable for Finland.;
Argument was heated over whether Finland’s position had in fact ]

been improved by the fall of the Provisional Government and to |
what extent Russia’s territorial integrity had been weakened, and 3
how the new Council of People’s Commissars would react to |

Finland’s status within the Empire and Finnish moves towards |

independence. There was also wide concern about what the ]

Bolshevik seizure of power would mean ideologically and socially, §
and whether it would give added impetus to social revolution

outside Russia, and in Finland in particular. The Left was keen to |
know whether the events in Petrograd would inspire workers in
Finland to follow the Russian example of revolutionary action. |
The Right too was concerned whether Finland’s close proximity to |
Petrograd would see the country rapidly succumb to revolution.
No one felt sure, on the other hand, whether the Bolsheviks |
represented a passing phenomenon or whether they were in power |
to stay. Political opinion in Finland during November 1917 was in |

virtual disarray.

Soon after the first news of the revolution in Petrograd reached |

Finland a number of non-socialist politicians proposed the
establishment of a special regency to act as the supreme political
and constitutional authority in Finland and to put an end to the

state of constitutional limbo, with its constant shifting of authority 1
from one set of provisional authorities in Russia to another, which
had afflicted Finland ever since the fall of the autocracy. Article |

38 of the Gustavian Act of Government of 1772 covering
eventualities 'in the event of the king’s death’ was invoked as the
constitutional basis for the setting-up of a special three-man
regency committee, a somewhat belated recourse to the 1772 Act
some eight months after the fall of the Tsar.* The move reflected
an obvious desire by the established non-socialist parties to adopt a
more active and independent style of policy in contrast to their

4. Paasivirta Il 1949, pp. 134—5; Polvinen 1 19867, p. 124; Lappalainen 1977, p. 73.
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i ooperation with the Provisional authorities %n
revw;;sd.m;f tgfnfaorgry regency would allow, it was s.upposed, in
p.etrog ith traditional conservative political thmk{ng, the
- l'whed division of power within society to be maintained and
eStﬁ)iétS the pace of change to constitutionally manageable
168
oportiones. i ded to the developments
The labour movement, in contras't, responde Svelopments
in Petrograd by demanding the immediate approval o he Our
ands’ programme by the Diet and with it the final ratificatio 1
Ef iﬁe reform bill and the legislation on :che restructunr}g oci; lo(';‘;aA
government and the introduction 01.° the elghﬁ-hour worlq:t;g gg:on
clear demonstration of the incrfaasmgly radical nature o Olplt i on
among the working class was given by a week-long gene;a 8 fl ;
which began on 18 November. Marked by a number o vio §.nt
clashes, it only served to deepen the h0§tllfty of.non-soma is
opinion towards the labour movement and its intentions. dontod
Taken together, these developments ﬁmarkgd an gnp}'e}fe en fz
heightening of political and social tension w1thm‘mes. iome yi
bringing the prospect of the transformatlox} of radical soclba1 unresf
into revolutionary action and the destrgcpon of any sem snce )
national unity yet closer. Socialist opinion ha(.i by nox}r hecong
increasingly and openly revolutionary, thg activities of the 1? ;
Guards increasingly uncontrolled and violent. . The socia 1sf
leaders, lacking any coherent and compx_'ehenswe pattern *?
policies to counter this development, were in no real.pc.)sm'on o
halt the tide of events.” The killing of some 25 non-socialist flgureg
by the Red Guards during the General Stnke‘ had th’e ‘effect (:i
sending a shock wave through conservative opinion finh
contributed to further distorting the picture common on the'ng t
of the Left as advocating and instigating untratpmelled v101.er%’;
action, and gave added impetus to the expansion of the Civi
8
G%{(i;g.‘al unrest at home, together with the Bolshevik take-over in
Petrograd, served to cause a strong swing towards a more

5. Paasjvirta II 1949, pp. 129, 136. .

6. Ihid., p. 128; Kirby 1979, pp. 47—8; Polvinen 1 1967, pp. 120—1.

7. H. Soikkanen 1975, pp. 244—6; Upton 1 1980, pp. L 666, op. 155—6
8.J. Paavolainen I 1966, p. 76; Upton I 1980, p. 340; Hersalo » PP )
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unambiguously pro-independence stance among the non- }
socialist parties. This change, which had begun earlier in the |
autumn among the ranks of the established conservative parties, |
soon embraced virtually the whole of non-socialist opinion, §
Constitutionalist politicians previously identified with a con- |
ciliatory and cautious approach to the Russian authorities and 1
loyalty towards the Empire, faced with an increasingly critical {8
domestic social situation, found themselves arguing for a break |
with Russia as the only practical solution, Finland had to be |
insulated at all costs from the ‘anarchy’ that was Russia. The fear |

of & revolution in Finland, triggered by the example of events in

Petrograd, provoked the adoption by the traditional political élite |
in Finland of a radical policy aimed at securing national |

independence. Qnly independence seemed to offer the means to
defend society against those intent on its destruction or radical
transformation and preserve the established political power and
social position of conservative political opinion,

This shift in non-socialist opinion effectively served to bridge
the gulf which had developed through the spring and summer
between the younger pro-independence generation and their more
conservative elders. Pro-independence politicians, who for long
had been in the minority, despite a slight increase in their numbers
in August and September, found themselves in November with a
significantly expanded level of political influence. From being a
small, if vocal minority, the group now emerged as the new
leadership of non-socialist opinion. The October Revolution and
the General Strike in Finland also indirectly caused pro-German
sentiment to spread to include a much wider spectrum of
bourgeois opinion than previously, when it had been largely
restricted to the volunteer movement. Germany was now seen as
Finland’s best ally against the Russian threat and that of internal
social revolution.

Attitudes within the labour movement during November moved
in completely the opposite direction to those current among their
non-socialist opponents. The loss of a socialist majority in the Diet
had had the effect of bringing the prospect of the movement losing
all effective political influence that much closer. The movement’s
self-assurance, deriving from its strength among the working class,
its past election success and the strong left-wing press, had
suffered a blow which seemed to have every likelihood of
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i ellion among its members. Increasing
rOVOkisgmggf r;n(rieli)nadequate fogd supplies, together with the
u;l::tlpof ywinter, only increased the level of discontent at the
2 ’ vel.
mDflmfleen&::sgriizﬁotzéfnimtion in the labour movemer}t .for
th: Ie:ussian masses and their instrur‘nental role in ach’le\;}ng
significant changes in the Russian political systfam, an adrrﬁra ion
& h became associated in the movement’s own co : ective
. ry with the sense of power which had been felt during .the
T;i)]gocjéneral Strike in Finland. Less the result of ideologlcal
factors, this admiration largely repregented a general fflﬁ;ﬁfsx
for revolutionary action and what it copld.appare? y hiove
compared to the slow progress of constitutional re oim. ass
action, however, tended all the same to be seen as simp ly a too I
pressure for radical social reform and as a means to sofuzet }{)OW ” ,
rather than as the stuff of revgolution or the key to changing the very

i ial structure. . , -
ba’f‘ifeozftigizgcof the labour movement towards leanftl s %(?;;tlo:il
and possible future subseqtllent to _tt}}e O(itobg (ﬁev&l;ﬁcs)}r; Rlu Szli':n
ignifi from its ear osition tow -
f;%;ltlif:)iasr.lfll‘ﬁe replacement o}; t}I:e dislilged Provisi.onal Govirmglerilst
by a Bolshevik-dominated administration, one likely oln tt e arsd :
of past evidence to be appreciably more favourable ﬁ)v;a d
granting Finland her independence tlllan one controlle {
the Mensheviks and Social Revolutionaries, madfa .the mo}‘:‘imff:
adopt a conciliatory approach to the new authorities. W ile ’ g
non-socialist parties had generally moved towargs 1ncr§alsi °d
advocacy of a non-negotiated .independenc‘e, the ngaent
leaders aligned themselves behind a pggotlated sett' ggtor ,
believing that it offered a real possibility of a satis ' (3;
settlement of the independence question. Some doubts 'CSmtn}ui
to linger nevertheless among the socialis‘ts I,:;bou.tathe ability of the
Bol iks to retain their grip on power in Russia.

Tks)lt:‘e;:g;(fsal by the non%socialists in tl‘le Diet on E biovembse}xl' af;;vr
the setting-up of a special regency cominittee provoke sct)krlr;eWhOIE
debate between the various parhament'ary parties over
Question of what would be involved in the transfer of supreme

—

9. Paasivirta 1957, pp. 59—61; Upton I 1980, pp. 300—1.
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authority to Finland’s own political institutions and the
consequent redistribution of political and social power within the
country. The main focus of argument centred around the possible
maintenance of the established division of executive and
governmental power and the possibility of a significant increase in
the power of the Diet. The problems brought up by the discussion
of the reform bill in the summer also raised their heads again. The
regency proposal, aimed as it was at retaining the established
powerbase, was quickly labelled by the socialists as an attempt to
ensure the continuance of the country’s traditional autocratic style
of government. The socialists continued as a result to argue for
adoption of their earlier reform bill, despite the fact that its
proposed transfer of power on only domestic issues had been
largely bypassed by recent developments.

The attitude of the Agrarian Party came to be decisive. In a
proposal put before the Diet on 15 November, Santeri Alkio
suggested that supreme power in its entirety be transferred to the
Diet, thereby giving Finland control of her own affairs and at the
same time rebalancing the power structure within government in
an effort to calm the country’s largely unchecked social unrest,
symbolised by the General Strike, which had just then begun.
Alkio’s proposal was accepted the same day by a large Diet
majority of 127-68, made up of Agrarian members, pro-
independence non-socialists and the Social Democrats. In line
with the aim of calming popular discontent, this move was
followed by the rapid approval of the local government and
shortened working day legislation which had been the subject of
inter-party dispute since July.

The Diet’s decision on 15 November to independently reorganise
Finland’s government structure, which excluded any reference to
Russian involvement in foreign or military affairs, clearly signalled
Finland’s long-term commitment to shedding her political and
constitutional ties with Russia.'® The chaotic nature of the
domestic situation, however, meant that despite the gravity of the
decision, political and public attention remained very much firmly
focused on the more immediate issue of the General Strike,

Developments in the political arena were paralleled and

10. Paasivirta IT 1949, pp. 143~—7.
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influenced by the sharp downturn in Finland’s economlllc
n lvement in the Russian market which had takgn place by the
it n of 1917. The possibility of Finland’s using her roub}e
autuﬁlm to purchase forest land and sawmills across the border in
sul‘li') Karelia had been argued as late as May, reflecting thf: g.el"leral
lfzeziing of the time that the future would not bri,?g an3£1 sxgnlflcaéit
hanges in Finland’s status within the Empire."” By the su}rlnm ,
iowever, Finnish business opinion had'begun to tak-e a'n;ui more
essimistic view of the future continuity of Finnish- gs%?n
gcanomic relations and of the profit to be n}ade from ‘thenil. : }:s
ghift in views and the country's economic focus signa 11?{ th ae
breaking of an important link tying the F 1nmsh' gcon%my io uis‘;:ts,
and complemented and underwrote the pnt)htu_:aii evedopzr; N
taking place pointing Finland’s course to.wards in epﬁan (-;lr; e A
large question mark nevertheless remained over t‘el 8 ptred
Finland’s future foreign trade links. Hopes were mainly (;;en e
on re-gstablishing a reasonable measure of trade w1tl} S\Ee. en an :
the rest of Scandinavia, an official trade representative being sen
to Stockholm in October to sound out the prospects for reopening
3 13
tr#ilfet;‘ilsding of the General Strike in the wake of thg reforn}lls Vio:[(ﬁ
through by the Diet failed to bring any real re(_iuctlon int el_ te 1
of social tension. The strike had a powerftbllﬂ impact on po 1b1c:tah
opinion and reinforced and deepengd political hOStlllt‘leS, ‘21 h
within the political parties and in society asa whole. Thlls( gro th
of mutual suspicion served to undermine and wea 1en X e
chances of establishing any significant degree of nationa 111111 v,
and virtually ruled out the possibility of forming a coaI .It.IOIi
government drawing on representatives from all the. po 1t'}(ﬁa
parties, similar to that set up after the March Revolution. ‘ 1‘?
swing towards more traditional policies among the non-socia lsf
parties which took place in direct response to the events o
November was also reflected among pro-indepe‘nder%ce‘ suppo‘rt.ers,
who, under Svinhufvud, adopted a strong antl—soc.lahSF position,
and within the Agrarian Party. The strength of this shift in non-

11. Kauppalehti 16.5.1917; Hoving I 1947, p. 308.
12. Kauppalehti 9.8., 5.9.1917; Mercator.31..8.1917.
13. Kauppalehif 23.11,, 28.11.1917; Paasivirta 1968, p. 38.

107




socialist opinion was decisive when the Diet came to vote on the
choice of a new government programme and administration on 26

November, when Svinhufvud was chosen to head a non-socialist |
cabinet in favour of the socialist alternative proposal, which would |}

have made Oskari Tokoi Prime Minister.'*

3. Svinhufvud and the declaration of
independence

Following the revolution in Petrograd, the socialists had initially
hoped that the new Bolshevik government would issue a manifesto
on its position towards Finland similar to that issued by the
Provisional authorities earlier in the year in March, thereby
providing a framework for future bilateral relations.’* This,
however, would have meant the Finnish authorities indirectly
recognising the Bolshevik government, which the non-socialist
parties were unwilling to do, and the socialists in any case
had their own doubts about the Bolsheviks’ chances of main-
taining their hold on governmental authority. Political initiative
on the independence question shifted from the socialists to their
opponents, however, when the new government under Svin-
hufvud took office. Svinhufvud was particularly keen for the non-
socialist parties to grasp the independence challenge, one which
he saw as closely linked to Germany. Back at the beginning of
September, although then admittedly in a purely private capacity
as a supporter of the volunteer movement, he had argued
for maintaining secret contacts with Germany. Both he and Hjelt
regarded the German military presence in North-East Europe as of
central importance to Finland's position and overall security and
the general pattern of developments in the Baltic region.
Svinhufvud pressed for the issuing of an additional statement on
Finnish sovereignty, this time directed to the wider international
community, to complement the Diet vote taken on 15 November.
Svinhufvud was undoubtedly only further convinced of the need

14, Paasivirta 11 1949, pp. 161—3; Polvinen 1 1967, pp. 160—1; Upton [ 1980, pp.
339-—41.

15. Paasivirta 1I 1949, p. 175.
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:clv isolate Finland from her earlier ties to Russia after
t}i’eg‘il:ghog the discussions which had been held under C;enerzﬁ
Ludendorff at German Headquarters on 26 ‘November ‘c1 roug
Hjelt, who had been present as a representative of the vo untee(;‘
movement, regarding a possible armistice betx’veen .G(.ermany alrlx
the Soviet Russian government.'® Sv'in%lufvud_s decision to cab a
meeting of the leaders of the non—soqahst parties on 29 Novem (tar
marked a further step towards his aim of announcing a separate
declaration of Finnish independence. Opinion xjwthl_n the n%n-
socialist camp on the issue, howevgr, was spht, with Wﬁe 3
Kairamo, Ingman and Stahlberg favoum}g a cautious approac I?.n
only Alkio siding with Svinhufvud, while at .tk}e same time calling
for involving the socialists in any decision on tl}e 155;111?.
Svinhufvud’s success in converting the cautious majority ‘tf; ﬁs
bolder policy and his refusal to countenance d'1scussmns wit (; e
socialists reflected the weight of influence SvmhuMd carried in
non-socialist opinion and also that of _the pr<‘)-1nfiependencef
politicians allied with him, as well as the increasing influence o

-German sentiment.”” o
préa(lrteion and a desire to avoid any unnecessary hlstr}onlcs cl}a—
racterised official moves on the independence question. Svin-
hufvud was keen to keep control of developments solely in
governmental hands. The government’s proposal for a ng-hw
constitution put before the Diet on 4 December made t 1e
government’s view clear that de facto independensce.had already in
fact been achieved. In his speech accompanying jthe bill's
publication, Svinhufvud declared that the Diet’s declsy:)n on 15
November making itself the country’s supreme al.lthorlty.me?argt
that, as he put it, "'The Finnish people have r'ecogmsed thell: mght
and their duty and taken their fate into their own hands, in the
awareness that the country cannot realise her national and cultural
potential in any other condition than one of complete freedom.
Our longing for freedom, which has gone unanswered for so long,
must now be satisfied. The Finnish people must b('e allowed to
stand beside the other peoples of the world as an mdependent
nation ... We do not believe that the free people of Russia or the

16. Ibid., pp. 179—83; Lappalainen 1977, p. 88. ‘
17. Alkio:pgiiiviikirja 29.11.1917; E. W. Juva Il 1961, pp. 77—80; Lappalainen 1977,

pp. 82—3.
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Russian constituent assembly will want to stand in the way of ]
Finland’s wish to join the ranks of the free and independent |

nations of the world ...’
The government wanted the Diet in particular to agree to a public

announcement of the fact of Finland’s complete independence, |

Discussions were put in hand between the government and the |
various non-socialist parliamentary parties on the issue, but no |

attempt was made to include any socialist representatives. Angry |

at being excluded from these talks and being forced to take what
amounted to a side seat on the whole issue, despite the Diet

decision of 15 November giving the assembly supreme authority

on constitutional issues, the socialists decided to propose an
initiative of their own.’® This contained, in line with the party’s
general argument for cooperation with the Bolshevik authorities
which had been advocated since November, the proviso that the
question of a final declaration of independence should be fully
discussed with the Russian authorities and a special Diet
committee be set up to coordinate negotiations with Petrograd.*
The Diet thus found itself eventually faced with two separate
and competing proposals for a declaration of independence, one
socialist and one non-socialist, sharing a similar general content,
but worded and argued differently. The simple mathematics of the
balance of power within the government necessarily meant that it
was the latter of the two, presented by Svinhufvud two days
earlier, which was finally approved on 6 December by a majority of
100—88 as the official declaration of Finnish independence.

4. The problem of foreign recognition of
independence

Following the declaration of independence, the government was
immediately faced with the problem of acquiring foreign
recognition for its move. Every effort was made to avoid
concentrating this diplomatic effort on any single country or
group of countries. The requests for recognition of Finnish inde-

18. Paasivirta [T 1949, p. 189; Lappalainen 1977, p. 86; H. Soikkanen 1975, p. 252;
Upton 1 1980, p. 347.

19. Paasivirta I1 1949, pp. 190—1; Polvinen I 1967, pp. 166—7; Kirby 1979 p. 48.
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endence sent to the German, Bri.tish, French and Americar&
govemments were all essentially similar apd almost -v.'!ord f(zir v;rlor
the same as those addressed to the Swedish authorities and those
of the other neutral Scandinavian countries. All the requestsﬁ
regardless of their destination, were f(')rw‘arded ’.throug}} eac
country’s consular representative 1n'Helsmk1 or their lega;(im.ns 1tn
petrograd. The government’s caution was also reflecte dlili ‘1&
decision not to use the services of the activist leader Edvard Hje
in its communications with Berlin and to request Sweden to pags
on the Finnish note.? These initial notes were followed t-)y t‘e
dispatch of separate delegations to each of the ‘ gountrles in
question to present a more formal request for recognition. ’

This cautious diplomacy was dictated by the‘ .gover‘nme‘nt s
awareness of the tenseness of the international polxt}cal situation.
However much Svinhufvud and other members of his govemment
felt especially sympathetic towar.ds Germany, t}wy were in 1}110
position to ignore the West’s obvious pote.ntlal mf_luence ont 3
issue. With Finland’s trading relations with Russia c_:ieadlocke
and the country suffering food and other shortages, the importance
of reopening commercial links with the West, more?veg,
could similarly not be underrated. In sharp contrast to its attitude
towards the European powers, however, thfa SV}nhufvu‘d
government made no initial attempt to establish diplomatic
contact with Russia. Following the departure of Carl Enckell, tl}e
Finnish administration’s official representative, from Petrogrgd in
the wake of the October Revolution and his return to -Hel.smkl,
Finland in fact had lacked any high-ranking representative in the
Russian capital. The government wishgd to avoid any
commitment to, or recognition of, the Bolshevik government until
the situation in Petrograd showed some signs of becoming less
confused.” o '

The government had high hopes of receiving a rapid ’response t.o
its diplomatic initiative in the West. Thngovemment s emphasis
on the country’s future neutrality would, it was also hoped, afct go
trigger progress on the difficult question of jthe evacuation of the
Russian forces remaining on Finnish territory. A neutral and

20. Paasivirta 1957, p. 23.
21. Thid., pp. 26—7; Lappalainen 1977, p. 87.
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independent Finland was similarly also seen by the government as
likely to be in German interests at a time when the German and |
Soviet governments had begun armistice negotiations. Fairly rapid
Western recognition of Finnish independence would serve both to

imi f Western interest with
inority groups. The limited nature.o ] L wit
mmirilttyo gFinII;nd was well reflected in Balfours reply, mt.hl;
reg:acity as British Foreign Secretary, to a parliamentary questio
ca

B

improve Finland’s overall position and to persuade the Russian

authorities to accept the fact of F inland’s new status.

No rapid positive reaction from the West of the type imagined by
the Finnish authorities, however, proved forthcoming or ip
Prospect on the basis of the information the government received
from various sources from mid-December onwards, This finally
Persuaded the government of the need to establish some contact

i December to appeal directly
to the All-Russian Nationa] Constituent Assembly, due to meet in

the near future, and Tequest recognition of Finland’s declaration of
independence.?

5. Events in Finland in 1917 as seen from
abroad

The March Revolution and the formation of the Provisional
Government in Petrograd had been greeted with some satisfaction,

in Russia’s military capability were also mixed with a sense of
relief that the autocratic régime had been replaced by a more
acceptable and Western-style liberal Russia. British and French
interest was virtually solely focused on the questions of the impact
of Russia’s upheavals on the progress of the war, to the exclusion
ofany real concern at the other possible implications of the change
of government in Russia, including its potential effect on the status
and future of non-Russian nationalities within the Russian Empire.
The British and French governments, in fact, lacked any clear
policy on this latter jssue and, by implication, no real policy on

22. Paasivirta 1957, P- 29; Polvinen I 1967, p. 168,
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i innin
put to the government in t‘he H;)luse (?tf'COH?:(:zlgizg tillz t;lzgs i g
il concerning the Finnish position, in :
g‘gn?lli);h opinion as being completely satlsﬁe%3 with the March
i isional authorities.
ifesto issued by the Provisiona . . _ '
Mg?érflzh press interest in the non-Russian natllonahty ?l}l?esg(c)}ri
i i t of the legacy of Fre
inly restricted to Poland, as par : '
W?ﬁr;nsil in }};oland dating from the various Polish (Ii'ebelllons of t};
" i f editorial and news covera
ineteenth century. A fair degree o ‘
gzi?ng the spring of 1917 was devoted to t.hfe promises of freetdorg
given to the Polish population by the Prov1310ria1 Govgrnmégr ;:n
d Silesian Poles under
the fate of the Posen an
::ccupation who it was hoped would be removedhfrom dth? glzr‘nvlgf
i in the peace negotiations at the end o .
sphere of influence in : ¢ end of the wat
Finland subsequent to
French press comment on : March
i i based on Russian sources,
Manifesto, which was largely ' _ : ©
’ i was restricted to items o
with France’s close ties to Russia, . s on
issui Manifesto, the forming o e
the issuing of the March ning of the new
i 11 of the Diet.?* Finland w
overnment under Tokoi and the reca :
generally described, in much the same terms as used by Bagouri;;l
his parliamentary answer, as a loyal I;art of the Ru'srstllaen Firgﬁish
isfi i autonomy.
and as satisfied with her degree o e Finnish
j f governmental authority p
roposal for a major transfer o OVernm . :
gor\gard in the summer, coinciding as it did with the major I;:ustsmlrll
offensive against the Germans in the centra}l parth (;)fa ;}23 fh?;h
itici he major Frenc ,
Front, evoked some criticism from t e
described it as an ill-timed display of lack of loyalty toward
authorities in Petrograd.® . .
Finland was also the subject of some attenftlon by the? majoi
British papers in the wake of the March Revolution and the interes

i tar
23. See Balfour’s statement to the House of Commons on 2.4.1917 (Parliamentary
Dabates. House of Commons 1917 Vol. 92, p. 884). 14, 15.4.1017; Le Figaro
24. On the Polish question, see Journal des Débats 26.3., 1.4,, 41917, Le Figare
‘ 2,4.1917; Le Temps 20.3., 1.4.1917. For Finland, see Journal des §22.3.,
3‘0.23.191'7; Le Figaro 26.3.1917; Le Temp; 21.3., 30.3.;?1[; Temps 15.7.. 23.7..
25. Journal des Débats 30.7., 4.8.1917; Le Figaro 5.8.1917; Le p
30.7.1917.
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and enthusiasm generated by the emergence of the new liberal

régime in Russia. This was in large part a mere continuation of the

Positive coverage of Finnish affairs which had been establisheq
since 1899, when the British press had first expressed its sympathy

with the Finnish struggle against Russian attempts to restrict the
country’s autonomy.? No comparable interest in Poland or the ]
Polish cause to that shown by the French press surfaced in its |

British counterpart. Despite the very restricted nature and amount
of news about Finland published in Britain, the British press

nevertheless devoted more space to Finnish issues than to those of

any other non-Russian nationality along Russia’s western border,
As a naval power, British concerns embraced the Baltic area as a
whole. The re-recognition of Finnish autonomy by the Provisional
authorities in the spring of 1917 was therefore seen as a positive
development in indirectly acting to reduce the influence of
pro-German opinion in Sweden.? Although the British press
wrote openly and positively about the country’s autonomous
Status, Finnish political moves towards total independence,
including the initially abortive reform bill, were significantly less
favourably looked upon, largely as a result of a general desire to
avoid endangering Russia’s alliance with the West. Pro-
independence moves tended, in fact, to be seen as linked to the
growing expansion of the German sphere of influence in North-
West Europe, 2

Following the October Revolution and the setting-up of the
Bolshevik administration, it soon became clear to observers in
France that the new Soviet government had no intention of
maintaining Russia’s alliance with the West. The nascent sense of
betrayal that this engendered was only intensified when the news
that the Bolsheviks were planning to start armistice negotiations
with Germany filtered through to Paris. This latter move was
interpreted as only likely to strengthen the hand of France’s main
enemy. French reaction took the form of a statement on the future
direction of French foreign policy by the newly-elected Prime
Minister, Clémenceau, issued on 25 November, announcing

26. Paasivirta 1978, pp. 3358,
27. The Times 20.3., 23.3., 26.3.191 7, Manchester Guardian 19.3., 24.3., 28.3.1917.

28. The Times 16.7., 29.8., 17.10.1917; Manchester Guardian 26.5., 16.7.,
18.7.1917.
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France’s intention to have no official links with the new Russian
ovekﬁgli?lgmenceau’s government necessarily concentljated its
V\"n lefforts on attempts to restore French morale and improve

the tional war-effort and thereby push back the German army

the ﬁa Western Front, some moves were put in hand to evolve a

o %‘rench policy for Eastern Europe, taking account of tl.le

Toos f Russia as an ally, and sympathetic towards the separa'hst

losi)'(t)'ons of the non-Russian nationalities within ?he’ Russian

;,‘I;ln li;e. Rather than reflecting a sudden fayourable shift in Fr‘ertmg

s rrll)pathies towards these nationalities, t'hls dgvelopmen’t poin 811

tg an attempt to exploit these areas ir} line with France’s ovgx:st

policy of creating a defensive zone in Eeasternd E;ropg agia:in

Germany. For its success, the French plan d(?pen e '(;il glvpons §
Poland and the Ukraine. Contact was estabhshe(? wit kt © Polish
group led by Roman Dmovski, op}[x.)sed éolg;)ssizf ifessgﬁ i};] tsen;)i ish

nits operating in Austrian Ga . t

‘v;‘ﬁ;jan trizl;ig clearpin theg announcement made to theDNatigxgii
Assembly by the French Foreign Minister, Efl?hon, on 27 e}:er ber
to the effect that France’s long-term pczlglcal aim x;:as Oorked
independent and undivided Polish state’. Erance also w ced
towards encouraging the formation of a national army mt' ¢
Ukraine to act as a buffer against GeFmany and at the same ! olm
protect France’s important econornic investments in the area. "

Finland also featured in the new Eastern Europelzfn policy
outlined by the French government. Although C errgencea:
remained mainly interested in Cent'ral and {.Souther.n thuri)l;;w:
Pichon appears to have been keen to include Finland in Ee
anti-German defensive zone France planne(‘i for Eastern urope.
While aware of the pro-German symPathles of some SF(;:]OI}E
of Finnish opinion, Pichon was convinced that antl-BoFg eYslh
feelings were strong in Finland. If‘rench support for kmn:he
independence would in any case, Plcl}on as‘:sumed, \giaa tetx}t he
influence of this pro-German opinion. Plchqn s favourable atti u
towards Finland was further reflected in a French Foreign

29. See Pichon’s statement made on 27.11.1917 (Annales de la Chambre des
Députés. Debats parlamentaires 1917 111, p. 3795).
30. Kosyk 1981, pp. 141—4.
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Ministry memorandum of 8 December prepared immediately after |

the Finnish declaration of independence. Pichon also brought the
Finnish question up for discussion at the high-level Allied talks

held at Versailles on 23 December. Despite the agreement reached |

between the British and French leaders at this meeting on spheres

of influence in southern Russia, the British proved unwilling to !

follow the French argument on the need for a positive attitude to
Finnish independence. Despite British reluctance, however, the
French government remained unswayed in its desire to recognise
Finnish independence as and when circumstances allowed, and
preferably before Germany did so.*

Britain’s foreign policy-makers were mainly concerned with
avoiding any sudden changes in British relations with Russia.
Contact was maintained with those circles of Russian political
opinion which had been favourably disposed towards Russia’s
alliance with the West. The Fareign Office considered the All-
Russian National Constituent Assembly as all-important in
shaping the future of Russia. While relatively little importance
was attached to the Soviet government’s long-term role in
determining Russia’s future, it was generally thought unwise in
London to attempt to isolate discussion of the Finnish question
from its wider Russian context. The British government, despite
its obviously cooler approach to Finnish affairs compared to its
French counterpart, was keen nevertheless to make some friendly
gesture towards the Finnish administration and offered its help in
organising food supplies from the West. The British authorities
appear to have assumed that Germany would not make any rapid
decision on the question of recognising Finland’s declaration of
independence and particularly not before the conclusion of the
German-Russian negotiations at Brest-Litovsk. The Foreign Office
also remained doubtful that the Soviet government would be
willing to recognise Finnish independence.?

German foreign policy thinking on Eastern Europe in the period

31. K. Hovi 1975, pp. 71—82, 93—7. Also see General Niessel's report to the
French War Ministry dated 7.12.1917 (SHAF 6 N 24). For press coverage, see
Le Temps 11.11., 12.12,1917; Le Matin 10.12.1917.

32, Lyytinen 1980, p. 79, 81, See also Balfour’s statement in the House of Com-

mons made on 15.1.1918 (Parliamentary Debates. House of Commons 1918
Vol. 101, p. 137).
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following the March Revolution was domi_nated by' the quzstmn lo({
epotiating a separate peace agreement with Russia which wou
nlliw Germany to concentrate her military effort on the §truggle
:iong the Western Front. The German leadership 'out-hned an
overall policy for the area at the end of April 1917, which mt;luded
the setting-up of a Polish monarchy under Gerrpan pmtectwgl,t as
had been promised in the autumn of tl}e previous year, an ;
creation of independent admmlstr‘atlol’ls in Lithuania .;n
Courland. Bringing Livonia and Estonia within the German sp dere
of influence was also proposed.33hFin1and, however, continued to
i ide German plans at this stage.
re%?;nfs;tfe of the FinnIi)sh volunteer batta}ion. which had. serve:d
on the Eastern Front near Riga before being moved to Libau u}
March 1917, remained unclear and gave every appearance o
becoming even less clear as the prospect of a separate peace
between Germany and Russia, in which Finland would remain
art of the Russian Empire, came closer. Such a develo.pment
would effectively prevent the volunteers from Feturmng to
Finland. Various solutions to the problem were considered by the
German authorities in 1917, including s;:atthng the volunteers on
ilisation on farms in East Prussia.
di’n;?it‘ziligl developments in Finland in the wake of the. Marc’h
Revolution, and particularly the reinst:%tement of Finland’s
autonomy, received favourable coverage in ‘Ehe .German. press.
Adequate and up to date information on Finnish affairs was
difficult to come by for German journalists, however, because
of the war, and what was available mainly came thr-ou'gh
Stockholm.® The German press’ major focus of interest in its
coverage of Russia’s western border areas .indisputably lay with
Poland, whose loyalties had been the subject of sharp (}erman-
Russian competition since the outbreak of_the war, with both
countries vying with each other in their promises of f1}t1’1re I‘?fOI‘I:nS
and freedoms. Germany’s general interest in Russia’s mmor‘lty
nationalities, heightened by the imminent prospect of far-reachlqg
changes in Eastern Europe, naturally extended to Finland. This

—

33. Ritter 11l 1964, pp. 482, 506—9.
34. Hubatsch 1956, pp. 100—S5. )
35. Frankfurter Zeilggg 19.3., 21.3., 22.3.1917; Berliner Tageblatt 22.3.1917.
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pr;)t\_rlded Einnish ac?ivists with the opportunity of occasionally
ge ling zflrtlcles published in the German press. From the late |
Pring of 1917 onwards, these argued more or less directly for the |

gaining of Finnish independence,

The scope of German coverage of Finnish politics grew

s:x;ilcti}?;ab% dunng the summer of 1917 at the time of the furore
sympathj;:i orxl_lhbll!. W}'ule Gf:rman commentators generally
oy pathiser Hwn' lear}d 8 des%re to extend the limits of her
Dol )f’reod owing earlier Russian attempts to restrict Finnish
o Finlaid?mf’ they were nevertheless somewhat pessimistic
et S luture against the background of Russia’s clear
Buliie e Iga}ntammg her strategic position in the northern
bal .1 f(:m ,in f.act, was often compared with the Ukraine as an
Wmtg ¢ ol ‘separatist sentiment’ within the Russian Empire.%
East; " chri nl;egurgﬁnce of German military activity along the
Finlang oot 1Ir11 the autumn and the German capture of Riga,
of g egrm uaHy came to assume greater significance in the eyes
hipon San 1.gh Comman(‘i, a fact reflected in the secret arms
oomonts I?E'Ctl?ned for. dispatch to the Finnish volunteer
o Finnisl.l lls also contn?)uted to a re-evaluation of the value of
soloctr s Vo qriltfaer. battalion and resulted in small groups being
oo ctod om within its ranks and sent secretly to Finland to carry
! military intelligence-gathering and sabotage operations.?

.~ e;}i)rllt; Stﬁe German army’s positive attitude, communicated to
possii ]gov:ernmer}t at the end of November, towards a
P! armigtgratlon 01.“ 11}dependence, the overriding importance
with Sov;cte negotiations begun a little later at Brest-Litovsk
proveq 181 - government was such that the German authorities
pove talksbl ing .to countenance endangering the progress of
(0 Faks {V %ressmg the Bf)lsheviks over granting independence
o Decémb en the two sides agreed to a month-long cease-fire
e ment(_er it was thgreff)re no surprise that the agreement
Rade ion of F 1.nn1‘sh independence or the evacuation of
an troops from Finnish territory. The German authorities

36. See i io’ i !
(29;7.51%1;1%11&“%&;10 s ;'irtw!e Zur Lage in Finnland’ in Deutsche Politik
a1 1d Herman Gummerus' 'Finnlands Kampf fiir die Unabhingig-
uropdische Staats- und Wirtschafts-Zeitung {30.6.1917).

37. ankfm’ter Zeitung 21.7.1917 erliner Tag
g e 3 er T
) itun ' Berliner Tageblatt 21.7.1917.
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tried instead to persuade the Finnish government to start direct
negotiations of its own with the Soviet leaders, following the
German example.®

The March Revolution was also extensively covered in the
swedish press. While the restoration of Finnish autonomy which
took place in its wake was universally seen as an important
development from Sweden’s own point of view, opinions among
the various political parties were widely divergent about Finland’s
political prospects and overall future. A general upswing in
Swedish interest in Finnish affairs during the spring of 1917,
however, was apparent across the whole political spectrum.

Dagens Nyheter and Social-Demokraten, despite or rather

because of their political sympathies with the Entente powers, had
always found Russia’s pre-revolutionary restrictive policies in
Finland difficult to accept. The March Revolution appeared to
remove this problem and was seen at the same time as bringing the
Western powers and Russia closer together to form a more
integrated alliance.”® The moderate right of centre Svenska
Dagbladet, which had been closely associated with Hammar-
skjold’s government and supported Swartz’s government which
had replaced it in the spring of 1917, saw post-revolutionary
developments in Finland as likely to ease the pressure on
Sweden’s international position. Finland and Russia were de-
scribed as now having the opportunity to establish their bilateral
relations on a sound footing based on cooperation and mutual
respect. In the longer term, it was hoped that some kind of
international guarantee establishing Finland’s special position
might be forthcoming from the peace conference likely to take
place at the end of the war, or some other comparable international
Imeeting !

Aftonbladet, Nya Dagligt Allehanda and Stockholms Dagblad all
expressed dissatisfaction with the progress of events in Finland,
despite the positive developments that had taken place subsequent
to the Revolution. All three papers had been sympathetic to the
wave of activist opinion which had emerged in Sweden during

—

39. Nurmio 1957, pp. 18—21, 28—32; Paasivirta 1957, pp. 25, 28.
40. DN 23.3.1917; Soc-Dem 22.3.1917.
41 SvD 25.3.1917.

119



http:meeting.41
http:alliance.4o
http:example.39
http:operations.36
http:Empire.37
http:independence.36

1915 and had been favourably disposed towards the Finnish |
volunteer movement. Prior to the announcement of the March |

Manifesto, Aftonbladet warned Finland’s politicians to be on their
guard against agreeing to partial concessions, as had happened in

1905, and to aim for an internationally-backed solution to the |
Finnish question.*? All three Papers printed statements by the |
Stockholm representatives of the volunteer movement at the end of §
6W post-manifesto status |
quo in Finland and demanding a radically new approach to the |
question of guaranteeing the security of Finland’s future position.* |

Although coverage of events in Finland in the Swedish press }

March condemning acceptance of the n

grew substantially during the spring of 1917, commentators
remained cautious in the extent of their political analysis. It had

come to be assumed, both within the Swedish government and by ]
the leading Swedish papers, that excessive Swedish comment on |

the pro-German lobby.

News of the Finnish reform bill in Jul
the Swedish press alongside that of the attempts by the Ukraine
to secede from Russia and the German National Assembly’s
statement favouring a Peace settlement, Aftonbladet, together
which had previously been

42. Abl 19.3.,, 21.3.1917; StD 28.3.1917.
43. Abl 22.3.1917; StD 22.3., 27.3.1917; NDA 22.3.1917,
44, StD 2.5.1817: DN 12.5.1917.

45. Abl 22.7.1917; stD 21.7.1917; NDA 22.7.1917; SvD 217, 22,7, 27.7.1917,
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¥ 1917 was reported in |

i i blems and restrictions
imistic view, stressing the many pro : trictior
o umI:(til on Finland by her political and geographical position. ;
m?}fes October Revolution in Petrograd and hthe (iennanoéml‘r;}; :
i i n
i Baltic provinces during the autum
v thed bat inpSweden about the extent of the changes
provokec ﬁld’i (i' anein the northern Baltic and their impact on
i erall situatio . pact
- th:ei"’s international position. A numbe,r (?f SV\.’edISh p(;;lltlmartxs
S‘;;’e had actively supported Swedish act1v1sril in 191tB eg;;xese
e ’ i icy strategy.
t of Sweden'’s foreign policy .
e enresenting & ight-wing attack on the policy of
representing a general right-wing
mo‘ﬁziitypadvocated by Edén’s government, were suppl(:]rt(;d by
g?lonbladet Nya Dagligt Allehanda and Stockllrolfizs Igtéi cé O.u b
i ia’ in internal situation,
uestion of Russia’s uncertain i tu ’
T?(:hg continued existence of the Empire as a pol.ltlcaldentleaeztlég
0}:’9 ossible development of Russian-German relz{tlons, ommtr d
ihz Ii)ncreasingly tense Swedish debate surroundl}r;g t}}e cot;)xilngn
ight-wing o
iti enerally assumed amongst rig | 1
e Rumsia was o li d entering on a period of gradua
t Russia was on the decline an i :
illizintegration. This also naturally prom}?ted ti}::le t}fefn;;?s:steu;
A ion. This was given fur
the Aland Islands question. : : e
i the Soviet governme
ing the sensational revelations by v
gjci}:(;vxg:fts showing that the Tsarist authorities had.agreed a
programme of permanent fortifications for thgz Islancli; ;",Tvlt};\] Feii?(;(;
tern powers in February .
and perhaps the other Wes . | ows o
i dish papers to sugges
this provoked a number of Swe : ges
Islangs should be annexed to Sweden, argunql?g that this in any case
i lation.
reflected the wishes of th.e local popula +ace being dsvoted 1o
All this contributed to increased column P heing fevored to
Finnish affairs, either independently or linked to ¢
Islands issue, in the Swedish press during the late autum’n -of 191 :
Aftonbladet ;nade great play of what it described as the hlstorfca
ar{ff ntha c obligations’ linking Sweden to Finland in an article
ethnic . .
published on 8 November, while also stressing the 1mp;)1‘~tanc% };)é’
improving Sweden’s international posmoﬁn in the Ba tg:‘;mdiSh
Paper even went so far as to suggest the idea otf ];lostlggcountries’
troops to temporarily occupy Finland to protec

e

46. DN 21.7.1917; Soc-Dem 21.7.1917.
47.NDA 26.11.1917; $tD 27.11., 2.12.1917; SvD 28.11., 30.11.1917.
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interests, and hinted that, in compensation, Finland might

consider transferring the Aland Islands to Swedish savereignty.*®
The November General Strike and its accompanying violence,

together with Finland's steadily worsening social conditions, |

served to strengthen the call in Sweden for sending humanitarian

aid to Finland, above all food. Supporters of this move stressed the i
similarity of some of the problems faced by the two countries, |

painting a rosy picture of the possibility of an independent

Finland closely allied to Sweden. A few hinted at the more distant |
possibility of Finland’s one day being reunited with Sweden, ]

reawakening memories of Sweden’s great power past.*

Aftonbladet’s enthusiasm for the Finnish cause was further |
reflected in its proposal made on 1 December, nearly a week before |

Finland’s actual declaration of independence, that Sweden should
recognise Finnish independence forthwith, a call subsequently

taken up in largely similar form by Nya Dagligt Allehanda and |

Stockholms Dagblad.* Edén’s government, supported by a large

parliamentary majority, was careful to keep a judicious distance
between itself and the views of this vocal, but nevertheless small 1
group sympathetic to the Finnish cause. The Social Democrats |
and Liberals in particular favoured a cautious and restrained style {
of foreign policy. Social-Demokraten strongly opposed the idea |
put forward in the pages of Aftonbladet at the beginning of

December for some form of Swedish intervention in Finland,

arguing that any move of this type would seriously undermine 1

Swedish neutrality. It would be foolish to gain sovereignty

over the Aland Islands at the cost of sacrificing Swedish neutrality,
the paper argued, a view echoed by Dagens Nyheter in its con- |

demnation of any acceptance of sovereignty over the Islands in
exchange for helping Finland in her hour of need. Social-

Demokraten, together with the liberal press, nevertheless favoured |

sending food aid to Finland.s

Finland’s declaration of independence naturally gave added 1
impetus to the discussion of Finland and Finnish affairs in i

48. Abl 8.11.1917.
49. Abl 16.11., 26.11.1917.
50. Abl 1.12.1917: NDA 11.12.1917; $tD 13.12.1917.

51. Soc-Dem 7.12., 11.12, 1212, 13.12,, 18.12.1917; DN 10.12.1917; Forum 1

1.12.1917.

122

sweden. In line with its overall cautious appro&;c‘ll, the va.fed%sh
government decided against immediately recognising t.he F1nn1§h
move until the attitude of the major powers, 1.ncludmg.l*"{ussm,
pecame clear. Sweden did not feel herself in a position to
recognise Finland’s independence alone, as Gustav V made plain
to the Finnish government delegation sent to Stockholm to sound
out Swedish attitudes on the question on 28 December, and echoed
by the Swedish Prime Minister, Edén, in a speech two days later on
30 December.*> The Swedish government’s reserved response was
greeted with some bitter comment and dissatisfaction in the
Swedish press.®

The attitude of the new Soviet government to Finland's de‘cl'ar-
ation of independence was closely linked to its insecure position
immediately following the October Revolution. Its influence
within Russia was initially restricted to a relatively small area
outside Petrograd and Moscow and a few other major citigs, and
was especially weak in the countryside. Its continued existence
was also threatened by White Russian military action and the
imminent danger of a German attack south of the Gulf of Finland
against Petrograd. '

Finland’s position was therefore prominent among the Bolshevik
governmerit’s concerns when it began negotiations with Germany
at Brest-Litovsk in December. It was assumed in Petrograd that the
Finnish question would emerge at the talks and that an
independent Finnish delegation might also take part following
Finland’s unilateral declaration of independence. The possible
attitude of the government in Helsinki, its potential sympathies
with Germany and its willingness to adopt a conciliatory appr.oz'ach
to Petrograd, were important factors to the new Soviet authorities.
Finland represented a significant potential security problem for
the government in Petrograd. It is not surprising therefore that
Lenin’s encouragement to the Finnish socialists to begin a popular
uprising and seize power, made in a speech on 5 December at the
All-Russian naval congress, was given at the same time as the
beginning of the Brest-Litovsk talks. Similar encouragement was

———

52. Pakasiahti 1937, pp. 27—30. See Edén’s speech on 30.12.1917. Also Soc-Dem
31.12.1917.
53. NDA 20,12.1917: Hamilton 1956, p. 193.
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also provided by Stalin, the People’s Commissar for Minority |
Nationalities, when he attended the Social Democratic party ]
congress in Helsinki at the end of November. ¢ ]
Svinhufvud’s government, however, did not look upon the idea
of establishing contact with the ideologically suspect Soviet |

authorities with any great enthusiasm at the beginning of |
December 1917. This reluctance was given added weight by |

Enckell’s opinion that it was highly probable that the Bolshe. |
vik government would in any event soon collapse.® This doubt
over the continued existence of the régime in Petrograd and
the instability of the internal situation in Russia in general also
affected the socialist leaders, who made no attempt to press the
Finnish authorities to immediately approach the Soviet govern-
ment on the question of recognition of Finland’s declaration of
independence.®® The view that some move would nevertheless
have to be made towards Russia, however, steadily gained ground
among the members of the government. By way of a compromise
solution, the Diet decided on 22 December to appeal directly to the
All-Russian National Constituent Assembly on the question of
Russian recognition of Finnish independence, thereby bypassing
the contentious issue of Finland’s official attitude to the Bolshevik
government.

As it became clear that the new government in Petrograd showed
all the signs of remaining in office at least for the immediately
foreseeable future, the Social Democrats, who up until now had
shared a similarly cautious approach to their non-socialist
opponents, decided that contact with the authorities in Petrograd
would be necessary. The party’s executive committee decided on
23 December to send a three-man delegation, made up of Evert
Huttunen, Kullervo Manner and Eety Salin, to Petrograd to meet
the Bolshevik leadership to argue the case for a favourable Soviet
response to Finland’s declaration of independence. During the
discussions that entailed, Lenin agreed to the Finnish request in

54. See Lenin’s speech to the All-Russian Naval Congress on 5.12.1917 and Stalin’s
speech at the Finnish Social Democratic Party’s conference on 27.11.1917.
Also, The Bolshevik Revolution 191 7-=1918, p. 284; 'Kansalaissota dokument.
teina I, pp. 288--91; Lenin: Teokset 35, p. 290.

55. Paasivirta 1957, p. 26.

56. See K. H. Wiik’s memorandum "Miten Suomen itseniisyys saatiin tunnustetuk-
si" {TA 327 47:471 "1917"}.
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inci er. Trotsky, in his capacity as Bolshevik
pnn?lpli&?ﬁiszting(;fSl};sised, hovgever, that Finland would have
E)Oillgfess an offi’cial request to the govimment in Petrograd before
i iti e possible,
Ofﬁfjl?l;g?: g?;itlll?;wtzulgiibn gapid Western recognitign (?f her
i o andence served to dampen the government’s fal.th in tl?e
1n.d zpin of directing the entire weight of the country’s diplomatic
w&ir’to westwards. It also soon became f:lear th.at ithe Gelr‘xinell)n
. rnment, which, it had been hoped in Helsinki, wou e
o rable to the Finnish request, would only be willing to
o ise Finnish independence after the Soviet government had
recognso Sweden’s similar attitude had also by now .becgme
lcclgf)lfvn t::) Helsinki.®® The Finnish government was left with little
option but to rethink its initial refusal to presentda forr;aale ri(flutis;
to Petrograd, especially after the news of the departur
socialist delegation to the Russian cal?ltal legked out. -
The government nevertheless contmuefi }ts cautious c;1pp»t oh
towards the Soviet authorities after deciding to smin guK A
latters’ attitude on the question. Only after Enckel. a}I)l : . d
Idman had established contact with the government in df:dr%gr; !
and received a favourable response to their enquiries, di th
hufvud, together with a group of advisors, traveialﬁto Petrogra . 0
present the Russian authorities with an offmlal_ request Oé
Bolshevik recognition of Finnish independence. This was agseg
to by the Bolshevik government on 31 December and aplpgove y
the party’s executive central committee on 4 ]anufiry 19 t Soviat
The background factors which led to the all-lmpm"tanl Soviet
decision to recognise Finnish independence are dlfﬁcu‘t o pi
down with any certainty.®® The tense internal s%t}mtlon in Russta
and the Bolshevik government'’s difficu%t position, the: party (si
declared positive ideological attitude to minority nat}onal(li'tlstas atr}lle
the earlier promises given to the Finns, all .contrlbut‘e 0 °
decision. The Bolshevik’s need to consolidate their gve:l*a
position and safeguard the country’s north-western border

57. Paasivirta 1957, p. 32.
; 7
58, i0 1957, pp. 286—33; Hbl 28.12.1917. . ..
59. yal;rsx?\:iorta 194555, pp. 460—1; Paasivirta 1957, pp. 121—3; f’(;lgVégen I 139568—%},)
155—60, 181—3, 191—3; Lappalainen 1977, p. 89; Upton . Pp-
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obviously also weighed heavily. Although no other country had

agreed to recognise Finland’s independence by the end of |
December, the Bolshevik authorities were no doubt aware of the §
Finnish government’s various attempts to persuade the Western |
powers to do so and the willingness of some of these to recognise |
Finland as and when the Soviet government made a similar }

decision.
It must also be remembered that no other non-Russian

nationality within the Empire of the time represented such a }
clearly-defined geographical and ethnic entity as Finland, a fact |
backed up by the country’s century-long period of autonomy. |
Many prominent Bolshevik figures also had personal experience of |

Finland as a result of their stays in Finland and their contacts with
other groups opposed to the Tsarist authorities prior to the
Revolution.

The ultimate nature of the new government in Helsinki and its

likely future attitudes towards a Soviet state remained somewhat
unclear to the new Petrograd administration. The Bolshevik

analysis of the situation in Finland appears to have concluded that |
independence was supported by all political groups in Finland toa |
greater or lesser extent, a fact reflected in the Diet’s appeal made to |
the All-Russian National Constituent Assembly, the discussions §

the socialist delegation had had in Petrograd and the official

request presented by the Finnish government. The additional fact |

that Lenin, together with the other major Bolshevik leaders, had

since the spring of 1917 publicly advocated their support for |
national self-determination served to give the Soviet government |
relatively little room for manoeuvre on the issue by December |
1917. Taken together, the ideological background and the |

immediate political situation made the final Bolshevik decision
the most probable.

The Soviet decision to recognise Finnish independence was also |
linked to the Bolshevik vision of future political and ideological
developments, including Lenin’s own theory developed earlier ;

in the war, which visualised Russia’s minority nationalities

going through a temporary period of independence before finally }
returning to the Russian fold as revolution spread outside Russia’s }
national borders. In making his decision as head of the Soviet state |
to accept Finland’s declaration of independence, however, Lenin 1
left himself open to criticism from within the Bolshevik party. His |
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defence of the government’s move against the first wave of criti-
cism at the beginning of January and supsequent ones Iefmed
heavily on the theory of worldwide revc.ﬂutlor} and 'the associated
idea of the eventual return of the minority nationalities to Mother
Rfssl?milar line of argument was also later used by Stqlin in his
defence of Lenin and the need for a peace treaty against 'those
opposed to its terms, following the signing of the BI‘S.S'[-L'I'[OVSI(
agreement between Russia and Germany at the be'gmn.mg of
March, when the Soviet government was forced to relinquish the
Baltic provinces, the Ukraine and part of'the Caucasus. In an
attempt to lighten the pessimistic mood whu:}? followed the treaty
during March and April, Stalin listed the national groups, which
included Finland, which he assumed would eventually be
reunited with Russia.® It cannot be ignored, however, that there
was a distinct difference in the tone and attitude within Russia
towards the whole question of Finnish independence between the
Soviet government and the Bolshevik party itself, and between the
Russian views communicated at an official level and those aired
within the party.

By deciding to recognise Finnish independence on 31 December
1917, the Soviet government also removed the major obsta.cle
standing in the way of recognition for a number of other countries.
The Soviet decision alone proved sufficient for the Swedish
authorities, who followed the Russian lead and recognised Finland
on 4 January. Since the Soviet government’s decision was only
finally approved by the executive central committee on 4 January,
by deciding not to wait for this formality Sweden became ﬂ‘le first
country to officially recognise Finnish independence, albeit after
provisional Soviet recognition.

Unlike the Swedes, the German authorities waited for official
confirmation from Petrograd of the Russian decision to reach
Berlin, which it did on 6 January, before deciding to recognise
Finland’s new status. This caution on the part of the German
government was linked to the fact that the peace negotiations with
the Soviet authorities had reached a critical point following their
Postponement for ten days on 26 December. France, as the first of

e

50. Stalin: Teokset IV, p. 75.
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the Western powers, made her decision before the Germans, |
announcing her recognition virtually simultaneously with Sweden
on 4 January. This in turn caused the German government when it 4
came to announce German recognition two days later to add that
Germany’s actual decision had, in fact, been taken on 4 January, ;
the same day as the French one. !
This relatively rapid recognition of Finnish independence }
by Russia, Sweden, France and Germany served to show the pro- |
gress the Finnish cause had made on the European scene in  the
matter of only a few weeks. Finland’s independent status had been
recognised by the successors to the Tsarist authorities, two
representatives of the two major alliances involved in the war, and §
a Scandinavian neutral. Of the major powers, only Britain refused |

to grant recognition until the opinion of the All-Russian Nationa)
Constituent Assembly was known. ;

61. Paasivirta 1957, pp. 33—4.
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IV Finland in the Final
Stages of the War

The recognition by Soviet Russia and a number of Western
countries of Finland’s declaration of independence was the cause
of some considerable satisfaction in Helsinki, not only tc? 'the
government but also to the Diet and a wide spectrum (?f political
opinion, following the weeks of uncertainty whicfh hafi mterver.led
between the government's statement and its first for.elg.n
recognition. Despite the general hostility felt among non-socialist
opinion towards the Soviet government, the Bolsheviks as a whole,
and the Western powers and Sweden as well, tl_lere was no
disguising the enthusiasm and relief, and some surprise, felt at the
news of the recognition of Finland’s new status by these powers.
The main focus of attention naturally centred on the Soviet
government’s decision. A number of non-socialist 9omrnentators
were surprised that diplomatic recognition had fu'lally proved
more rapidly forthcoming from Finland’s eastern neighbour tha'n
from the West, and that the shedding of the country's
constitutional ties with Russia appeared to have taken _place so
painlessly.! Russia was described by some papers as having ’p?ud
her debt’ to Finland by granting her her independence.. Whilst
there was no let-up in the ideological criticism of Bolshevism as an
unwelcome social and political phenomenon, commentators
found it difficult not to find some grudging words of gratitude for
the Soviet authorities. Hopes were also expressed that the future

B
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would bring good relations between the two countries.? Those] relating to the dissolution of Finland’s constitutional ties with

papers which had been most closely associated with the ] 3 Russia’-a A new government (.le.partment to l}andlta;ff(?relglil gfiz)nrsri
independence cause, including Uusi Pdivd, nevertheless did not Sl the forerunner of the later Mlnlstry of Foreign Ah airs, ilil heee
forget to underline Germany’s past role in encouraging Finnish{ll§  gstablished on 10 January. I)_lsagreeme.nt‘s about the 0\(’19tl‘aths ]gPet
moves towards independence, describing Germany as a country] of future foreign policy, despite the decision annpun(lc:e o the t;al
which had always supported the interests of the small countries of Jill on 8 January that the government was committe kto fatﬁleu "
Europe.? p foreign policy, served to slow dpwn the early worh of the n(; '
The significance and importance of the wide recognition that the il department. The idea of neutra.llty ran counter to t ((13 vllewsl.o 2
Finnish declaration of independence had achieved was also il  jumber of leading government figures, who advocated c ?sefultn
recognised by the socialist press. Having been effectively Sl with Germany as the best way to ensure the countrybs l.ure
excluded from the preparations surrounding the declaration, the , security and retain some say 1n t‘he fate of the voluntee? atta 1orii
socialists now took this opportunity to emphasise their role in JllE This conflict of ideas also contrlbuteq to the delay Wthh. ensued
establishing the contact with the Soviet authorities which had led J in the naming of a senator resp0n.31bl.e for fo.relgn affa'lrs, an '
to Russian recognition.* The socialist papers, in fact, were not§ : meant in practice that Svinhufvud, in his capamty as cha17rman 0
slow to claim that the all-important agreement with Russia had] the Senate, retained control over foreign affairs que.stlons. -
been achieved as a direct result of following the policy off Finland’s declaration of independence and 1ts recggnltlog
negotiated agreement which the socialists had advocated in thej abroad alone, however, did not brlgg the countljy 1'm.med1ate aél
Diet on 6 December, in opposition to the uncompromising stance complete national sovereignty at a time wl?en a significant num Pﬁ‘
adopted by the Svinhufvud government. The overall tone of; of Russian troops remained on Finnish 5011.. Al.though the ovfe;ra
socialist comment was optimistic. Internationally, the favourable] size of the Russian military presence hafl significantly fallen gm
developments at the Russo-German talks at Brest-Litovsk were} its peak of some 100,000 men reached in Augl,lst and Seplt)emb(il‘
seen as strengthening the likelihood of a general European-wide] 1917 as a result of the Provisional quernment s desm? to be 1:11 e
peace agreement, while on the domestic front the country’s newly- § to repulse any possible German landing along F.lnland s s}i)utl ern
won independence was seen as offering real potential for a major| coastline, some 40,000 men nevertheless remained by the atter
reform of domestic social injustices and a more open struggle | half of January 1918, a cause for some unders.tandab‘le disquiet 01}
against the capitalist system.® : the part of the Finnish government.*’. The primary importance o
Following the achievement of at least partial international ] resolving this problem was recognised and discussed in non-

recognition for its declaration of independence, the government | socialist circles immediately following the news of the first foreign

now set about the job of appointing Finland’s first official ] acceptance of Finland’s new status. While not blind to thef
diplomatic representatives abroad. Alexis Gripenberg and Edvard problem, socialist opinion tended to regard the whole q‘ie;ttloln °

Hjelt were appointed as temporary chargés d’affaires, in Stockholmj any evacuation of Russian troops as one ultlmatejly best le al Orile
and Berlin respectively, in early January. Carl Enckell was ] as long as the Brest-Litovsk negotiations remained unresolved.
appointed to Petrograd on 23 January to take charge of negotiations | ~ Convinced as they were of the central importance of malnta_lrll.lntg
with the Soviet government on what were described as ’questions | friendly relations with the Soviet government, the socialists

argued that Finland should be willing to contribute to the defence

2.US 6.1.1918; HS 6.1.1918; SvT 7.1.1918; Hbl 6.1.1918. 3 -_—
3. UP 8.1.1918. 1 6 .
4. Kansan Lehti 3.1.1918; Sosialidemokraatti 10.1.1918; Kansan Tahto 4.1.1918. - Paasivirta 1968, pp. 44—S5.

5. Tyomies 11.1., 20.1.1918; Sosialisti 7.1.1918; Kansan Tahto 7.1.1918; Savon | 7.Ibid,, pp. 41—2. .
Tyémies 8.1.1918. 8. Rauanheimo 1950, p. 167; Lappalainen 1977, p. 99.
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of Petrograd against any possible German attack.?

The government’s second major foreign policy problem revolveq §

around the country’s steadily worsening economic isolation, |
which had set in in earnest following the virtual collapse of trading |

relations with Russia in the latter half of 1817. The continued j

severance of trading links with both Germany and the Western |
allies, Finland’s other major trading partners, also presented major
problems. Contacts with Sweden, Finland’s only other remaining |

significant partner abroad, had been somewhat improved with the |

dispatch to Stockholm, in the late autamn of the previous year, of g |
number of trading agents to supplement the work of the officia] ]
commercial attaché who had taken up office in October. !0 '
Hopes for an improvement in the situation were initially pinned §
on the peace negotiations then taking place between the Soviet and |
German governments, which, if successful, held out the |
opportunity of opening up the Baltic to trade. A Finnish trade
delegation was sent to the Ukraine in mid-January following the |
latter’s signing of a separate peace with Germany, in the hope of |
negotiating an agreement with the Kiey government giving Finland
much-needed access to Ukrainian foodstuffs in return for exports
of Finnish industrial goods. !
The business community hoped that Finland would be able to |
benefit from her non-combatant status in the war. As and when |
normal trading relations were re-established, it was hoped that |
Finnish industry would be able to exploit her large reserves of
sawn timber accumulated over the war years in the boom |

conditions likely to be generated by the first flush of post-war |
reconstruction.? ‘

1. Towards civil war

A combination of circumstances made F inland both the first new }
independent state to be born out of the First World War and the
first country outside Russia to be drawn by its own internal social

9. Paasivirta 1957, p. 48; Tyomies 26.1.1918.
10. Hbl 2.12.1917.

11. Mercator 18.1., 25.1.1918.
12. Kauppalehti 23.11., 28.11.1917; Hbl 28.11.1917.
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jons into the whirlwind of civil war. Finnish society had gone
g h a number of rapid changes during the course of 1917,
t}-mmgll all of which, to some extent or another, had ’led to a
vmuzngfng and consolidation of the schism between Right and
de?tp a development which had prevented the emergence of any
L:a],spirit of social or political compromise. The indecision alt‘l(}
. ument surrounding the question of supreme governmenta
axfwer had resulted in the country bei.ng depx:xved of adequeﬁe
internal policing capable of maintaining social order for the
mal rity of 1917. The state of limbo that had resulted had allowed
Ezlj)ent-up forces within society to range relatively freely and
m’llf}(:: tl\‘zialid'that what was at stake was little less thgn the
preservation of the entire existing social fabric had splc*lead mdn(}l;;
socialist circles during the latter months of 1917. 'Any emand s o
reform had increasingly come to be seen in thlS‘ camp ia.s t1?re
threats to the continued existence of society in its fami har 01:11:{
and the security of the non-working classes. Refqrm an 1§0c:1af
change came to be looked upon as synonymous with alpo1 1(:)(11 ?0
dangerous political concession and one which }:ou}d‘ only lea ¢
renewed social ferment.’* Society, 'for all its .m]ustlces ah
imperfections, had to be defended against }‘evolutlonary ana:;ct }f
it was argued. The labour movement, :w1th .the memory o le
revolutionary events of 1905 still fresh in its mind agd thfa e‘xallnp e
of the October Revolution even fresher, founc‘i it dlfflcu t to
disengage itself from the magic-like aura assomatgd ‘{mh mass
popular action. Socialist leaders were f—ﬂso %’acgd with ml::rezicmﬁg
difficulties in maintaining their authority within the ranks o tre
labour movement itself. As the year wore on, these problems on )lr
worsened, while the more established problen.'ls of socia
insecurity and low living standards among the work{ng class were
compounded during the latter half of 1917 by ‘steadll‘y dleepenmg
Mass unemployment, growing inflation and increasingly severe
food shortages.™ o
At t}}:e ot}i}r end of the political spectrum, the Gengra! Str}ke in
November and the murders of a number of non-socialist figures

~———

13. Paasivirta 1957, p. 63.
14. Kirby 1979, p. 46.
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which took place in its wake, coupled with the revolution ipj
Russia, contributed to a dangerous upswing in suspicion and feay
of all things socialist and of the labour movement's ultimated
loyalty to the Finnish cause. For the labour movement, bothy
leadership and membership, the sudden ending of the General
Strike had been an unwelcome defeat, signalling what appearedd
to be a major setback to the Left’s influence in society. The
movement’s leaders, in particular, lost some of their earliep]
confidence in their ability to shape the country’s future. Thel
movement’s view of its opponents as purely reactionary andj
committed to opposing socialism in any form intensified,]
undermining the position of those within the Social Democratic
party supporting parliamentary action, while at the same time }
strengthening that of those calling for open class conflict. The end
of 1917 saw a small group of left-wing trade unionists with close:
links to radical circles in Petrograd going back to 1910 assume a |
growing role on the Left.!®
The approval by the Diet on 12 January 1918, in the face of left- |
wing opposition, of a government proposal, prompted by the j
activities of the Red Guard militia set up with the approval of |
the Social Democrats and the trade union leadership, for the ]
establishment of a new police force and army represented an |
attempt by the government to regain control over the worsening |
social situation and civil unrest.’® In practice, however, it came to §
act very much as a double-edged weapon against social disorder by |
uniting the labour movement in a concerted defence of its position. {
It also indirectly gave added impetus to the attempts of the more
revolutionary-minded elements within the Social Democrats to
gain control of the party. A shift in power in favour of the latter }
did in fact take place within the party leadership from mid-January |
onwards. This take-over was rapidly followed by the beginning of
preparations for a nationwide uprising at the end of January. The
decision by the Left to embark on a course of revolutionary action }
was, it should be emphasised, the result first and foremost of social |
and political developments within Finland, rather than of those in

15. Paasivirta 1957, pp. 57—61, 67; Paasivirta 1967, p. 12: Lappalainen 1977, pp.
103—6; Lappalainen I 1981, pp. 15—20; Upton I 1980, pp. 437—42.
16. Paasivirta 1957, p. 66; Lappalainen 1977, p. 104; Kirby 1979, p. 48.
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i nts in Russia and particularly the Octpber
Russaa’tiegrtxh oobuvgiltl)ues‘liﬁ served to heighten revolutionary enthusiasm
ey unvim:e those on the Left of the wisdom of such a move.

e C;llel to these developments in the socialist camp, General
. erheim, acting at the request of the government, had begun
Malntn reparations designed to safeguard the maintenance of
- ?ryofder and allow the carrying-out of local cleaning-up
Ubhiions to give his White forces a secure opera‘gional base.
Operaerheim planned to establish his headquarters 1n southern
I(‘gi:;:i'tlrltl:}l)othnia, stripping the scattered Russian troops in the ar;za of
their arms when the Opp‘()il:tu%ityd?f;ose- t,ﬂgﬁief ;ﬁléiw?;};eal 1; :21?
however, were put in a radically different fig g the self
i Viipuri in South-East Finland by Civil Guar
Sty'ltesdo‘ilcglzl%iiz;lr;fin apmove to isolate the Iocal.Red Guard.s‘ and‘
31!:: Russian troops stationed in the town. Thi§ action ma:dezi Yllptlllrl
an immediate focus of national . attention and ﬁn 11:ecth);
accelerated the outbreak of open social conflict elsewderff lI‘ln °
country. The trade unions in the area res.ponded by bec ;ml ial
general strike. The situation was temporarily defused )}r) tt e (;ad
Russian troops who, finding themselves cut off fror{l‘ o trog t(;
presented the occupying Civil r(héar(%: leth an ultimatum
i which the latter complied with. .
wﬁizzzaen emergence of Viipuri asa dar}gerous i:lasl’lf—pom’t dtot}(il;
Mannerheim largely by surprise, forcing him to brmg orwar 1 the
start of his own operations in southern Ostrobothr‘ua agains
wishes of Svinhufvud in Helsinki, who had asked him to postpone
action as long as possible. The small scattered Russian garrison
detachments in the area were stripped of their arms 'Or‘ll
Mannerheim’s orders on the night of 27—28 January b’y Civi
Guard units.*® This move exactly coincided with a coup d’état set
in motion in Helsinki by radical elements of the labouxz movemirlllt,
although purely by chance, as neither Ma.m}erhelm nor Oef
revolutionary leaders in the South had any.deﬁmte forewfsrrgngho
each other’s plans. Of all those involved, it was Svinhuifvu gv o
was caught most unprepared by the course of developments, Do

——

17. Paasivirta 1957, pp. 77—8; Polvinen 1 1667, pp. 217—20; Lappalainen 1977,
pp. 110—14, 118—9; Lappalainen 'I 1981, pp. 24—6.
18.], O, Hannula 1956, p. 58; Lappalainen 1977, p. 120.
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by the change decided on by Mannerheim in the ti
operations in southern Ostrobothnia and the Left’s su
in the capital, about which he had had only
suspicions.'® :

The scale of the chain of events which unfurled after 23 January |
came as something of a surprise to virtually everybody, the White |
forces under Mannerheim and their backers in Helsinki, the
leaders of the uprising in Helsinki, as wel] as the more mode
leaders of the labour movement in the capital and the provinces, |
who suddenly found power had slipped irretrievably out of theiy §
hands. Events were to show that developments had in fact gone |

much further than either side knew or supposed: the country wag |
on the brink of national civil war 20

metable of
Tprise coup;
the most genera]]

Tate §

2. Red versus White

Contact had been established by one of the groups within the {
radical wing of the labour movement responsible for the decision
to attempt a coup d’état in Helsinki, prior to its actually taking
place on 28 January, with circles in Petrograd in an attempt to |
secure arms supplies for the uprising,

proved forthcoming points to those who approved the shipment as 1
having had some fore i ’

arms alone would guarantee the succe .
it was clearly realised that arms were a necessity if it was to have |
any chance of getting off the ground. A revolt in Finland would | 3
also help to relieve some of the pressure on the new Soviet |
government. e
Following the successful disarming of Russian troops in ;
southern Ostrobothnia, Mannerheim placed the Civil Guards
under his command in defensjve positions to await further devel-
opments. This decision was largely forced on him by his shortage ‘
of manpower and the need to secure his base in Ostrobothnia, -

19. Paasivirta 1957, pp. 77—8: 1
20. Paasivirta, 1957, p- 80,

21, Polvinen 1 1967, p. 208; Lappalainen 1 1981, Pp. 52—3,

-appalainen 1977, pp. 118—26.
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icularly on his northern flank. Oulu and Tornio were OCC(‘ilplE:d
o re a secure line of communications across thg bor er ,c;
o er:imrll A number of Civil Guard units, hovyever, ai?tlpg agalrlts
o zrileim's instructions, decided on the%r own lnltlgilYe 0
Mannce southwards, fanning out from the important rai ]uglc
a.dvac;nat I:Iaapaméiki and Pieksamadki in central Fxnlgnf,lfa;éivg
ngi?iﬂishing positions to the south of Vlip;l)ula z;pd Mﬁ( ti (;r il
e i ing i lia, similarly acting o
d units operating in Karelia, )
F}l}?irative, established a bridge-head to the sputh of (;k:;'}ffli‘t;ﬁrt
va ksi. Gaining contact with these far-flung units prove« 10 oult
X‘;O Ma;nnerheim operating from his headquarters in Ostr
0
‘a.zz * s v * ’
b(?/:}lltnljough having sanctioned the uprising in II;Ielsmkl, ;?:dlag?t\il;
' i leadership actually posse
movement’s revolutionary AT
r events in the early stages and, tog
CO:\?;?:xeg‘tleas a whole, were to all intents and p;)lrpf;ses §w?é)é
al i i lead given by those in
in the tide of events following the : ‘
22(;??3?] The aim of the Red leadership c&}a)ntred (;)nb;ag;zalilr};
i hich had been establis
iting the balance of power w . ‘
;G;:f;r:dgas a result of the parliamentary el}tlec(til(;nlsi helg ‘;nt }I;i
ts which had followed i
autumn of 1917 and the developmen wed in thes
’ form of government for ,
ake. The Left’s plan for a future ! . :
:gzving a central role to the Diet, was O}?h{ gubhshe‘iie:ei?zgia
iction that the labour mo
and clearly reflected a conviction lab oule
i j the majority of the popu .
be likely to enjoy the support of | ! '
T?leldogyument}dji/d, however, contain the 1mp01;,ant p:iovng gt‘?ﬁ;
icti to be used...
‘there shall be no restriction on the means .
reactionary forces (again) threaten the country.’” 'dTh(; s;c;ié
reforms proposed in the socialist programme were defnret Xor ore
social democratic in nature than revolutionary or S(TClat;Se, nor did
they show much similarity to those fav;;)ured mf Jade
d d oused by Bolshevik ideology.”* The reform :
femE'm fS Gisp e largely ones which had already been voiced
efore the bogin Civi ithin the labour
before the beginning of the Civil War from withi

X 5 R n 11880,
22.1. 0. Hannula 1956, p. 58; Hersalo 1 1966, pp. 483—9, 522, 524; Upto

. 511~—186. . L 217—21.
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movement. :
Lacking any clear idea of what the reception of the Helsinki!
insurrection might be throughout the country as a whole, even |
among the working class, the Red leadership appears to have
optimistically assumed that its move would somehow inevitably ]
trigger a mass revolutionary landslide, leading to the installation of }
a revolutionary government. In practice, however, the leadership
did not possess any clearly — formulated military strategy about §
how this was to be achieved. The sudden and unexpected |
appearance of consolidated opposition to their aims, in the form of

Civil Guard forces advancing southwards, forced the Red leaders }

to hastily improvise defensive positions as far north as was ;
practical, along a line dictated by the rail connections between |
Pori, Tampere, Riihimédki, Viipuri and Petrograd. @With the §
gravitation of the frontline towards an axis running from the north §
of Pori through Vilppula eastwards to Méntyharju and south-east |
to the Vuoksi, the ground was laid for the development of a trench
war style of conflict in those areas where the opposing forces were |
most firmly established, along the railway lines and major roads.
Mannerheim issued a statement addressed to the Russian forces }
still remaining in the country on 29 January, appealing for their |
non-interference in the internal struggle between Red and White §
forces.” The Russian response to events, however, was somewhat 3
uncoordinated. The 22 Army Corps initially instructed the forces §
under its command to withdraw from western Finland in the
direction of Viipuri, where the headquarters staff were based, and |
the Karelian Isthmus. This was soon counter-ordered by the |
revolutionary leadership of the Russian Soldiers’ Soviet in |
Helsinki, which instructed Russian forces to remain where they {
were and be prepared to resist any attempts by the Civil Guards to |
strip them of their arms, as had taken place in southern
Ostrobothnia. This latter order reflected a desire both to continue |
protecting Russian military interests and to show solidarity with |
the revolutionary cause in Helsinki. The situation was further |
complicated by the official orders issued between 5 and 11
February allowing for the withdrawal of conscripts drafted }
between 1904 and 1914, a move which accelerated the pattern of

25, Paasivirta 1957, p. 78.
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essive Russian withdrawal Wh;‘:}iﬁhad been put in hand in
1917 onwards.
legind Zl‘ ;I:n?sgf I(I)lfb eRrussian weapons and other equipment fell
i i\ &rg hands of the Red forces in the early .days of the Cnfll Wgr
m}fgwing the beginning of the Russian withdrawal. Wl{:h the
g;ception of a single unit whichFa%peared :I?dth: Ifj‘;ltlits ;111 utnii
i i in ear ebruary, :
Vllpp:f S-R?l?;;flselr a;::twards ii’l the area around Mintyharju
o 1h%t later, however, no Russian units consistently fought
zi)r{rllegde Red fc’)rces. The Red leadership did have some access to
stsgian military advisers, but it seems (iioubtful wh&tmiltherO vt;i;llll‘
erational advice had any significant impact on the :
o ress of hostilities, largely because of the prm‘n.twe nature 0
It;iggRed Guards’ military organisation and its i.nablhty _toirespond
to the demands of mobile warfare. Some Rgssmn spucfozlahs;ltrsld ggie
nevertheless recruited by Red forces to train and direct y
27 .
Crgv;’fh sides in the struggle were har'npered by their dlack (())i
military experience and the fact that their forces we;;e 1:?13 e 1;1; o
hastily-formed units. Action along the fror}t on both si (138 wmber
large measure restricted to a small proportion of the t(l:;ta Rm(; ber
of men involved. When the flow of volunteers on the Red s "
began to dry up, the Red leadership 'Eurned to th-Le’ tracie umox;; to
act as temporary draft boards to pr0v1d~e the adgltlona dmanp o
needed. This method recommended itself as it served to g;lsu ©
a fair degree of political reliability among the new r}elcrul s.tres
only proved effective, however, in urba.n areas and Olt{ gr gm res
of population where the option of joining the (tle urz: s
provided an attractive alternative to unemployment an1 ploved ly.S
Recruitment among the tenant farr'ner apd rura kan esd
populations operated against a substantially different fl;ac gro(;lenir;
Decisions to join the Red Guard in these areas were often m_aht f
the face of the silent opposition wielded by the deadweig 0f
traditional conservative rural opinion and the unspoken threat o

26, Ihbi . . vi
27, %;dﬁngpﬁagmed by the Russians on the Red side, see Paasivirta 1957, pp-

126—8: Polvinen 1 1967, pp. 228—39; Lappalainen I 1981, pp. 23—4, 78, 84,

131, 166—8. )
28. Paasivirta 1957, pp. 173—4%; Lappalainen 1 1981, pp. 157—63.

139



http:poverty.28
http:onwards.26

‘

Possible future reprisals. This, together with the fact that

I . X
Ig‘;’fiiut’t}llonary syr{xl?athles were at their strongest in urban areas. 1
i & composition of the Red Guards being distinctly balanceé

our of the urban proletariat against a smaller number drawn

from the rural poor.”®

iOIgI(')anvlv the very beginning of th:e conflict, the White army was able ]
vary; :i)n a reserve -o.f profes§1(?na1 officers and other ranks with
reinf(igce (;grees of military training. This group was substantially |
the Jan at the end o'f February with the return from Germany of |
lode rgs }:‘ volunteer unit, numbering some 1,200 men. The White |
potont, llp was therefore re!atively well provided with the |
B forcis t;) gr;aldually develop its military infrastructure and adapt ;
introg. do.t e demands of mobile warfare. Conscription was |
o, lce in the latter half of February in areas under White |
Ol when voluntary recruitment began to fail to meet

man i
Power requirements. Those elements known or suspected of

d
Programme coordinated by Jdger volunteers,3®

Adminigtrati |
dministrative power on the Red side in the conflict was |

wielded by a body known as the People’s Delegation. Lower down

the adminj ive hi
dministrative hierarchy, progress proved slow in developing a §

servi i
ggi‘;lf;;ble infrastructure to replace the earlier pattern of local |
: ent in Red-occupied areas. The socialist leadership had ‘

ittle time ; i

prograt;gle in the midst of the Civil War to outline any overall §

. indume for the future organisation of the country’s commerce |
stry.  The leadership’s energies were virtually solely §

conc ..
and e;llfil‘;iiteq on keﬁpmg industry and agriculture in production |
hostilition 1sing the inevitable dislocations caused by the ‘
Follow; ‘
south ;W1ng the ear'ly events of the conflict concentrated in|
alon n Ostrobothnia, hostilities grew dramatically and spread
8 Wide areas of the front which developed between Red and }

—————

R

29, Estim, i V
T ;ltfzz totfh thte exact proportions of rural and urban recruits are complicated 4
social originsaasm;gn}:k(i)xigﬂ:j rural landlelss céescribed themselves, despite their i

. , 4ss as a result of their previ i
Russnan.sponsored fortification programme, previous employment fn the '

30. Paasivirt, —86, 109—
;ViIta 1957, pp. 184—8; O. Mannj
31. Paasivirig 1957, pg. 84, 879, snminen 1974 pp. 926, 10914,
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S(;mlaolist sympathi'es were carefully weeded out. Prior to being
Ployed, conscripts went through a brief military training |

white forces in southern Finland. The fact that advancing
White forces met purely Finnish resistance with only the
parest smattering of a Russian presence caused some surprise
among Civil Guard units, although this had been predicted
by Mannerheim and his headquarters staff. In their public

ronouncements, however, the Whites glossed over this fact. In
addition to underlining their task of putting down the Red-
inspired revolt and returning the rule of law to southern Finland,
they also emphasised the struggle’s wider ideological significance.
It came increasingly in fact to be referred to as a "war of liberation’
in White circles, particularly in the White stronghold of
Ostrobothnia, following the practice introduced by the German-
trained volunteers, with the Russians being identified as the
White's main and ultimate enemy.

The term 'war of liberation’ spread significantly during the latter
stages of the conflict until it came to occupy a prominent position
in White propaganda, despite the fact that by this stage the role
taken by Russian forces had become minimal, as had the overall
Russian influence on events in Finland. This was largely a
reflection of a clear White desire to give the struggle in its decisive
final stages the mark of being one directed against Russian
oppression and part, in a wider perspective, of the international
struggle against the spread of Bolshevism. By inference therefore,
the struggle came to be portrayed in White ideological rhetoric in
almost crusade-like terms, as one aimed at purging the Finnish
people of the curse of socialism.’* The Whites’ emphasis on
describing the Civil War as one of liberation gained added
momentum following the arrival of German troops to assist White
forces at the beginning of April. Out of the tens of thousands
fighting on the Red side, however, the combined White Finnish
and German forces were opposed by what probably amounted to
only some 150 Russians. The White picture of the Reds as traitors
and betrayers of Finnish independence, however, stuck and
deepened. s

Compared to the Reds, the White forces had the important
advantage from the very beginning of the struggle that they were

———

gz- T. Manninen 1982, pp. 155—60, 178—9.
3.Ibid., pp. 101, 190—1, 194—8, 222—3.
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able to operate in the areas under their control with the full back- |
up support of the country’s official administrative infrastructure, {
Added to this, they also had an important edge in military}
organisation, with a leadership made up of trained and often |
experienced officers capable of adapting to new demands as they
arose, and which, as the struggle developed, took on many of the |
traits of a true professional army. :

The general operational potential of both the Red and White
forces was nevertheless hampered by the fact that both the:
areas under their respective controls lacked internal political |
uniformity. Taking the results of the elections of autumn 1917 as a |
yardstick, neither side enjoyed more than a generous 50% of the |
support of the local population in the spring of 1918.

3. The international and domestic implications
of the Civil War

Neither side in the Civil War was able to ignore the need to attract |
foreign backing for their struggle. Both White and Red forces ;
found themselves faced by a similar problem, however, in the |
shape of the general lack of Finnish experience in the diplomatic |
field. ;
Some form of contact with Sweden was considered important by |
the revolutionary administration in order to prevent the Left |
becoming completely cut off from the West and to maintain trading
ties with Finland’s major trading partners in Western Europe. The }
movement’s various attempts to establish ties with Sweden
and further afield with the United States proved totally futile. ]
Isolation from the West indirectly increased the Left's links |
with and dependence on Russia. The Soviet government soon |
emerged, therefore, as a central factor in the Left’s contacts abroad. |
Negotiations between the Red authorities and the Bolshevik
government were held in Petrograd at the end of February to clarify
political relations between Soviet Russia and Finland, or that part |
of Finland under Red control, negotiations which the socialists }
hoped would strengthen their disputed political status. 1
An agreement between what was referred to as the Finnish §
Socialist Workers’' Republic and Soviet Russia was signed on 1 |
March. Among its clauses, the Red authorities agreed to cede the |
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i to
ian Isthmus to Russia and guarantee

ound Ino on the Karelian _
are? 2; Russian telegraph links to Sweden 'through Fli}land%
o ting the importance Russia attached to ’Flnlafld as a 1pf3t of
rei;ll?;ct between Petrograd and the West. Itr}xlhne w1ttI111 theg fg:rll egt
oY i i inki f the time, the &

i lutionary thinking o emen
internationalist revol o e e, o i ot
he citizens of both countrl e rigl cit

also al i ;shed.® Despite the socialist

i ther country if they wished.
zenship O o be acting as independently of the

» clear desire to be seen to be acing ‘
1ead:igsns as possible, the Soviet side undoul?tedly Came‘dl'thtz
ix\fjor influence in the negotiations. The potent(lial of th‘(;:1 S’(O}f(:aﬁlzal
i dent position in Petrograd was, 1

to & o by ir i i from the West and the

is, limited by their isolation _
i‘1:satlgsillity and inadequacy of their control over the territory they
I . .
occupied within Finland itself.

i :r occupation of Oulu and Tornio, the Wh}te forces
Zfe,}l:g;’?t% tggén up apland link with Sweden at the begmmng;f
;‘Vebmary. Overall communications bet}:veen \{s(alasa, thlc(ai teilrgsvzrv eg
e of the official government, and t e out:m e world, ,
}vlvzrﬁa relatively poor given t%)lei geogr:ptl&cain(ilasin(;isaﬁla\gﬁ}ved %I}lli
lowness and inflexibility o .
tgl:)?feinment’s lack of its full complement of memberstca:n\;la 2;[;1:
absence of Svinhufvud, who had been upa}bh? to r:lxlr:?ve o foreig;;
also further complicated the White authontle's handling {foreter
affairs. Disagreements, sometimes amountmg’to, ogend uaﬂers,
between the Vaasa government and Mannerheim’s hea ;1
staff over foreign relations issues were also not unco:lc(nr{&(l)e .ofﬁcial
The Vaasa authorities did have access, how.ever, | :1)  officit,
Finnish diplomatic legations estgbltlshe(.i in mi -]and by o
Stockholm and Berlin. Particular difficulties were ca‘useswgden
activities of Finnish activists abroad, especially in ‘derable;
Having supported the independence cause for some (f:f)ﬁSi revle
time, often since the beginning of the war, E.lCthISt igures ten
tended to assume that they had a natural right to a saﬁr :)1; the
country’s affairs. The inevitable result was thathmpt(.: , of he
diplomacy carried out in the name of the Whlte authoritie Jacked
coordination and often went beyond the wishes and instructu

34, Paasivirta 1957, pp. 97—38; Polvinen 1 1967, pp. 246—50.
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the Vaasa government.”® Finland’s representatives in Berlin and §
Stockholm, Edvard Hjelt and Alexis Gripenberg, both members of |
the older generation of non-socialist politicians, acted relatively ;
independently of Vaasa in directing the thrust of White diplomacy, !
often presenting their younger colleagues back home with little }
more than faits accomplis. Germany, motivated by a desire to |
develop Finland as a base from which to follow British moves in |
Murmansk and keep a check on events in Petrograd, was also not !

slow to use its powers of influence on Finnish affairs.

In the early days of the struggle the White leadership made some }
effort to recruit volunteers from Sweden and acquire arms from |
both Sweden and Germany. As time went on, however, the Vaasa }
authorities increasingly came to abandon the style of neutral |
foreign policy which had been adopted in the immediate post- }
independence period. This was reflected in a clear shift during |
This was |
undoubtedly linked to the impressive success of the German
army’s rapid advance along virtually the entire length of the |
Eastern Front following the breakdown of the negotiations at Brest-
Litovsk and which was only halted by the peace agreement signed |
on 3 March, which ceded large areas in the East to Germany and |

February towards closer contacts with Germany.

brought an extensive eastward spread of German power and

influence. Soon after the final signing of the Brest-Litovsk treaty, |

the Vaasa government itself signed two agreements with the
Germans in Berlin on 7 March, laying the groundwork for the

arrival of German troops in Finland and the development of |
bilateral trade relations. The latter of these agreements included a

secret understanding giving Germany virtual control over
Finland’s entire foreign trade and tying Finland securely into the
German sphere of economic influence.?”

The arrival of German troops to reinforce White forces took place |
at the beginning of April with the landing of a division

commanded by General von der Goltz at Hanko on the southern
coast. This was quickly followed by a rapid advance on Helsinki

which, together with the capture of Tampere by White units at j
about the same time, signalled a major turning-point in the |

35. Tuompo 1938, 34—7, 46—B; Paasivirta 1957, p. 104,
36. Paasivirta 1957, pp. 104—5, 112—3; Rautkallio 1977, p. 90.
37. Paasivirta 1957, pp. 113—5; Rautkallio 1977, pp. 132—4.
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Hanko effectively broke the Rec}'s
hold on western Finland and served to accelerate the pace ﬁ?&li
ss, which had already begun in any case to outmatch tt !
or R:ed opponents. German {roops occupled-Helsmkl an
th“elr enlinna to the north, while further east Wl}lte forces took
Hfi.meri at the end of April. Following their withdrawal from
Vuptum Finland, Russian troops had halted and taken up |
bty rary positions on the Karelian Isthmus to ensure the I
temtp (():tioi of Petrograd. Viipuri and its surroundings remamed' of
g;iteegic importance to the Russians as long as scattered Russian

i i i ite forces came up against
i ined in southern Finland. Whi .
e n and Red Finnish resistance at Rautu on

ined joint Russia :
?}?;elrsr’:‘ﬁmus lon the approaches to Petrograd. at the end c')f Aplr)ll."‘;1
The final result of the Civil War was ultimately decided by the

superior resources and flexibility offgh; V\;‘:lslti g;rlrga?::icl ;}11; .‘(’;V}ll?:fr
i i corps, Iro )
ﬁfﬁ:::ﬁliim?fd;?vnofg (:f; Gemrljan-trained field offi(.:ers. Coup}ed
to this, the Whites also possessed a greater sense of.mternzzl 1;1;;::1:
together with a more integrated set of political aims an
34 ‘
mgl;?lfl'le latter stages of the struggle, forces on both 31(3es (I:;(Ei}
reached some 70—80,000 men. The number of dead rfalx} to ?v{ me
3,000 all told during the course of the three-month con }ic" Mor
significantly, however, the number of those 'who lost t elrSSion;
both behind the lines during the v;r\ar ang 1;1 B‘%lg I&I;Ei‘(:; sions
as much higher. round 1, .
?Iftlfrr(?:;gclisi)y“;{ed forces duging the course.of tl}e war in sov:tfh(f}rll:a
Finland and some 800 Reds by the W}‘ntes in the rest od the
country. In the aftermath of the occupation of 'I‘amperaeoaort) the
ending of hostilities which followed soon after, over d" 00 Red
prisoners were executed, while some 12,000 more I.Ieds. 1ed in e
hastily set-up prison camps, mainly of malnutrltlor(;,otl)n:’ h%qg?ed
hygiene conditions and poor health. Of the over 28, oy ed
in the Civil War and its aftermath, the proportion o toos:;- w
died in active combat amounted only to between 20—25 %.

struggle. The German landing at

1981, p. 88. - |
Lappalainen 1 1981, p. . 3
o Mikola 1959, pp. 262—3; I

38. Paasivirta 1957, pp. 214—5; Lappalainen I.I

39. Paasivirta 1957, pp. 103, 1701, 189—96; el

40. Tanner 1919, pp. 12, 20; Paasivirta 1957, pp. 227—8;
J. Paavolainen 1 1966, 316—23, 11 1967, 146—9.
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The Civil War of 1918 was a conflict that grew out of, and to an |
important extent reinforced and consolidated, powerful and deep- |
rooted social antipathies and its repercussions came to have a |
significant impact on future developments. This was not restricted
merely to those who took part in the struggle but filtered through j
into the whole body of society, being particularly evident in the
reactions of the middle and upper classes in southern Finland, the }
traditional backbone of the country, who experienced some three |
months of Red occupation. It was precisely this section of the
population which was prominent in celebrating the liberation of |
Helsinki by the Germans from the Reds. For the defeated Reds, the |
unhappy fate of many of those interned in the temporary prison 1
camps or forced to flee the country made a deep impression which |
time proved slow to dim. i

The events of the spring of 1918 came to play an important part |
in reshaping attitudes within Finland to the country’s place in
Europe and served to establish a distinct set of stereotypical !
attitudes towards Finland’s neighbours and the outside world in |
general. Understandably, it was the White view of events which
came to dominate. Among conservative opinion in the southern |
part of the country, the role of the German forces under von der |
Goltz and, by extension, German soldiery and heroism, became the |
subject of much unbridled admiration. This attachment to things
German also tied into the sense of gratitude felt by these groups for ]
the role Germany had played in helping Finnish volunteers earlier |
in the war. Germany’s willingness to assist Finland at her hour of |
need was often contrasted by commentators with the lack of §

enthusiasm which had been shown by Sweden. Sweden, in fact, 4
came to be looked upon as having virtually betrayed Finland, both }
by failing to provide the Whites with as much help as they had
needed and by bringing unnecessary pressure to bear on Finland |§
over the Aland Islands question at a time of national upheaval. _

The period immediately following the end of the Civil War also |
saw the emergence of a new and negative attitude towards Britain,,
particularly amongst the more pro-German elements within
Finnish society. The British expeditionary force’s recruitment of 1
Red troops which had fled Finland, following its landing in
Murmansk, led to it being immediately labelled as pro-socialist ‘
and potentially hostile to the White authorities. Post-Civil War }
White opinion also reflected a pronounced shift towards an |
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~creased hostility and suspicion of Bolshevism an'd everythlpg
R ssian. Although in large measure only an extension of earlier
1I:gn-soci.alist views, this antipathy, one which developeg boﬁh

olitical and moral overtones, was given added .force y t Fi

ersistent argument underlying much.of conservative cgqllmvsn
that the Bolsheviks had been involveq in provo‘kmg‘ the vaxf har
from the very start, as part of a bld' to strip F1::land of her
independence and her social and h1st0rlca1‘her1tage, 4 onini

Powerless and ideologically cowed after its defeat, Re opmlox(l1
lacked any single common uniting factor’whlch would l}ave serve
to restore left-wing confidence. An_tl-German sentiment was
mixed with a vague and ill-defined attitude to the‘rest of Et‘;ro%e‘
The Left's overall sense of pessimism was only reinforced by t e;
very real doubts which continued to surround the question od
whether the revolution in Russia would be able to continue an
expand or be turned back on itself.

4. The aftermath of the Civil War —
constitutional and foreign policy debate

The end of the Civil War in May 1918 in a White vi‘cto'ry an(_i the
withdrawal of the last Russian units remaining on Flnnufh' soil set
the seal on the severance of Finland’s century-long political a‘nd
constitutional links with Russia. With the replacemgn:s of Russian
troops with German ones, in the shape of the expec.htlonary for(l:e
commanded by General von der Goltz, however, Finland n.lerei,; y
exchanged political and military dependence on Russia for
de e on Germany.

V%izieﬁcbecame cleaf to the Western powers that the German
force intended staying in Finland, they sent a number of notes dt,o
the Finnish government to sound out the extent of Finlan (si
apparent new status as a German satellite.state. In an effort to heg
off a possible German attempt at gaining access to the Arctic
Ocean, the British government warned the Finnish authorities in
No uncertain terms, in a note sent on 24 April, that they should not

———

41. T. Manninen 1982, pp. 188—91; Upton II 1981, p. 459.
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