Liberalism outside the UK

Juha Kolumaki examines the history of the National Progressive Party of Finland

inthe interwar period.

Finnish Liberalism
Between the Wars

HE NATIONAL PROGRESSIVE Party (in
TFinnish: Kansallinen Edistyspuolue

or, asitwasusually shortened,
Edistyspuolue) represented liberalismin the
Finnish political sphere from 1918 to 1951. In
thisarticleIfocus mainly onits history during
the interwar period, whenitsimportance was
greatest. Itwas never alarge party. Initsfirst
electionin 1919 itwon 26 MPs (out of 200),
butitdeclined quite rapidly, election after
election. By the 1930s, only between six and
eleven MPs were elected. Despite the low level

of support, ithad a significant influence on
Finnish political life during that period. For
example, the first president of Finland, K. J.
Stahlberg (in office 1919-25), belonged to the
party. The National Progressive Party was
also alogical party for government. It took
partin mostinterwar governments, usually
inimportant posts. From itsranks came six
prime ministers and four foreign ministers,
in seven governments. And despite the fallin
itsvote, itsinfluence did not decline during
that period. Onthe contrary: apart from six
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The first session of the Finnish parliament after the civil war
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monthsin1936-37 between 1932and 1940
the Finnish prime minister always came from
the Progressive Party.

Wheninleading posts, Finnish liberals
undoubtedly played an influential role in
building Finland as a modern western state.
They contributed strongly to Finland’s first
stepstowards a welfare state and to the
promotion of national unification after the
civilwar of 1918.

Background, basis and position of
the National Progressive Party
Inthelate nineteenth century, the crucial
dividingline in Finnish politicswas the
tension between the Finnish-speaking
majority and the Swedish-speaking minority.
Hence, there wasnoroom forany party not
based onthelanguage divide. The firstliberal
party, founded as early as 1880, soon merged
with the Swedish party, asthe people behind
itwere mainly Swedish speakers. There has
been a strongliberal influence on the Swedish
partyline of Finland ever since. However,

this article concentrates onliberalism on

the Finnish-speaking side. Itis notable that
Finnishliberalism hasalwaysbeen divided by
language, which could not help but affectits
level of support.

OntheFinnish-speaking side, liberal-
ism first gradually developed within the Finn-
ish-language party asa movement of young
people. Aspoliticalissues besides thelan-
guage question came to the fore, the Finn-
ish-speaking side began to disintegrate. The
united Finnish Party gradually broke into two
around the turn of the century, when part of
itdeveloped asthe Young Finns Party (the
remainder was usually called the Old Finns).
The Young Finns have usually been roughly
categorised asaliberal party, whichisnot
entirely true. The main dividingline between
Young Finns and Old Finns was their differ-
ent attitudestowards Russia and its policy of
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oppression towards Finland since the turn of
the century. The Old Finns favoured a more
conciliatory policy towards Russia. The Young
Finnsonthe other hand objected to all conces-
sionsand wanted to hold onto Finland’s con-
stitutional rights. There was no clear pattern
of Old Finns being conservatives and Young
Finnsbeingliberals. Furthermore, liberalism
inthe Young Finnsvaried greatly from radi-
calsocialliberalism on the left to the classical
Manchester Schoolliberalism of itsright wing,.
Theright wing also contained clearly conserv-
ative elements. Placing the Young Finnsasa
whole on the spectrum of liberalism isnot by
any means obvious.

Beforeindependence, Finland had been
anautonomous grand duchy inimperial
Russia, with its own Diet, known until 1006 as
the Diet of the Estates. In1906, it was brought
up to date by establishing a one-chamber
parliament (Eduskunta) elected by universal
suffrage. Here Finland wasin the vanguard of
female suffrage, since women gained equal
status, with theright both to voteand to
stand as candidates. Two hundred MPs were
elected by proportional representation (by
the D’Hondt method) from sixteen electoral
districts, with between six and twenty-three
MPs elected per district, though Lapland had
only one seat.

Politicallife had beenin ferment during
the years of the First World War, Russian Rev-
olution, independence, and finally the Finn-
ish Civil War between bourgeois (thisis the
standard term used for the non-socialist par-
tiesin Finland) Whites and socialist Redsin the
spring of 1918. The old dividing line between
Young Finns and Old Finnslost much of its
weightduring the 1910s, and new divisions
had arisen, especially within the Young Finns.
These were mostly internal disagreements
between a conservativeright wingand lib-
eralleft wing, although they related to several
issues. They became so prominent that the
Young Finns Party wasreduced to barely more
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than a shaky shell. The clearlyliberaland,
in particular, social-liberal left of the Young
Finns had, inmany cases, much more in com-
mon with theleft wing of the Old Finns than
with theright wing of their own party. So,
sinceitwas clear thatthe boundaries between
the parties did not equate to reality, plans were
made for party reorganisation. One of these
plans saw the emergence of a new People’s
Party, established 1917, and intended to unite
the old parties. However, it succeeded only in
fracturing the political landscape even more.
In contrast, since 1917 the social-liberal left
wing of the Young Finns, which was strongly
dominantwithin the diffuse party, had been
planning to gather all ‘progressives’ from all
existing parties together to form a new ‘pro-
gressive party’. The words ‘progressive party
were there used in a general sense, meaning
a party oriented towards social reform. How-
ever, these plans were put on hold when the
civilwar began, and party regrouping had to
wait.

During the Finnish Civil War, the
bourgeois government strongly aligned
towards Germany, and this continued

)
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The civil war left a bitter legacy; Reds being executed by White soldiers, 1918

afterwards. Also, inreaction to the civil
war, many bourgeois politicians moved

to amore conservative way of thinking.
Inthe autumn of 1918, these processes
culminated in an effort to make Finland a
kingdom with a German monarch. A clear
majority of the government of that time
was behind this effort, and it also had quite
strong supportin the parliament. Three of
the old parties—the Old Finns, the Young
Finns and the small People’s Party — were,
however, greatly divided over this question.
Although thisissue subsided in November,
when Germany was defeated in the First World
War, the dividing lineremained. The time
for party restructuring came in December
1918, whenrepublicans of the three parties
became the National Progressive Party, and
the monarchists formed the conservative
National Coalition Party.

The name of the Progressive Party clearly
resulted from the plansand aspirationsto
form a party with progressiveness at its core,
and from the use of thatterm in preceding
years. By progressiveness was meant par-
ticularly social reformism and democracy
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with strong civilrights (i.e. arepublic). Lib-
eralism was still clearly the ideology of the
new party, more so thanithad been with the
Young Finns. However, the term liberal was
notusedinFinland atthe time, because it was
common to translate political termsinto Finn-
ish. Liberal became vapaamielinen, literally
‘free-minded’. Republicanism was the final
uniting theme when the party was formed and
the most crucial factor for positioning actors
indifferent parties. So, naturally, the republi-
canideology gathered many kinds of liberals
to the National Progressive Party, very much
asfreetrade gathered differentkinds of liber-
alsto the pre-First-World-War Liberal Party in
Britain. And, asin Britain, thisled tovarying
disagreements over otherissues.

The Young Finns have usually been
considered asthe main predecessor of the
Progressive Party. Their dominant social-
liberal wing formed the majority of the new
party. The new party’s constituent party
congressbegan asa party congress of the
Young Finns, though monarchists were also
present. Many monarchists were able to
acceptother parts of the new party’s planned
programme, but the form of government
became a divisiveissue. Disagreement was
resolved by voting and the republicans won
withavoteof 134 to 130. After thisvote, the
monarchistsleft the congress. While the
progressive majority at the congress was
quite small, a clear majority of the Young
Finns’ newspapers moved to the Progressive
Party. Atthe grassrootslevel, thereisno
clear evidence of movement between
the parties, althoughitis quite difficult to
ascertain changessince neither partyhada
strong, full-time organisation. They mainly
operated during elections and did not have
large numbers of members. However, the
electionresults of 1919 reveal quite alot. In the
1917election, the Old Finns had won thirty-
two MPs, the Young Finns twenty-three and
the People’s Party five. In 1919, the National
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Coalition Party elected twenty-eight MPs, and
the National Progressive Party twenty-six.

Three of the People’s Party MPs moved
to the Progressive Party and the other two to
the National Coalition Party. They were mostly
farmers and were mainly centred upon one
rural electoral district. Locally, they formed
anotable proportion of the new party, but
since their former party was quite small, at
the national level they formed only a small
part of the National Progressive Party. From
the Old Finns, a small minority moved to the
Progressive Party (one of the very few notable
politicians wasthe future prime minister,

T. M. Kivimadki). Since the members that the
People’s Party and the Old Finns gave to the
Progressive Party werein a clear minority
inthe new party, the vast majority of those
who voted for the Young Finns in 1917 clearly
moved to vote Progressive in1919. Though
the party restructuring asawhole was quite a
complex process, thereisa clear continuum
fromthe YoungFinnsto the National
Progressive Party.

The first programme of the National
Progressive Party was also developed by the
left wing of the Young Finns and intended for
their party. With only a few modifications,
the draftsbecame a programme for a whole
new party. The aims of the party programme
were, inter alia, a minimum wage system,
progressive taxation on both earned
income and unearned income, and social
insurance systems which should mainly
be non-contributory and tax financed.

The programme also strongly supported
governmentinterventionin the economy
and recommended somerestrictions onthe
private ownership of land by individuals

and corporations. So, within the spectrum

of liberalideology, the National Progressive
Party was quite clearly a social liberal party. In
many ways the party and its first programme
supported policies similar to British New
Liberalism.
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Intheirideological orientation towards
socialliberalism, the founders of the
Progressive Party had naturally been much
influenced from abroad. Before the First World
War, Finland’s alighment with Germany,
especially in science, was substantial, so the
main influence for the Progressive Party’s
social political programme came from the
German Kathedersozialismus, but Great
Britain’s New Liberalism also contributed. A
key figure in the British influence was Rudolf
Holsti. Between 1909 and 1911, Holsti had
worked as the London correspondent for the
leading liberal newspaper Helsingin Sanomat
and he subsequently became editor-in-chief
of its foreign news section. He was also one of
theleading politicians on theleft of the Young
FinnsParty. Immediately after independence,
he acted for some time as an unofficial Finnish
representativein London, and, in the interwar
period, hewas foreign minister in several
governments. Holsti was a greatadmirer of
New Liberalism, and especially of Lloyd George
and his politics before the First World War.
Holsti’sinfluence was one of the main reasons
why Helsingin Sanomat gained thelabel of
being British-minded. Indeed, inindependent
Finland, the whole National Progressive Party
had areputation of being anglophile.

Within interwar Finnish politics, the
Progressive Party waslocated in the centre,
together with the Agrarian League, which was
aclassparty for farmers. To theright were the
conservative National Coalition Party and the
Swedish People’s Party (and the 1930s fascist-
like groups). To the left were Social Democrats
and Communiststhough, due to the civil war
anditslegacy, the public activities of the latter
were mostlyillegal in the interwar period. The
dividing lines were not stable or strict, but
often Agrarians seemed moreright-wing than
Progressives. And the Swedish People’s Party
moved towards the centre during that period.

The National Progressive Party started
outfairly successfully. Inits first election,

inspring 1919, it gained 12.8 per cent of the
vote and twenty-six MPs—not universally
greatnumbers, butin comparisonto the
electoral success of the Young Finns before
independenceitwas a small victory, especially
when the National Coalition Party lost four
seatscompared to the Old Finns’resultsin
1917, despite gaining many notable Young
Finns. The power of the party, though, was
notdependent onitselectoral success, not
eveninthesefirstyears. Itwasinits centrist
position within Finnish politicsand the fact
thatitsranksincluded alarge number of
capable and prominent political figures. Itis
usually said that the Progressive Party had a
small body with a great head, contrasting the
numbers of members against notable leading
personalities. The party’sleading politicians
included several professors and other highly
educated people, editors of prominent
newspapers and high-ranking civil servants.
Thiswasvery different to the Agrarian
League, the other partyin the political

centre. Thiswas abigger party immediately
afterindependence whose electoral success
increased during the following decades.
However, itlacked educated and talented
peopleinitsranksso, especially in the first
years, joint governments of these parties were
led and dominated by Progressives.

Inthe first presidential election in
summer 1919, the Progressive leader, K. J.
Stahlberg, was elected president by an
electoral college composed of MPs, winning
143 votes out of 197. The opposition candidate
wasC. G. EMannerheim, at that time regent,
who had been leader of the White army
during the civilwar. Behind Stahlberg were
Progressives, Agrarians and Social Democrats,
while Mannerheim was a candidate of the
political right (the National Coalition Party
and most of the Swedish People’s Party).
Stahlberg had been the most prominent
person left-winger in the Young Finns (which
was characterised sometimes as ‘Doctor
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Stahlberg’'s Party’) and he continued to have
this statusinthe National Progressive Party.
He was aDoctor of Law and had significant
influence over the constitution for the
independent Finland. During the battle over
the form of government,
Stahlbergled the
opponents of monarchy.

Atthebeginning of
his six-year term, most
of the political right strongly opposed him.
He was considered to be too moderatein his
attitude towards the defeated Red side in the
civilwar, and thusto berisking the victory
and achievements of the Whites. However,
histerm wasreasonably successfulin shaping
the political practices of the new republic
and, though not everyone on theright ever
accepted him, had he wanted another term, he
would have been elected almost unanimously.
After his presidency, Stahlberg was akind of
‘Grand Old Man’ of the National Progressive
Party and of Finnish liberalism for the rest of
hislife. Herefused to be a candidate in 1925,
butlaterreversed his decision and ranin the
presidential elections of 1931 and 1937.

Just after the civil war, Stahlberg had
formulated the foundations for the future
in famous articles published in Helsingin
Sanomat. His contentionin these articles
was that the wounds of the civil war should
be healed, and the unification of the nation
mustbe setasagoal. Any seedbed for future
revolutions should be eliminated by social
reforms. Noradical changes were needed in
the course of developing the country. The
Redrebellion should not be followed by a
precipitous turninthe opposite direction (i.e.
reactionary monarchy). The shock of civil
war had moved many bourgeois politicians
and peopleina conservative direction; they
thought thatdemocracy had gone too far
and balancing restrictions were needed.
Stahlberg’s opinion was quite the opposite.
Histhesesbecame theleading platform for
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the Progressive Party asa whole. In the spirit
of Stahlberg’s propositions, a reformist social
policy became the ideology for the party.
With that policy, reasons for the Red rebellion
were expected to beremoved so the nation

Itis usually said that the Progressive Party had a small
body with a great head, contrasting the numbers of
members against notable leading personalities.

would unite. Civil war in fact strengthened
socialreformism and social liberalismin those
politicians who ended up in the Progressive
Party. The first programme of the party
reflectsthatinitsradical nature. Compared to
Britain, for example, most of it would likely
have wontheapproval of L. T. Hobhouse, J. A.
Hobson and other New Liberals.

After the civil war, the Social Democratic
Party was clearly the biggest political party,
with between fifty-three and eighty-five
seatsin parliamentin the interwar period.
Despite that, due to the shadow of the civil
war, itwas not totally accepted within the
political system. Civil war partitionlines
between bourgeois Whites and socialist Reds
long remained impassable in Finnish politics.
Coalition governments between bourgeois
partiesand Social Democrats became possible
onlyinthelate1930s. Consequently, a Social
Democrat candidate was never areal option
for president. Since they never won an
absolute majority, and they seldom had any
chance of gaining support from the other
side, they could neither win a presidential
election nor forma stable government alone.
Collaboration with the Social Democrats was
nottotally ruled out, especially by the left
wing of the Progressive Party, and centrist
governments gained support from Social
Democrats on several occasions. Even so,
thedividinglineremained impassable.

The Social Democrats were themselves
partly at fault. They were notinterested in
compromises and coalitions with others for
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Kaarlo Juho Stahlberg (1865-1952), first president of Finland (1919—1925)
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long. To develop conditionsin a direction
where the dividingline could be crossed was in
the spirit of Stahlberg’s thesis and important
to the National Progressive Party; national
unification after the civilwar was one of the
leading aims of the party.

From glorious beginning to slow
decline

The first governments of independent Finland
were mainly led by Progressives. The period
from 1919 to 1924 was called the age of centre
politics. Governments were mainly coalitions
of partiesin the political centre: the National
Progressive Party and the Agrarian League.
This close cooperation between centre
partieswas of crucialimportance when
leading Finland out of its turbulent years and
setting the ground for the new independent
republic. The centre partieshad acommon
historyin opposing monarchy, the Agrarian
League being also a staunch supporter of the
republic. Ever since the battle over the form
of government, both centre partieshad a
strict attitude towards theright, especially
towards the mostradical parts of it. Relations
were somehow better with theleft, despite the
dividingline mentioned above.

Inthe early years of independence and
compared, forexample, to other Nordic
countries, Finland was in many ways
significantly lagging both economically and
socially. That began to change slowly. One of
the major achievements during the years of
centre politicswas a burst of social reformist
legislation. Of course, onereason for thiswas
that during the Grand Duchy the Tsar had
vetoed much legislation, so many reforms
were waiting. Thesereforms and several new
oneswere now putinto practice.

Amongthereforms of the 1919—24 period
were progressive taxation on earned income,
compulsory education, new poor laws, reform
of thelabour code and expansion of land
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reform. The groundwork was also laid for
many other reforms executed later that dec-
ade includinglaws for collective labour agree-
mentsand the mediation of labour disputes.
Inaddition, in the spirit of the national unifi-
cation policy, many of the Reds still in prison
after the civil war were pardoned.

Since Finland had a multi-party system
and governments were seldom constructed
with only one party, itis generally impossible
unambiguously to give credit for the
achievements of any government to a single
party. Even so, the main credit for the policy
achievements of these years goes clearly to the
liberals. The policies were clearly consistent
with the Progressive Party’s programme, and
they were usually leaders of the governments.
Under theirlead, the first steps were taken
towards a Nordic welfare state, for which
Finland isnow well known. The age of centre
politicsand a moderate attitude towards
Social Democrats, and sometimes even a
keeninterestin cooperating with them, also
helped to calm society after the civil war.
Despite these achievements, itisworth noting
thatthe moreradical parts of the Progressive
Party’s programme remained mostly
unimplemented; for example, any kind of
social insurance system wasnotachieved.

The age of centre politics came toan end
in1924. The Progressive Party formed part
of a short-lived government to the nextyear,
but with diminishing influence and only a few
seats. The National Coalition Party took part
inthe governments and the Agrarians found
them cooperative. Part of the Progressive
Party was keen to take partin that bourgeois
cooperation, but most of the party disliked
liaisons with the National Coalition Party,
so from 1925 onwards the party remained in
opposition. The political trend overall moved
somewhatto theright.

The National Progressive Party itself also
moved to theright. Theradical social liberal
direction of the party clearly weakened after
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the early years of 1920s. Theradical wing
of the party, which was the most willing to
cooperate with the Social Democrats and the
keenestto promoteradical social reforms,
lostitsinfluence within the party. Some
events especially contributed to this process,
including Rudolf Holsti, a key radical leader,
being forced out of the post of foreign minister
in1922. His foreign policy was in general
directed towards the League of Nationsand,
inthose days, especially towards Poland,
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, the other states
bordering the Soviet Union. After he had
signed a pactin Warsaw with these states, he
was accused of exceeding hismandate and
suffered a vote of no confidence. After thathe
served asan ambassadorin various placesand
was therefore away from domestic politics.
The fate of the most prominent figure
of theradicals, Heikki Ritavuori, was more
shocking. Hewasassassinatedin1922bya
radical nationalist who could not stand the
moderate policy that Ritavuorias the interior
minister, and the Progressive Party asa whole,
represented. Ritavuori had been, overall,
aleading figure of theradical wing and the
main advocate of cooperation with the Social
Democrats, and as such subject to constant
criticism and hatred from theradical right.
Intheranks of the Progressive Party, he was
extremely hard toreplace. Finally, the leading
newspaper of theradical orientationin the
Progressive Party, Karjalan Aamulehti, ceased
publicationin 1924, for financial reasons.
Thisswingto therightisseenalsoin
the modifications of the party programme.
The new programme, approved in 1929,
still featured social liberalism, but notin
asradicalaformastenyearsearlier. In the
new programme, for example, there were
several, and clearer, limitations on the
state’sintervention and participationinthe
economy. There was also a greater emphasis
onthe self-reliance of the people and on
private entrepreneurship. Accordingto the

programme, economic progress crucially
depended on the self-imposed and free
action of the people, and private ownership.
If compared again to Britain, itis clear that
British New Liberalslike Hobhouse and
Hobson would not have been as satisfied with
this programme.

The decline of the party during the 1920s
canbeseeninthe numbers of elected MPs.
In1919 the Progressives had won twenty-six
MPs. Atthe next parliamentary election, in
1922, they won only fifteen MPs with 9.2 per
cent of the vote. Continuing governmental
responsibility was of course a strain, but also
there had clearly been akind of ‘republican
surplus’ for the Progressive Party in the
results of their first election, and in 1922 this
‘surplus’ melted away. In the 1924 elections
there was a smallrecovery in parliamentary
seats—seventeen MPs-though the share
of the vote fell slightly, to 9.1 per cent. The
Finnish electoral system allows this kind
of transition, depending for example on
how the votes divide between the electoral
districts, or on electoral alliances with other
parties. Overall, the electoral system had
(and still has) atendency to favour bigger
parties. When a party’slevel of supportfell,
itbecame difficult to get MPs elected from
smaller electoral districts. During the 1920s,
thiswas pretty much the case with the
Progressive Party in many electoral districts.
Electoral alliances, in which the allied
partieswere dealt with asif they were one
party, could help, but there were no obvious
suitable alliance partners with agreeable
termsto be had, since one which could be
useful to Progressives was not necessarily so
for the other party. Also, on many occasions
ideological disagreements made alliances
impossible with left orright. In the 1927
election, decline escalated again: only ten
MPs and 6.8 per cent of the vote. This time
noteven beingin opposition helped. The
several internal conflicts within the party and
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consequences of these conflicts (discussed
further below) were apt to reduce support.

The decline of the Progressive Party’s
influence also meant a shift of powerinthe
presidential castle in 1925, when Stahlberg’s
term cametoanend. Since herefused tobe
acandidate, the election was more open.
Progressives were not withouta chance, even
though the party was small and they did not
have the widely popular Stahlberg as their
candidate. In practically every presidential
electionintheinterwar period, their candidate
was notfarfrombeing elected.

Afterthefirstelection of 1919 the Finnish
presidentwas elected indirectly, by 300
electors: representatives who were elected in
every sixth year by the same method as the
parliament (except there were 300 electors
rather than 200 MPs). Such an election could
include threerounds: if no candidate gained
amajority within the first or second rounds, a
third was held between the two who had won
mostvotesinthe second.

Partly due to this system, the Progressive
candidate was always a potential winner.
With prominent candidates for president,
the party’ssuccessin electoral elections
was usually better than in parliamentary
elections. Even more significantwas that,
within the electoral college, a Progressive
candidate was formany partiesatleastan
acceptable choice. Particularly important

Particularly important was that a Progressive candidate
was always the second-best choice overall and the best
possible bourgeois candidate for the biggest party, Social

Democrats.

wasthataProgressive candidate was always
the second-best choice overall and the best
possible bourgeois candidate for the biggest
party, Social Democrats. Thiswasthe case
in 1925, when Progressive candidate Risto
Rytigotthe Social Democrats behind himin
the second and third rounds. However, this
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wasnotenough and the Agrarian candidate,
LauriRelander, was elected by the votes of the
Agrarian League, the National Coalition Party
and the Swedish People’s Party.

Later, Stahlberg was twice close to
beingelected again. In 1931, helost the third
round by 149-151votesto P. E. Svinhufvud,
the candidate of theright and the National
Coalition Party. In 1937, Stahlberg won 150
voteson the firstround, i.e., one vote short of
amajority. Inthe second round the Agrarian
candidate KydstiKalliowas elected. The main
target for Social Democrats at that time was to
block there-election of therightist candidate,
President Svinhufvud, so they moved their
votes from the best possible bourgeois,
Stahlberg, to the second best, Kallio, inthe
second round, to secure that goal.

In thelatter half of the 1920s, the
Progressive Party suffered serious damage
through internal conflict. The party almost
broke in two over the question of prohibition.
Thishad beenimposedin 1919; the question
became, should there be areferendum to
endit. Onthisissue, the Progressive Party
had severalinternational counterparts. For
example, in Sweden theliberal party divided
intwo over the issue of how prohibition
could be consistent with theliberal principle
of individual freedom. In Finland, this
wasalso the case at somelevel, but more
so itwasamoral question for numerous
advocates of temperance.
The argument over
prohibition calmed
downwhen party leaders
withdrew from pursuing
areferendum and
ending prohibition (it was finally abolished in
1932 afteraclear victory in the consultative
referendum). Thisissue also servesasan
example of the prevalent pattern by which
the party leadership in Helsinki was more
liberal and more ideologically conscious than
the grassrootsin the country. Thiswasalso
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the case over attitudes towards pardoning
civil war prisoners; the grassroots were more
reluctantthan the partyleadership to grant
those pardons.

Even more harmful was the case of
the party’sruralwing, which accused the
party, and especially itsleading newspaper,
Helsingin Sanomat, of favouring the interests
of consumers much more than those of
producers. Within the party, these conflicts
worsened during the second half of the 1920s,
and even caused a schismin the already small
parliamentary group. The conflict continued
until many members of the rural wing —
most of them former members of the extinct
People’s Party —left the party and moved to
the Agrarian League. The departure of the
rural wing helps to explainsthe party’sdecline
insupport. Thisisclearly seenin the electoral
district of Mikkeli, which had been the
stronghold of the People’s Party. The number
of Progressives elected from that district
fellfromthreein 1924 to onein 1927 mainly
for thisreason, and the number of Agrarian
League MPsrose from one to four. After the
break, the Progressive Party was smaller in
size, butinternally more united, notleast since
theruralwinglargely consisted of those who
were ‘lessliberal’ or lessideologically aware.

Although urbanisation took small steps
forward in the interwar period, Finland
remained a predominantly agrarian state, so it
wasnot possible for any party to be successful
only asanadvocate of the urban population.
The Progressive Party also tried to consider the
interests of the rural population, particularly
endeavouring to advance the interests of
smallholders. In the party programme, for
example, they proposed several ways to
guide and educate smallholders and advance
the waysthey cooperated. In the spirit of
liberalism, many of their proposals were
more ‘help to self-help’, instead of direct
contributions, soitwas easy for clear class
parties to exceed these promises. It was

especially difficult for Progressives to fight
for the souls of the rural voters against the
other centre party, the Agrarian League,
sothe supportinrural areasdiminished.
Nevertheless, most Progressive votes still
came from agrarian areas, before and after
therural wing broke off, even though this
majority steadily decreased.

This pattern of support, however,
was notnecessarily reflected in the
representatives elected over the years. In
thefirst parliamentary groups, in 1919—22
and 1922-24, the majority of MPs were from
rural areas, most of them being farmers.
Thischanged radically withina decade. In
the parliamentary group elected in 1929,
therewasonly one MP from arural area,
allthe others being townspeople. After
the 1936 election, there were no farmers or
rural MPsin the Progressive parliamentary
group. Eventhough the (declining) majority
of the vote still came from rural areas, the
Progressive Party seemed to appear more and
more asan urban party, despite continuing
contrary aspirations. Typical supporters of
the Progressive Party were civil servants or
white-collar workers or were from theliberal
part of the middle class. Schoolteachers were
alwaysastrong group in the party’sranks. In
anagrarian country like Finland thiswasnota
following with which one could succeed.

The MPsinthe 1929 parliamentary group
reflect the Progressive Party’sleading ranks
inthelate 1920sand 1930s. Three of the seven
MPs were professors, one was a high-ranking
civil servant, one a schoolteacher, one a
shopkeeper and one a farmer. The party’s
supportinrural areas fell, butin cities (and
the surrounding electoral districts) where
the party had a strong newspaper behind
it, it slightly increased. Such areas (and
newspapers) included Helsinki (Helsingin
Sanomat), Turku (Turun Sanomat) and Oulu
(Kaleva). The party’s powerful press backing
isworth noting. Helsingin Sanomat, then as
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now Finland’sleading newspaper, was the
mostnotable, but suchregionally prominent
papersas Turun Sanomat, Kaleva, Eteld-
Suomen Sanomat and Ldnsi-Savo (which are
all stilltheleading newspapersin their areas)
also supported the party, though connections
were not always solid: Helsingin Sanomat,
forexample, declared itself independentin
1943, but the slow processleading to that
declaration had been going on for overa
decade. Still, not even these newspapers could
haltthe party’sdecline.

Duringitsinternal conflicts, the party
was mainly in opposition. The second half of
the 1920s was notable for several short-term
minority governments, formed usually with
the support of only one party. One of these was
formed by Progressives, when Oskari Mantere
led arather unpopular government for less
than eight monthsin 1928-29. In this short
period, the Mantere government did not have
many notable achievements. Responsibility
forthe unpopular government strained the
party’s popularity, damaging the party in the
1929 elections, which were the worst so far,
with only seven MPsand 5.6 per cent of the
vote. The party had declined so much that one
could doubta continuing, prominentrole for it
in Finnish political life. However, the story of
the1930sis quite the contrary.

More notable policymaker than
stature merits

Inthe early 1930s Finnish society was faced
with two serious, linked threats. The firstwas
the great Depression, the second therise of
fascistradicalism, itself partly stimulated

by the Depression. Radicalism began asan
anti-communist movementlater known as
the Lapua Movement. In the beginning, even
Progressives had some sympathy forit, or
atleasttoleratedit, aslongasitfocused only
onopposing communists and acted within
thelimits of thelaw. But when its measures
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turned more violent and it started to act

even against Social Democrats, it alienated
Progressives and other moderate bourgeois
groups. The Movementincreasingly became
an extreme-right, fascist-like group. The final
straw especially for Progressives was when
Stahlberg, the Grand Old Man of the party,
was forcibly deported by members of the
Lapua Movement. They frequently used this
kind of forced deportation, often towards the
eastern border and Soviet Union. Stahlberg
was not treated violently, but many of these
deportationswere violent and some even
endedinthe death of the victim. After that,
there was practically no sympathy for the
Movementin the National Progressive Party.
Infact, inthe following years, opposingright-
wingradicalism and supporting the rule of law
provided a new cause for the party and helped
to uniteit.

Sincerepublicanism had lost its
importanceasaunifyingissue duringthe
1920s, strong support for democracy now
gave the party arenewedrallying theme. This
wasimportant since the National Coalition
Party began to waver inits commitment to
democracy. The Progressive Party became,
therefore, a choice for those bourgeois people
who were staunch democrats. Thisnew rise
wasreflected in election results. While in 1929
the party had won only seven MPs, the next
two elections showed a clear increase: in both
the 1930 and 1933 elections, the Progressives
won eleven MPs. Yet the 1930 election did not
revealarealincreasein support. The number
of MPs elected rose because of the nationwide
electoral alliance between all bourgeois
parties (thealliance had been formedin the
spirit of anti-communism while the Lapua
Movement was stillan acceptable force).

The share of the vote increased only slightly
to 5.8 per cent (compared to 5.6 per centin
1929), though the 1933 election showed a clear
improvementin vote share, to 7.4 per cent.
Thiswasreached without any nationwide
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The Progressive parliamentary group elected in 1930, which included one former president and
three former/future prime ministers — In the front row, from left: Oskari Mantere, T. M. Kivimaki and
K. J. Stahlberg. In the back row, third from left: A. K. Cajander.

electoral alliance but clearly based on the
themes of democracy and law.

The Lapua Movement was disbanded
afteritattempteda coupini1932, butright-
wingradicalism did notdisappear. During the
early 1930s, Finland was governed by coalition
governments which included representatives
from nearly every bourgeois party. Thelast of
these governments, led by the AgrarianJ. E.
Sunila, survived the unsuccessful coup of
1932, butnot the pressures of the Depression.
The Agrarian League put forward economic
proposals which favoured farmers but
were unacceptable to the other parties, so
the government came to an end. The next
governmentwas formed in December 1932
by one of theleading progressives, T. M.
Kivimadki, who had been Minister of Justice in
Sunila’s government. In that post, Kivimaki

had been one of theleading protagonists

for therule of law and one of the strongest
opponents of the Lapua Movement. When his
government was formed, only the Progressive
Party (which then had eleven MPs) and the
Swedish People’s Party (twenty-one MPs)
supportedit. So, itwas clearly a minority
government, and it was not expected to last
verylongin those unstable days. Despite low
expectations, it survived for almost four years
and was by far thelongest-lasting government
of those decades.

Itsmaintask wasto try to controlright-
wingradicalism and to appease the country
after theunrestand disorder caused by the
Lapua Movement. In this task the government
was successful and received much credit from
Social Democrats; in fact, the main reason it
survived solong was their notable support. As
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the Social Democrat leader Vdind Tanner put
it, itwas the firstgovernmentinalongtime
which tried to establish order in the country.
Even though the Kivimadki government was
infactright-leaning (Progressive ministers
were from theright wing of the party), Social
Democratskeptitin power, because of the fear
of the next government probably being more
right-wing.

The Depression posed a massive
challenge, especially in the first half of
Kivimaki’s government. Although the worst
of the Depression had already passed by
1933, realrecovery started onlyin 1934. In
fact, the second half of the government’s
term was dominated by a strong economic
upturn but, since the depression had been so
deep, itsaftermath continued to affect the
government’sremaining years. Still, Finland
recovered from the depression quite quickly
compared to many other countries. Besides
the government, the Finnish Bank and its
director general, Risto Ryti (also amember of
the Progressive Party), had a strongimpact
onoperationstoreininthe depression. At
the Finnish Bank, he worked hard to restore
stability and trust to Finnish economic and
financial policy. For example, he blocked
populist demands to manipulate interest
rates. Rytihad a stronginfluence overall on
economicissuesand he took part on several
different committees which were founded to
advise governments on economicissuesand
to find waysto ease the consequences of the
depression. Of course, recovery happened
inmany waysregardless of the actions of
the Progressive-led government and Finnish
Bank. The strongest factor was eventually
universalrecovery which increased Finnish
exportsand turned the balance of trade to
positive. However, Progressive support of
freetrade, asfarasitwas practicalin Finland,
naturally boosted this progressand the
Progressive Party clearly had a majorrolein
leading Finland out of the depression.
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Nevertheless, during the Kivimaki
government the party wasagain deeply
divided betweenitsrightand left wings.
Kivimakiwastheleading figure on theright,
supported by the party’sleading newspaper,
Helsingin Sanomat, and its editor, Eljas Erkko.
Inaddition, Risto Ryti exercised influencein
the background. Theleader of the left wing
wasthe partyleader, A. K. Cajander, even
though he was notamong the mostradical
inthatwing. The majority of the party was
viewed asratherleftwing—aswere the
other liberal newspapers, the mostnotable,
and also mostradical, of which was Turun
Sanomat-and Holstiand Stahlberg werein
the background of thatwing. Theleft wing,
especially the mostradical part of it, also
gathered many youngliberals, in many cases
those associated with the radical social liberal
journal Nykypdivd. This grouping could be
seen asarenaissance of theradical faction
thathad faded in the first half of 1920s.

The party’sright-wing orientation
towardsliberalism varied from akind of
moderate social liberalism towards classic
Manchester liberalism, sharingideas
with parts of the National Coalition Party,
especially when it came to economic policy.
Kivimdkienjoyed good relations overall with
moderate members of the National Coalition
Party, partly due to a shared past within the
Old Finns before 1918. Thus, for theright
wing, national unification implied that the
conservatives of the National Coalition Party
should not beisolated, as that would only
increase anti-democratic, extremeright
stancesamongthem. Instead, by cooperating
with them, they could be tied into democratic
conventions.

Forthe Progressives’'rightwing, there
were strictlimits asto how far a government
could or should intervene in the economy.
TheKivimadki government did pass some
notable social legislation, for example the
law on child welfare and the expansion of
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accidentinsurance, so social reform was not
marginalised; however, the emphasisonit
was limited, and usually subordinate to crucial
economiclaws. It was the same with wage
levels, which had decreased considerably
duringthe Depression. Kivimakiwasreluctant
toregulate wages with legislation. He favoured
more voluntary action which did notrequire
governmentinterventioninthe economy.
Economic freedom was seen as the best way to
improve welfare. Self-reliance and individual
entrepreneurship were central. Foralong
time, right-wing Progressives shared some
rightists’doubts about Social Democrats.

Theleftwing of the party, onthe other
hand, kept the party’sagenda of national
unification more clearly in mind. They saw
Social Democratsasanacceptable partner
and had doubts about the National Coalition
Party because that party had previously
been positive aboutright-wingradicalism. In
ideology, theleft wing was clearly social liberal,
varying from moderate to very radical. For
them social reforms and welfare were central
targets, with the mostradical seeing self-
reliance as marginal. The more government
interfered in the economy the better:
welfare was bestreached through an active
government, not through economic freedom.
Although Cajander and most of the left were
moderates and not so fervent, divisions clearly
existed, asmany of these views were the
opposite of those of theright wing.

This division also extended to foreign
policy. The party had always, onthe whole,
been oriented towards Great Britain and other
Western powers, and the League of Nations.
Finland as a neighbour of the Soviet Union
was quite vulnerable, so itwas necessary to
seek security for the country. The anglophile
element within the party did notdisappear,
but asinternational tensionsincreased during
the 1930s, and the League of Nations turned
outto be quite weak, theright wing of the
party (along with other bourgeois parties)

promoted an orientation towards other Nordic
countries (especially Sweden). The left wing,
however, maintained its support for the
League of Nations.

One of the most notable disagreements,
asthe crackswithin the party deepened,
was therelationship with Kivimadkiand his
government. During the Depression, the
government had been forced to interferein
the economy in many ways. That policy was
tolerated by theright wing as an exception
required by the crisis. Theleft, onthe other
hand, welcomed it and looked forward to
continuing and intensifying it afterwards.
Thisdisagreement did notimmediately
cause conflict, but after the Depression it
was a different matter. Asthe government
executed policiesmore agreeable to theright
wing, it faced rising opposition and criticism
fromtheleft. For example, they criticised
the government asreluctant and slow to
execute socialreforms such as minimum
wage legislation, though many suchreforms
were unacceptable to theright wing, as
requiring too much intrusion in the economy.
Civil libertiesissues also caused friction, as
the government had been forced to restrict
somerightsin order torestrainright-wing
radicalism. For example, some limitations to
free speech aimed to control extreme right-
wing anti-state agitation. Theseilliberal
actionswere initially accepted by the whole
party due to the exceptional circumstances.
However, when the threat of right-wing
radicalism abated, the government was slow
toremove theserestrictions, causing criticism
especially ontheleft of the party.

Anotherreason for declining support
for the Progressive Party was the long-lasting
survival of the Kivimadki government, and
some of itsunpopular actions, especially the
unsuccessful attempt to shift thelanguage
of the University of Helsinki towards more
Finnish. Thiswas anissue that caused
quarrelsrepeatedly in Finnish political lifein
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these decades. Neither did obviousinternal
conflictshelp. Thiswas seen clearly in the 1936
parliamentary election. The party lost vote
share (6.3 per cent compared to 7.4 per centin
1933) and, due to bad luck (and the electoral
system), even more seats. It won only seven
MPs; the gains of the previous elections were
lost. Since the Swedish People’s Party had
left the government few months earlier, after
the election only these seven MPs actually
supported the government. Its view was
that, since the parliament had not voted a
direct motion of no confidence, they still had
that confidence. Nevertheless, this situation
and theresult of the election meant that the
countdown for the government had begun.

What occurred when the Kivimaki
government finally fellinautumn 1936isan
illustration of the depth of the divisionin the
party. When the crucial vote of confidence
began, Cajander and another Progressive
MP left to go to the parliament coffee house
withouttaking partinthe vote. Consequently,
the government fell by a majority of only one
vote; Cajander (and that other Progressive MP)
had played a crucial rolein the fall of his fellow
party member’s government.

The next government was formed by
the Agrarian leader KydstiKallio. Itwasa
minority government based on the support
of Agrarians and Progressives. Despite
everything, Progressives still formed part of
the government; mostnotably, Rudolf Holsti
made a comeback asthe foreign minister
(hewas clearly Kallio’s choice, as the prime
minister had learned to trust his foreign policy
skills during their cooperationin the 1920s).

Kallio’s government lasted no more than
half ayear, after he was elected presidentin
February1937. The change of presidentin
1937 opened the door for Social Democrats
to take partinthe government, since former
President Svinhufvud had blocked their
participation. The Agrarian League and Social
Democrats had been negotiating since the
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summer of 1936 about forming a coalition
government, but these plans were not viable
because of Svinhufvud’s attitude. With his
replacement by Kallio, this obstacle was
removed. But even when the consensus for
joint government was strongin both parties,
they could not agree on who should become
prime minister. The compromise wasto give
that position to the National Progressive Party
anditsleader A. K. Cajander, while Rudolf
Holsti carried on asthe foreign minister. The
formation of the Cajander governmentwas a
historic moment; it marked the point at which
the dividingline of the civil war, between
Whitesand Reds, was crossed for the first
time. Thiswasalso an accomplishment for
the national unification approach, which had
beenaleading policy for the Progressives. The
Progressive Party had a strongrolein that, and
itgained two very notable postsin this historic
government, even though it had only seven
MPs at that time.

The way in which this governmentwas
formed and Cajander ‘sroleinit generated
some criticism amongst theright wing of
the Progressive Party. They felt that the
role of the party had been too passive and
close to humiliating, and Cajander, despite
being prime minister, was notatrue leader
of the government, but more a puppet to
the bigger parties. In particular, theright
wing was suspicious that Cajander might fall
intoo much with the Social Democratsin
the government. These issues were widely
discussedinthe pressand also at the annual
party congresslater that spring. There were
alot of unprocessedissuesto handle, from
the circumstancesleading to the fall of the
Kivimdkigovernmentto varying opinions
about the Cajander government and the way
inwhichitwasformed. The party congress
proved to bevery quarrelsome, and the party
was again at greatrisk of breakingin two.

A good questioniswhatkeptthe party
together despite this conflict. For many on the
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left, the case was pretty much that, if Kivimadki
weretoleave the party, therest could bein
agreement. So, the questionisalso, whatkept
Kivimadkiin the party since there were several
rumours about him defecting to the National
Coalition Party. Thereisno all-embracing
answer to either question—unlessitisliberal
ideology after all. Kivimakiidentified himself
clearly asaliberal, even though his view of
liberalism differed in many ways from that of
theleft wing of the party. Itis certain, though,
thatif Kivimadkiand some of his followers had
left the party, itwould have been a similar
situation as occurred in the 1920s with the
rural opposition: the party would have been
smaller but more united.

Itistrue that Cajander’srolein his
governmentwas more that of achairman and
amediator than of areal leader. But Cajander
was quite successfulin thatrole, and even
though Kivimadkiand theright wing had their
doubts, therole of the party was significant.
And despite the fact that the programme of
the government was mostly formed before
Cajander was asked to form the government,
there werenoreal contradictionsinitwith the
programme of the National Progressive Party,
atleastasinterpreted by theleft.

Internal conflictin the party reached
its peak at the 1937Party Congress, but after
thatit started gradually to calm down. Holsti
resigned from the government in 1938.
Thereasonsfor hisresignation were partly
health problems (and alcohol abuse), but also
pressure from Germany after he had made
insulting remarks about Hitler at a diplomatic
dinnerin Geneva. Cajander’s choice for the
new foreign minister was Eljas Erkko, editor
of Helsingin Sanomat, the leading voice of the
Progressiveright wing and one of theleading
critics of the government within the party.
The attitude of Helsingin Sanomat towards
the government changed immediately after
Erkko joined the government. It also meant
thatKivimadkilost a newspaper to voice his

views. Agreement between Cajander and
Erkko was facilitated by Cajander, who was
notamongthe mostradical ontheleft wing,
moving slightly towards the centre of the
party. Kivimdkiwasleftmore orless alonein
theright wing, but the mostradical left was
also weakened as some of its most notable
politiciansleft the party and joined the Social
Democrats. Atthe sametime, theradical
paper Nykypdivd was forced out of the party.
So, asthe 1930s ended, the party with the goal
of national unification was finally also going
towardsinternal unification.

This, however, did not help with
the problem of falling support. Thelast
parliamentary elections before the Second
World War were held in 1939. The Progressive
Party formed an electoral alliance with the
Agrarian Leaguein every electoral district.
Despite this, the Progressive Party lost one
more seat, winning only six MPs. The electoral
alliance, though, saved the Progressives from
aneven greater defeat. Its share of the vote
decreasedto 4.8 per cent, smaller than ever.
The Agrarian League, though, won fifty-six
seats, three more thanin previous elections,
so the Progressives could explain that the
electionwas, afterall, a victory for the alliance
andthe political centre.

Since the two biggest parties, the Agrar-
ian League and the Social Democrats were
behind Cajander’s government, itenjoyed a
strong majority, and it was capable of exe-
cutingits policy programme. In thatkind
of centre-left government, social-reform-
istlegislation was naturally in a strong posi-
tion. Several accomplishmentsin that field
included, among other things, the creation
of maternityrelief, legal annual leave, retire-
ment pensions and disability insurance, and
expansion of accidentinsurance. In the field
of socialinsurance, improvements were par-
ticularly significant, since, until then, accident
insurance had been practically the only exist-
ing form of socialinsurance. The Cajander
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governmentwas on the way to becoming the
mostlong-standing and effective government
inFinland, but the outbreak of the Second
World War ruined that. When the Finnish Win-
ter War broke outin November 1939 after the
Soviet Union’s attack, Cajander’s government
resigned and made way for a new cabinet.

Still, the new prime minister was again from

For the Progressive Party the achievements of the Kivimaki
and Cajander governments were without question
significant. Both governments steered Finland notably
towards the position of a western welfare state, even
though the party was divided over economicand social

policy issues.

the National Progressive Party: Risto Ryti. The
director general of the Finnish Bank had been
considered for along time the most prominent
talent of the party (and maybe of the whole
country). He had been the presidential candi-
date for the Progressivesin the 1925 election
and after that hisname had come up for pres-
ident or prime minister on several occasions.
When the crisis of war came to the fore, he was
for many an obvious choice for prime min-
ister. Rytiled two governments, during the
Winter War and afterit. And he was elected
president after Kallio resigned due to health
problemsin1940.

Although atthe beginning of the 1930s
ithadlooked asthough the Progressive Party
had shrunk to meaninglessness, it succeeded
in haltingits decline and exercised a prominent
influencein crucial positions for almost the
whole decade. Summingup the 1930s, for
the Progressive Party the achievements of
theKivimadkiand Cajander governments
were without question significant. Both
governments steered Finland notably towards
the position of a western welfare state, even
though the party was divided over economic
and social policy issues. There was explicit
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disagreement over how long and how fast
the steps should be taken towards the welfare
state, but both Progressive-led governments
took those steps.

The achievementsin defending
and strengthening democracy were also
noteworthy. Kivimdki succeeded in calming
down the country after the period of right-
wingradicalism.
Cajander achieved
nationalunification, a
long-standing aim of the
Progressive Party, when
uniting Social Democrats
inajoint government
with bourgeois parties.
Neither of these was
inany way a foregone
conclusion. Of the new states thatgained
independence after the First World War,
Finland and Czechoslovakia were the
only onesthat survived into the 1930s as
democracies. When so many European states
shifted from democracy to dictatorship,
Finland moved in the opposite direction:
democracy strengthened in Finland when
liberals wereleading governments.

The cooperation between the Agrarian
League and the Social Democratshasa
reputation for building up the welfare state
andtherole of liberals and the Progressive
Partyisusually forgotten. However, since
governments were always coalitions, itisnot
rightto give the whole credit of these notable
achievements to the Progressive Party either;
but, since the party wasin such a notable
position, it does deserve prominent credit.

Despite Ryti being president, the
influence of the Progressive Party diminished
during the war years. After the Second World
War, theinfluence of the National Progressive
Party was not the same any more. Also,
electoral success continued to diminish. In
the second parliamentary election after the
war, in 1948, the party won only five MPs. The
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problem for the party wasthat in Finland there
wasnoroom foranideologically general party
among the pressure of class parties. Asearly as
thelate1930s, the Progressive Party had tried
to orientitself towards middle-class interests.
Afterthewar, this development continued,
butitalso caused a new conflict between those
who werein favour of this direction and those
who were in favour of continuing as a broad-
based liberal party. This conflict also finally
meant the end of the party. In 1951 those who
favoured a class party moved to form a new
one: the Finnish People’s Party. After that,
those who were against it formed the Liberal
League. These parties united againin 1965
toformthe Liberal People’s Party, butithad
weakened by the 1980s, leaving no clearly
liberal party strong enough towinevena
single MPin parliamentary elections.

Finnishliberalismin other parties
Finnishliberalism was manifested in the
interwar period predominantly in the National
Progressive Party, but not exclusively; there
were liberal elements in some other parties
too. The conservative National Coalition
Party had, of course, inmany ways absorbed
classical Manchester liberalism, like many
other European conservative parties those
days. Onthe other side of the political
spectrum, the Finnish Social Democratic
Party was clearly a socialist party and more
left-wing compared to, for example, the
British Labour Party of those days. Only in the
late 1930s, whenittried to moderate some of
itsopinionsintheinterest of collaboration
with centre parties, could it be said to begin
to change and contain some social-liberal
elements, enabling some radical progressive
politicians tojoinit. They saw that the radical
social liberalism they represented could be
promoted better within the Social Democrats,
and the diluting of socialisminitmade
changing parties easier.

The Agrarian League wasinaunique
situation. Its successor party, the Finnish
Centre Party, isnowadays a member of Liberal
International. Itsroots were also partly in
the Young Finns movement. Itis, of course,
possible to find some liberal elementsin the
Agrarian League of theinterwar period. But
even so, itwasreally a class party for farmers.
Outside the Progressive Party, liberalism was
most clearly found in the Swedish People’s
Party. The uniting theme of this party was
torepresentand promote the Swedish-
speaking minority in Finland. Whenitcame
to other topics, it was quite heterogeneous.
Immediately afterindependence, itwas
the mostright-wing party of the country, a
real party of the old upper class. But more
moderate elements within it grew stronger
inthe1920s. It contained everything from
reactionary conservatism toradical liberalism
and consequently all kinds of versions of
liberalism. Theliberal parts were stronger
fromthe 1920s and most of the party wasalso
strongly opposed toright-wingradicalism.
The party had along-lasting collaboration
with Progressivesin Kivimaki’s government.
Furthermore, had the conflictaboutthe
language question between the Swedish
People’sParty and the Agrarian League (in
which Finnish-speaking nationalism was
strong) allowed, the Swedish People’s Party
could also easily have been part of the Cajander
government. Nowadays the Swedish People’s
Partyisalso amember of Liberal International.

Conclusion

Duringthe interwar period, Finnish liberalism
and the National Progressive Party had a
significantimpact on the development of
theyoungrepublic. Eventhough the party’s
electoral success fell during that period from
twenty-six to only six MPs, thatimpact did
notdiminish. The party was anatural party
of government and participated in most
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governments of that period. It played an
especially strong partin governmentsinthe
first half of the 1920s, and from 1932 onwards.
Fromitsinfluential position, the National
Progressive Party was successful in working
towards many of its objectives. Most notably,
the first foundations of the Finnish welfare
state werelaid by the Progressive Party in the
spirit of social liberalism. The significance of
the partyinthat processis even more notable
because the Social Democrats had only limited
possibilities to participate in the state politics
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before 1937. The National Progressive Party
also played a significantrolein defending
democracy and uniting the nation after the
civilwar, which enabled Finland to face the
Second World War as a mostly united nation
only twenty yearslater. ®
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in English about the National Progressive Party or Finnish Liberalism. For further reading
about Finnish political history in general, a good and inclusive work is: Osmo Jussila, Seppo
Hentila and Jukka Nevakivi, From Grand Duchy to a Modern State: A political history of Finland
since 1809, translated from Finnish by David & Eva-Kaisa Arter (Hurst & Company, 1999). About
the electoral system in Finland: Klaus Térnudd, The Electoral System of Finland (Hugh Evelyn,

00000 000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000°

©000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Journal of Liberal History 123 Summer 2024 29



