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Abstract 
InformaƟon gathered by intelligence agencies is primarily classified and deals with criƟcal security 
issues. Parliamentarians face a dilemma regarding such informaƟon: on the one hand, referring to 
intelligence agencies can provide authority and credibility to MPs’ arguments, yet on the other hand, 
MPs must tread cauƟously in how they use the classified informaƟon. Drawing on plenary speeches 
and parliamentary quesƟons in the Finnish Eduskunta, this paper discusses the complexity involved 
in uƟlizing intelligence informaƟon and examines who in the parliament has such informaƟon and 
for what purposes during 2010–2025. It shows that parƟcularly far-right MPs refer acƟvely to 
intelligence informaƟon when jusƟfying their anƟ-immigraƟon policies, while mainstream and leŌ-
wing parƟes make selecƟve, targeted use of informaƟon gathered by intelligence agencies. MPs 
seem to acknowledge the limits of legiƟmate use of intelligence informaƟon, but they do not 
hesitate to uƟlize such informaƟon when it suits their objecƟves. The paper concludes by debaƟng 
the ethical dilemmas involved in referring to intelligence agencies in parliamentary work.  
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IntroducƟon  
 
In July 2024 the Finnish Eduskunta passed the Act on Temporary Measures to Combat 
Instrumentalised MigraƟon, commonly referred to as the ‘pushback law’, with a 5/6 majority.1 The 
law authorizes border guards to refuse applicaƟons for internaƟonal protecƟon on Finland’s land 
border with Russia except for persons considered vulnerable or assessed to face inhuman or 
degrading treatment upon return. The law was highly contested, with the ConsƟtuƟonal Law 
CommiƩee responsible for ex ante consƟtuƟonal review of legislaƟon greenlighƟng the bill against 
the unanimous views of legal experts heard by it. (Sormunen 2024) Referring to informaƟon 
produced by intelligence authoriƟes, in late June President Alexander Stubb, who enjoys very high 
popularity raƟngs, had stated in an interview that ”according to our intelligence informaƟon Russia 

 
1 Act on Temporary Measures to Combat Instrumentalised MigraƟon | 482/2024 | TranslaƟons of statutes | 
Finlex. The high threshold was due to the law being passed as an "excepƟve act" (an excepƟon to the 
consƟtuƟon) because it conflicts with the Finnish ConsƟtuƟon, internaƟonal human rights obligaƟons, and 
EU law by limiƟng the right to apply for asylum and allowing for non-refoulement violaƟons. 



2 
 

can move instrumentalized migrants to our border. Over a thousand in a few hours. … In addiƟon to 
that, Russia has flown in migrants, whom they call asylum seekers, from Iraq, Yemen, Syria and 
Ethiopia. It would happen within about 48 hours. Our task as Finnish decision-makers and authoriƟes 
is to see that this type of acƟvity is stopped.”2  
 
It is impossible to determine whether Stubb’s intervenƟon swayed the minds of the members of 
parliament (MP), but he had access to classified intelligence informaƟon through his posiƟon as the 
co-leader of foreign and security policy. Stubb’s comments raised eyebrows, with media and legal 
experts quesƟoning his public reference to secret informaƟon.3 A more famous example is from the 
House of Commons, where Prime Ministers Tony Blair and David Cameron used intelligence 
informaƟon in the plenary for legiƟmizing military operaƟons in Iraq and Syria. Especially Blair’s 
strategy of including secret intelligence about Iraq’s weapons of mass destrucƟon in a public 
document in 2002 (the so-called September dossier) raised eyebrows and resulted in mulƟple 
inquiries. (Aldrich 2005; DeŌy 2008; Bochel et al. 2014: 1) This brings us to the dilemma facing MPs 
themselves. Parliamentarians do not normally have access to classified informaƟon, except perhaps 
for MPs seated in specific intelligence oversight commiƩees. More importantly, MPs cannot publicly 
disclose any classified informaƟon: legal sancƟons might follow, and it would undermine trust 
between the intelligence agencies and the parliament. Yet MPs can more generally refer to 
intelligence informaƟon or the intelligence agencies in their public communicaƟon. We argue that 
such references are always strategically moƟvated – parliamentarians uƟlize them for strengthening 
the authority and credibility of their arguments. 
 
While there is an increasing range of studies on parliamentary control of intelligence agencies, only 
a select few publicaƟons have examined plenary debates on intelligence (e.g., Bochel et al. 2014; 
Hegemann 2018). These studies have focused on the topics of speeches, showing that parƟcularly 
various scandals related to intelligence agencies have sparked plenary debates. Plenary involvement 
in intelligence maƩers is limited, and arguably it is a ‘high risk, low gain’ topic with hardly any rewards 
for MPs either in terms of policy influence or re-elecƟon prospects. However, selecƟve, strategic 
references to intelligence agencies and intelligence informaƟon can help MPs and poliƟcal parƟes in 
achieving their goals. In other words, MPs refer to intelligence agencies on purpose.  
 
Our exploratory effort is guided by three interconnected research quesƟons that focus on issue 
ownership, topics, and tone of the plenary speeches and parliamentary quesƟons on intelligence 
maƩers. Regarding issue ownership, we ask which parƟes refer to intelligence informaƟon? In terms 
of topics, we examine in which policy issues MPs use intelligence informaƟon to strengthen their 

 
2 A. Berg, Presidenƫ Stubb perustelee käännytyslakia MTV:lle | MTV UuƟset, MTV UuƟset, 26 June, 2024; 
Stubb: Possibility of opening eastern border hinges on Finland passing deportaƟon law | Yle News | Yle, Yle 
News, 26 June, 2024. 
3 See for example A. Pilke, AsiantunƟja kummastelee presidenƫ Stubbin kommenƩeja rajalaista | PoliƟikka | 
Yle, Yle, 27 June, 2024; J. Aaltonen, Viime viikot ovat osoiƩaneet, eƩei Stubb aio jäädä presidenƫnä vain 
seremoniamestariksi | HS.fi, Helsingin Sanomat, 28 June, 2024.  
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arguments? And, regarding tone, we answer the quesƟon in what tone do MPs refer to intelligence 
agencies? Considering the lack of research on this topic, our paper makes both an empirical and 
theoreƟcal contribuƟon to scholarly understanding of the role of intelligence informaƟon in 
parliaments.  
 
Empirically we focus on Finland which provides an interesƟng context for two reasons. First, recently 
the country has invested resources in both intelligence agencies and in parliamentary control of 
intelligence. Major reform of intelligence legislaƟon entered into force in 20194, and it strengthened 
oversight of the Finnish Security and Intelligence Service (SUPO is the acronym in Finnish) and other 
actors involved in intelligence-gathering, both through the introducƟon of the Intelligence 
Ombudsman and the Intelligence Oversight CommiƩee (IOC) of the Eduskunta (Lohse 2020; Widlund 
2023, 2024; Raunio 2025).5 Second, Finland has experienced significant societal changes that have 
increased the relevance of intelligence authoriƟes. Following Russian full-scale invasion of Ukraine, 
Finland applied for North AtlanƟc Treaty OrganizaƟon (NATO) membership in May 2022 and joined 
the defence alliance in April 2023 (Arter 2023; Pesu & Iso-Markku 2024; Forsberg & ChrisƟansson 
2025). A strict code of confidenƟality is observed in security policy decision-making, where 
consensus has been the norm. The NATO membership process reflected this consensus tradiƟon, 
with close coordinaƟon among the key decision-makers and hardly any dissenƟng voices in public 
debates (Koskimaa & Raunio 2025). Concerns about Russia’s intenƟons are ever-present in Finland, 
providing thus a further incenƟve to invest in intelligence and raising simultaneously quesƟons about 
unfriendly intelligence operaƟons (Liuhto & Sipilä 2026). Finland has also become considerably more 
mulƟcultural, with the share of immigrant populaƟon steadily increasing since the 1990s (Ansala et 
al. 2022).6 This has contributed to poliƟcizaƟon of immigraƟon and to the rise of the far-right Finns 
Party (Söderlund & Grönlund 2024; Arter 2025).  
 
The next secƟon contains our theoreƟcal framework where we formulate theoreƟcal proposiƟons 
about issue ownership, topics, and tone that structure our empirical analysis. Data and methods are 
introduced in the third secƟon. Temporally our study covers the years 2010 to 2025 and we have 
coded both plenary speeches and parliamentary quesƟons. The fourth secƟon contains the 
empirical analysis, while the concluding secƟon summarizes the results and reflects on the 
difficulƟes involved in uƟlizing intelligence informaƟon in parliamentary work. 
 
 

 
4 Laki Ɵedustelutoiminnan valvonnasta 121/2019 [The Act on the Oversight of Intelligence AcƟviƟes], 
available in Finnish at Laki Ɵedustelutoiminnan valvonnasta 121/2019 - Säädökset alkuperäisinä - FINLEX ®. 
5 SUPO is responsible for civilian intelligence and the Intelligence Division of Defence Command and the 
Finnish Defence Intelligence Agency for military intelligence. Civilian and military intelligence acƟviƟes and 
the prevenƟon and detecƟon of offences by SUPO fall within the jurisdicƟon of the Intelligence Ombudsman, 
while the Data ProtecƟon Ombudsman controls the intelligence authoriƟes’ record-keeping and processing 
of personal data. The system of external supervision is complemented by the Parliamentary Ombudsman and 
the Chancellor of JusƟce, which as part of their general duƟes oversee the whole system. 
6 See the migraƟon staƟsƟcs compiled by StaƟsƟcs Finland at MigraƟon | StaƟsƟcs Finland. 
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Theorizing MPs’ use of intelligence informaƟon 
 
Considering the lack of previous empirical research on how MPs refer to intelligence informaƟon, 
our theoreƟcal discussion leans primarily on insights from comparaƟve literature on party poliƟcs, 
ideological cleavages, and security and defence policy. As a result, our approach deviates from 
exisƟng scholarship on parliamentary control of intelligence which has either mainly drawn on 
theories and concepts from parliamentary studies or has treated intelligence as a ‘sui generis’ policy 
sector. We formulate individual proposiƟons about issue ownership, topics, and tone, while 
recognizing that these three dimensions are strongly linked to one another.  
 
Issue ownership 
Previously one could convincingly argue that in most (western) European countries the leŌ–right 
dimension consƟtuted the main axis of contestaƟon. However, the increasing relevance of the 
sociocultural, Green-AlternaƟve-Libertarian - TradiƟonal-Authoritarian-NaƟonalist (GAL-TAN) 
cleavage means that issues such as mulƟculturalism, immigraƟon, and the European Union (EU) 
shape poliƟcal debates to a larger extent than before, oŌen even becoming the dominant cleavage 
in elecƟons. LeŌist parƟes tend to be more GAL (liberal / progressive), while right-wing and 
especially far-right parƟes tend to be TAN (conservaƟve / naƟonalist). The laƩer group of parƟes are 
more aƩached to naƟonal culture and sovereignty and more supporƟve of law-and-order 
insƟtuƟons. Scholars have also documented increasing polarizaƟon between the opposing camps. 
(E.g., Ford & Jennings 2020; Bornschier et al. 2024; Crulli & Emmanuele 2026; Zollinger & AƩewell 
2026.) In security and defence policy, the hawks are on the right and the doves on the leŌ, with right-
wing parƟes more supporƟve of invesƟng resources in security and defence (Rathbun 2004; Rathbun 
et al. 2016; Wagner 2020; Raunio & Wagner 2024). 
 
The same findings apply to Finland, where the party system is increasingly fragmented, with no party 
usually receiving more than 20–25% of the vote in elecƟons (Figure 1). Facilitated by the rise of 
populism, the parliamentary and general poliƟcal culture in Finland has become more adversarial 
(Poyet & Raunio 2021; Wass et al. 2024). When locaƟng the parƟes represented in the Eduskunta 
and their supporters on the leŌ-right dimension, the LeŌ Alliance (VAS) and the Green League (VIHR) 
are furthest on the leŌ, the Social DemocraƟc Party (SDP) is a centre-leŌ party, the centre-right is 
crowded with the ChrisƟan Democrats (KD), the Finns Party (PS), the Swedish People’s Party (RKP), 
and the Centre Party (KESK), while the NaƟonal CoaliƟon (KOK) is farthest to the right. On the 
sociocultural dimension the most GAL party is VIHR followed by VAS and RKP, while SDP and KOK are 
on the liberal side and KESK on the conservaƟve side, and KD and PS are firmly in the TAN camp. 
(Grönlund & Söderlund 2024) These posiƟons have remained quite stable in the early 21st century, 
although the increased weight of the Finns Party has contributed to stronger polarizaƟon between 
the liberal and conservaƟve camps (KesƟlä-Kekkonen et al. 2024). The NaƟonal CoaliƟon, which 
currently leads the right-wing government, is internally divided over sociocultural issues. The Finns 
Party has over Ɵme become more naƟonalist and right-wing, with PS parƟcularly opposed to 
immigraƟon and mulƟculturalism (Arter 2025; Ylisalo 2024). Analysing the Eduskunta debates on 
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intelligence legislaƟon in 2018–2019, Sipilä and Husu (2026: 8) observed that the MPs of the 
NaƟonal CoaliƟon were the most acƟve speakers. Among individual MPs Mika Kari (SDP), the future 
chair of IOC, gave most speeches. Considering the changing cleavage structures, the shape of the 
Finnish party system, and the fact that right-wing and TAN parƟes emphasize more issues related to 
law and order and security7, we formulate our proposiƟon about issue ownership: 
 

The right-wing / TAN parƟes refer more to intelligence informaƟon than leŌist / GAL parƟes.    
 
Figure 1. ParƟes’ vote shares (%) in parliamentary elecƟons in Finland, 2007–2023 (StaƟsƟcs Finland 
2026). 
 

 
 
 
Topics 
Issue ownership is related to topics – i.e., what are the topics where MPs refer to intelligence 
informaƟon. And more precisely, for what purpose? First, intelligence can be discussed in its own 
right, and such debates are more likely to take place when naƟonal intelligence legislaƟon is adopted 
or amended, in connecƟon with the reports of the parliamentary intelligence oversight commiƩee, 

 
7 However, actual intelligence does not feature in parƟes’ campaigns. The elecƟon manifestos of the Finnish 
parƟes in the 2019 and 2023 Eduskunta elecƟons did not menƟon intelligence maƩers, but intelligence has 
surfaced in more specific foreign and security policy papers, with the Green League and LeŌ Alliance raising 
quesƟons about the protecƟon of human rights and usage of mass surveillance techniques (Raunio 2025: 
541).  
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or when the conduct of intelligence agencies raises ethical or legal concerns. Here we note the entry 
into force of the new intelligence legislaƟon in 2019, which also introduced the specific 
parliamentary commiƩee, IOC. The process had begun already several years earlier. AŌer the 2015 
Eduskunta elecƟons, a working group under the Ministry of JusƟce was appointed to draŌ guidelines 
for new legislaƟon, with a separate working group in the Eduskunta focusing on the parliamentary 
dimension of intelligence oversight. There was strong cross-party support for the new legislaƟve 
framework and oversight of intelligence, although the poliƟcal leŌ and some journalists and 
academic experts voiced concerns about extending the powers of intelligence agencies (Kortesoja 
2023). Sipilä and Husu (2026: 8-16) found that in the Eduskunta debates on the new intelligence 
laws, civilian intelligence, oversight of intelligence, and the consƟtuƟonal ramificaƟons of the 
legislaƟon aƩracted most interest among MPs, with the LeŌ Alliance standing out with its more 
criƟcal views.  
 
Terrorist aƩacks and scandals related to intelligence operaƟons have generated lively debates in 
legislatures. Bochel et al. (2014: 120-143) show how debates and quesƟons on intelligence increased 
substanƟally in the House of Commons and House of Lords aŌer the 9/11 aƩacks. The report by the 
Senate in the United States in 2014 on torture pracƟces of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), or 
the report in 2012 of the temporary commiƩee in the European Parliament (EP) that examined the 
role of European countries in CIA’s ‘extraordinary rendiƟons’, are examples of how scandals can 
sƟmulate parliamentary debates. Hegemann (2018: 186-187) showed that in Germany the rise of 
terrorism and intelligence scandals resulted in growing public presence of the Bundestag’s 
Parliamentary Control Panel (PCP) and in contestaƟon between poliƟcal parƟes. There were no 
major intelligence scandals in Finland during the years covered in our analysis. SUPO someƟmes 
receives negaƟve media coverage, but these incidents have mainly concerned issues such as working 
condiƟons in SUPO, not how SUPO has conducted its intelligence-gathering operaƟons. 
 
Second, we expect intelligence to feature in debates on internal security, terrorism, and immigraƟon. 
These issues are oŌen connected to another, with parƟcularly the far-right parƟes arguing that 
increased immigraƟon and mulƟculturalism generate societal unrest, unsafe neighbourhoods, street 
violence, and even terrorist acts. As explained above, the right-wing / TAN parƟes are more likely to 
support law-and-order insƟtuƟons and are more concerned about naƟonal security than leŌ-wing / 
GAL parƟes. At the same Ɵme intelligence authoriƟes regularly issue reports about the rise of 
extremism, not least in the shape of both white supremacist and neo-Nazi organisaƟons and radical 
Islamist movements. A recent example from Finland is SUPO’s 2026 NaƟonal Security Overview, 
which stated that “the most likely threat of a terrorist aƩack comes from lone operators and small 
groups advocaƟng radical Islamist or far-right ideologies”, whilst adding that “signs of sharpening 
far-leŌ rhetoric and the mobilising effect of the PalesƟnian quesƟon have also been observed in 
Finland” (SUPO 2026). This suggests that both the far-right / TAN parƟes and the leŌ-wing / GAL 
parƟes have an incenƟve to refer to intelligence authoriƟes: the former to support their anƟ-
immigraƟon posiƟons, the laƩer when campaigning against extreme right movements. These 
consideraƟons result in our second proposiƟon:   
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In addiƟon to debates on intelligence legislaƟon, intelligence authoriƟes are referred to in 
debates on immigraƟon and internal security, parƟcularly by right-wing / TAN parƟes.  
  

Tone 
Referring to intelligence informaƟon is risky business for MPs, as misuse of such informaƟon – or 
indeed even public criƟque of intelligence agencies – may undermine trust between poliƟcians and 
the intelligence authoriƟes. As parliamentary oversight of intelligence depends on such trust, MPs 
themselves recognize that cauƟon is needed when speaking publicly about intelligence agencies. It 
is oŌen stated that poliƟcizaƟon of intelligence is not welcomed, and poliƟcians should not use 
intelligence maƩers for party-poliƟcal purposes. CiƟzens might also feel that public criƟque of 
intelligence services might endanger naƟonal security. And serious legal sancƟons would follow if 
MPs leaked classified informaƟon. (E.g., Lustgarten & Leigh 1994: 461-462; OƩ 2003; Farson 2012; 
Bochel et al. 2014; Hegemann 2018)  
 
Regardless of for what purpose MPs refer to intelligence authoriƟes, they have an incenƟve to 
portray informaƟon gathered by intelligence agencies as reliable. For example, if warning about 
security threats posed by immigrants, parliamentarians will use intelligence informaƟon to support 
their arguments. Furthermore, as discussed above, there were no major scandals related to SUPO 
or the ‘intelligence community’ during our period of analysis. Or even if quesƟoning the conduct or 
resources of intelligence agencies, MPs probably sƟll stress the importance of intelligence for 
naƟonal security. As Bochet et al. (2014: 95) note about the debates on the reports of the 
Intelligence and Security CommiƩee (ISC) in the House of Commons: “ContribuƟons from all sides 
of the House are usually prefaced with warm tributes to the important work of the intelligence and 
security agencies”. 
 
The broad consensus in security policy should also facilitate posiƟve menƟons of intelligence 
agencies. Another related factor is high trust in law-and-order insƟtuƟons. Amidst comparaƟvely 
strong trust in poliƟcal insƟtuƟons (Bäck et al. 2024), the Finnish poliƟcal culture is characterized by 
confidence in experts and a respecƞul aƫtude towards authoriƟes. The armed forces, the police, 
and the president enjoy consistently high levels of trust. Examining the debates on intelligence 
legislaƟon in the Eduskunta with senƟment analysis, Sipilä and Husu (2026: 22) detected a posiƟve 
tone: “Overall, the tone towards the intelligence legislaƟon was posiƟve: even the most criƟcal 
members generally maintained a construcƟve stance, albeit frequently expressing concerns about 
the legislaƟve process’s urgency and the adequacy of oversight mechanisms.” The LeŌ Alliance again 
stood out with its more negaƟve tone.     
 
However, we expect to find variaƟon depending on whether MPs refer to domesƟc or foreign 
intelligence agencies, especially those of non-democraƟc regimes. In Finland this applies especially 
to Russian intelligence authoriƟes, such as the Foreign Intelligence Service (SVR) and the Federal 
Security Service (FSB). Here we must note the changed discourse about Russia. Before February 
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2022, Finnish poliƟcians exercised self-restraint when talking publicly about Russia, even as 
authoritarian tendencies under President PuƟn became increasingly evident (Arter 2023). AŌer the 
start of the full-scale war in Ukraine, all such inhibiƟons are gone and poliƟcians ‘call a spade a spade’ 
when referring to Russia, also in Eduskunta speeches (Sipilä & Husu 2026). These consideraƟons 
result in our final two proposiƟons:           
 

When speaking about Finnish intelligence agencies and informaƟon produced by them, MPs 
use a posiƟve tone. 
 
Finnish MPs speak negaƟvely about Russian intelligence agencies. 

 
 
Data and methods   
 
To examine references to intelligence informaƟon in the Eduskunta during 2010–2025, we analyse 
plenary speeches and wriƩen parliamentary quesƟons. Speeches and quesƟons offer parƟes and 
MPs established instruments to publicly and strategically underline their support or opposiƟon 
towards policies, to voice concerns about societal problems, and to express the need for various 
reforms. In the 200-member Eduskunta the commiƩees meet behind closed doors, and thereby we 
cannot examine commiƩee debates. 
 
WriƩen quesƟons in the Eduskunta are asked either by a single or mulƟple MPs from a single or 
mulƟple parƟes. They are directed to a specific cabinet minister who must answer the quesƟon in 
wriƩen form during 21 days. WriƩen quesƟons are frequently used as an oversight mechanism and 
as a way for individual parliamentarians to raise topics that are salient in their regional consƟtuency 
(Keƫnen 2025). Plenary speeches take place in various seƫngs, ranging from debates on legislaƟve 
proposals to a weekly, televised quesƟon Ɵme where MPs present quesƟons to ministers. The focus 
in this paper is on all plenary speeches that fit the criteria for inclusion. Examining all plenary 
speeches is essenƟal, as oral quesƟons consƟtute only a Ɵny porƟon of the debates.  
 
Data on plenary speeches and wriƩen quesƟons is from the website of the Eduskunta. The main 
criterion for inclusion in the original dataset is that the piece needs to include at least one term that 
represents intelligence, such as “intelligence”, “suojelupoliisi” or “SUPO” (for the full list of search 
words, see the supplementary materials). The inclusion is based on an explicit menƟon of either 
SUPO or intelligence informaƟon in general. This excludes speeches and quesƟons that only 
implicitly refer to intelligence informaƟon. Because of the classified nature of intelligence 
informaƟon, it is very hard if not impossible to determine if an MP implicitly (i.e., without referring 
to an intelligence agency or other informaƟon provider) uses intelligence informaƟon. We therefore 
use only instances where intelligence is explicitly menƟoned, which facilitates a more precise and 
reliable analysis.  
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Based on this filtering, a total of 1609 plenary speeches and 96 wriƩen quesƟons were included. 
Each speech and quesƟon was hand-coded to capture the MP and her or his party, general tone 
towards intelligence, specific topic, and whether the speech or quesƟon used informaƟon provided 
by intelligence agencies to support its arguments and if yes, which purpose did this serve. Tone was 
determined on a three-point scale based on how posiƟvely or negaƟvely the speech or quesƟon 
refers to intelligence. Discussion topics and purposes of using intelligence informaƟon were coded 
inducƟvely into eight (topic) and nine (purpose) broad categories based on an iniƟal reading of the 
material. To idenƟfy parƟcularly speeches and quesƟons that use intelligence informaƟon, the main 
criterion for drawing a line between them and other coded material is a noun or a phrase indicaƟng 
that the informaƟon presented is from an intelligence agency.8 Of all coded speeches and quesƟons, 
13% (n=215) of speeches and 60% (n=58) of wriƩen quesƟons were found to have directly used 
intelligence informaƟon. Furthermore, it was determined whether the speech or quesƟon was about 
Finnish or other countries’ intelligence, as we theorized that Finnish poliƟcians talk differently about 
Russian intelligence. 
 
Our main findings are presented in the next secƟon. Methodologically, the analysis combines 
numeric hand-coding of the speeches and quesƟons and qualitaƟve discourse analysis. This enables 
us to examine the discourse around intelligence in the Finnish parliament in a fine-grained fashion 
and to numerically illustrate the main trends in our dataset. 
 
 
Empirical analysis 
 
Who speaks about and refers to intelligence in parliament? 
We start by studying the party background of MPs who speak about intelligence and refer to it in 
the Eduskunta. Overall, the two parƟes that talk most about intelligence are the NaƟonal CoaliƟon 
and the Finns Party (Table 1). Their speeches and quesƟons together account for over half of the 
cases intelligence is menƟoned in the Eduskunta. Their agenda dominaƟon (53% in speeches, 65% 
in quesƟons) stays robust across the two acƟviƟes (Tables S1 and S2). This becomes even clearer 
when fine-tuning to speeches and quesƟons that use intelligence informaƟon: 70% of speeches and 
quesƟons that uƟlize intelligence in their argumentaƟon were MPs of these two parƟes (for 
speeches 68%; for quesƟons 74%). This confirms our proposiƟon: intelligence in the Finnish 
parliament is both spoken about and uƟlized mainly by right-wing, conservaƟve parƟes. 
 
Table 1. DescripƟve staƟsƟcs on which parƟes speak about and refer to intelligence in the Finnish 
parliament (2010–2025). 

Party Total number of 
speeches and wriƩen 

Number of speeches 
and wriƩen quesƟons 

RaƟo of speeches and quesƟons 
using intelligence informaƟon 

 
8 Examples of included phrases: “There exists intelligence informaƟon that…”; “According to SUPO…”; “SUPO 
has said that…”; “this SUPO’s evaluaƟon…”. Examples of excluded phrases: “It is well known that…”; “SUPO 
monitors the situaƟon”; “SUPO follows 20–30 people”; “According to disclosed informaƟon…”. 
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quesƟons menƟoning 
intelligence 

using intelligence 
informaƟon 

to all speeches and quesƟons 
on intelligence 

KOK 459 66 0.14 
PS 450 124 0.28 
SDP 207 10 0.05 
KESK 217 14 0.06 
VIHR 101 18 0.18 
VAS 73 16 0.22 
RKP 31 5 0.16 
KD 92 16 0.17 
Other 
parƟes 

75 4 0.05 

Total 1705 273 0.16 
Legend: KOK = NaƟonal CoaliƟon, PS = Finns Party; SDP = Social DemocraƟc Party, KESK = Centre 
Party; VIHR = Greens; VAS = LeŌ Alliance; RKP = Swedish People’s Party; KD = ChrisƟan Democrats. 
Source: Own coding based on the Eduskunta’s database. 
 
Having intelligence at party’s parliamentary agenda does not always come in conjuncƟon with using 
intelligence informaƟon in arguments (Table 1). While NaƟonal CoaliƟon and Finns Party MPs issued 
roughly the same number of speeches and quesƟons on intelligence, the Finns Party’s 
representaƟves were considerably more eager to use informaƟon provided by an intelligence 
agency. The raƟo between speeches and quesƟons that use intelligence to all speeches and 
quesƟons on intelligence is for NaƟonal CoaliƟon 0.14 and for Finns Party 0.28. Another party that 
has a considerably high raƟo between using intelligence informaƟon and speaking about intelligence 
is LeŌ Alliance. Its MPs rarely talk about intelligence (on 73 occasions in total), but when they do so, 
they quite oŌen refer to informaƟon provided by intelligence agencies (16 Ɵmes). The LeŌ Alliance’s 
raƟo is 0.22, which is higher than for most other parƟes. This can be credited to their lively 
parliamentary discussion about far-right acƟvism and hate-moƟvated crimes in Finland, to which we 
return when we examine the topics of the debates and purposes of using intelligence informaƟon. 
However, NaƟonal CoaliƟon and Finns Party prevail as the main users of intelligence informaƟon. 
This indicates that referring to intelligence informaƟon is a common strategy especially for NaƟonal 
CoaliƟon and Finns Party MPs when jusƟfying their posiƟons. 
 
Furthermore, some individual MPs have been more eager than others to speak about intelligence in 
general or to refer to intelligence informaƟon in their arguments. Each MP who refers to intelligence 
more than five Ɵmes is from a right-wing or TAN party9, with MPs such as Olli Immonen (PS, 10 
references) and Heikki Vestman (KOK, 9 references) leading the way, both known for (more-than-
average) radical stances inside their party. It thus seems that MPs piƩed further towards right-wing 
and TAN ends of the poliƟcal spectrum uƟlize intelligence informaƟon in their speeches. This also 

 
9 NaƟonal CoaliƟon, Finns Party, ChrisƟan Democrats, and Blue Reform (short-lived splinter from Finns Party). 
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signals that such views of MPs are in line with SUPO’s views, and perhaps more so than the views of 
other MPs in their parƟes, a finding which is in the case of NaƟonal CoaliƟon linked to the 
compeƟƟon between liberal and conservaƟve voices inside the party (Rapeli & Isotalo 2024). The 
results at the same indicate that not all right-wing / TAN MPs use intelligence informaƟon in their 
speeches and quesƟons. 
 
Moreover, members of the Intelligence Oversight CommiƩee did not uƟlize intelligence informaƟon 
more than other MPs. In fact, some IOC members have never held a plenary speech or tabled a 
quesƟon about intelligence during their tenure in the commiƩee. However, three current or previous 
IOC members, Pauli Kiuru (KOK, 81 speeches), Päivi Räsänen (KD, 61 speeches) and Mika Kari (SDP, 
53 speeches) were the most acƟve speakers about intelligence in the plenary. This signals that IOC 
has aƩracted MPs that are especially interested in intelligence maƩers. Yet, based on our data, there 
is no reason to be concerned about IOC members misusing classified informaƟon in the parliament, 
a quesƟon we return to in our concluding secƟon. 
 
Intelligence agenda in the Eduskunta 
Next, we unravel the agenda related to intelligence by exploring the tone of speeches and quesƟons 
and their different sub-topics. Regarding tone, we proposed that MPs use a generally posiƟve tone 
when speaking about Finnish intelligence agencies and their informaƟon. We also proposed that 
Finnish MPs speak negaƟvely about Russian intelligence. 
 
The overall picture is that most speeches and quesƟons have a rather posiƟve stance on intelligence 
(Table S3). The senƟment analysis based on hand-coded three-point scale reveals that most 
speeches and quesƟons refer to intelligence in a posiƟve or neutral manner. The main finding 
therefore is that MPs usually praise SUPO for its role as a security provider and support increases in 
its annual funding and consolidaƟon of its legal instruments. Yet, we also find about 300 speeches 
and quesƟons with a negaƟve stance. A negaƟve stance is essenƟally found on three occasions: 
when MPs support stronger parliamentary control over SUPO, parƟcularly to restrain it from carrying 
out mass surveillance (as speaking about restricƟng intelligence implies a reserved stance on 
intelligence); when they point out negaƟve examples of foreign intelligence agencies’ pracƟces (e.g., 
US or China); and when they speak about Russian authoriƟes. 
 
There are also differences in how posiƟvely or negaƟvely MPs talk about different countries’ 
intelligence agencies. Most references to intelligence are references to Finnish intelligence. 
Speeches and quesƟons that refer to intelligence generally do not have a negaƟve tone. However, it 
is someƟmes hard to determine the overall stance MPs have towards intelligence if the only 
occasions they menƟon intelligence are references to informaƟon provided by an intelligence 
agency. One can, however, interpret that leaning on SUPO also means that the MP appreciates SUPO. 
Intelligence of other Nordic countries is perceived posiƟvely when MPs compare the resources and 
instruments that intelligence and security agencies have. Intelligence cooperaƟon with Western 
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European countries (especially Britain and EU member states) is also usually perceived posiƟvely, 
while Russian and Chinese intelligence are talked about negaƟvely.  
 
As for topics, we proposed that intelligence is mainly spoken in conjuncƟon with debates on 
intelligence legislaƟon, immigraƟon, and internal security. To study the topics, each speech and 
quesƟon was coded into one topic category it fits best based on its content and main arguments. A 
possible caveat in this strategy is the possibility of blurring actual differences in the discussion. For 
instance, the category about far right also encompasses speeches and quesƟons where both far leŌ 
and far right are argued to form a security threat. The categories of oversight of intelligence and 
instruments and laws are also intertwined in the debate, since both concern SUPO’s legal 
instruments and constraints. The category of general security threats ranges from discussions on 
Russia and the Finnish-Russian border to debates on TikTok and on the Government’s Defence 
Report. More informaƟon on topic coding is in the supplementary materials. 
 
Figure 2 shows a steady increase in parliamentary speeches and quesƟons related to intelligence. 
AŌer a total of 124 speeches and quesƟons about intelligence between 2010 and 2014, since then 
every year at least 85 speeches and quesƟons menƟon our search words (Table S4). Intelligence 
agenda in the parliament is punctuated around three years: 2018 (new intelligence legislaƟon), 2022 
(Russian invasion into Ukraine), and 2025 (closure of the Finnish-Russian border). Intelligence is 
therefore nowadays discussed more regularly in Eduskunta than before. 
 
Figure 2. Speeches and quesƟons on intelligence in Eduskunta, 2010–2025. 
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The numerically largest categories of speeches and quesƟons relate to instruments and laws (n=402) 
concerning Finnish intelligence and its oversight (n=269), migraƟon and (Islamic) terrorist threat 
(n=278), and intelligence agencies’ budget and funding (n=327). The categories of immigraƟon and 
security threats consist of intervenƟons by MPs from right-wing and TAN parƟes, while oversight of 
intelligence has aƩracted considerable interest among the Social Democrats and other leŌist and 
GAL parƟes. More detailed results are in Table S5. 
 
The purpose of uƟlizing intelligence informaƟon 
Now we move to a more fine-grained qualitaƟve analysis on how MPs use intelligence informaƟon 
in their speeches and quesƟons. We analyse the discourse of the speeches and quesƟons to shed 
light on the various objecƟves for which poliƟcians uƟlize intelligence informaƟon in the parliament. 
Our reading of the material suggests that there are nine broad categories of objecƟves (Table 2). 
Because of the non-exclusive nature of the categories (i.e., many speeches and quesƟons have more 
than one purpose), the numeric informaƟon must be interpreted with cauƟon. 
 
Table 2. Categories of referring to intelligence and their frequency in the Eduskunta, 2010–2025. 

Purpose Frequency (speeches) Frequency (quesƟons) Frequency (all) 
To prevent (Islamic) 
terrorism 

77 (36%) 19 (33%) 96 (35%) 

To curb migraƟon 41 (19%) 11 (19%) 52 (19%) 
To securiƟse parts of the 
society 

21 (10%) 19 (33%) 40 (15%) 

To oppose far right 17 (8%) 3 (5%) 20 (7%) 
To increase SUPO’s and 
other security 
authoriƟes’ legal 
instruments 

15 (7%) 1 (2%) 16 (6%) 

To oppose SUPO 9 (4%) 5 (8%) 14 (5%) 
To increase SUPO’s and 
other security 
authoriƟes’ funding 

15 (7%) 1 (2%) 13 (5%) 

To show that the issue is 
being taken seriously by 
the government 

12 (6%) 1 (2%) 13 (5%) 

To desecuriƟse parts of 
the society 

10 (5%) 0 (0%) 10 (4%) 

Total 215 (100%) 58 (100%) 273 (100%) 
 
We focus in detail on four categories that are most prevalent in the data: immigraƟon and threats 
posed by (Islamic) terrorism, securiƟsaƟon of Russian influence and of internal security across all 
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sectors in Finland, and threat far-right actors. InformaƟon on references to intelligence by each party 
and per year can be found in Tables S6 and S7 in supplementary materials. 
 
ImmigraƟon and (Islamic) terrorism: 
Numerically, the largest category of speeches and quesƟons that refer to intelligence is about 
immigraƟon and policies concerning Islamic terrorism in Finland -- roughly 50% of all speeches and 
quesƟons (Table 2). We have combined the categories of immigraƟon and Islamic terrorism as 
separaƟng between them reliably was virtually impossible. This is because in many cases intelligence 
informaƟon is used to show that immigraƟon from Islamic countries should be reduced to alleviate 
the terrorist threat posed by people of foreign origin. 
 
As we proposed based on the issue ownership theory, right-wing and conservaƟve parƟes are by far 
the most acƟve in uƟlizing intelligence informaƟon when the speech or quesƟon is about 
immigraƟon or Islamic terrorism. The Finns Party MPs are the most eager to do so. Their references 
to intelligence frequently aim to show that immigraƟon exacerbates various security threats and 
that there exist reasons to curb migraƟon. The Finns Party MPs regularly oppose immigraƟon, 
especially from Islamic countries. They thus seek ways to persuade the public that their anƟ-
immigrant stance is supported also by influenƟal public security actors, such as SUPO. Some 
speeches and quesƟons refer to SUPO’s informaƟon and inquire ministers about their stances 
towards the same issue. An example from 2021 illustrates how a Finns Party MP uses intelligence 
informaƟon to moƟvate a need to Ɵghten a law concerning foreigners’ rights to live in Finland: 
 

"In line with the needs of the Finnish Security and Intelligence Service, we also want 
the Aliens Act to be amended so that a migrant’s permanent residence permit could 
be revoked and an entry ban imposed while they are staying abroad.” (SebasƟan 
Tynkkynen, Finns Party, speech on 23 November 2021). 

 
Some MPs from other parƟes – almost exclusively from right-wing and conservaƟve parƟes – also 
refer to intelligence in this sense. A prime example is a wriƩen quesƟon to Foreign Minister Pekka 
Haavisto (Greens) from late 2019. NaƟonal CoaliƟon voiced criƟcism of Haavisto who planned to 
bring Islamic women and children from Al-Hol refugee camp to Finland: 
 

“If the mothers in the Al-Hol camp are brought to Finland, they could, according to the 
Finnish Security and Intelligence Service, pose a significant security risk upon their 
arrival. Finland would be the first EU country to have poliƟcally determined that adults 
should be repatriated from the al-Hol camp to their home countries.” (Pia Kauma etc., 
NaƟonal CoaliƟon, wriƩen quesƟon on 4 December 2019). 

 
The wriƩen quesƟon was signed by 28 NaƟonal CoaliƟon MPs out of 38, including both more liberal 
(such as Kai Mykkänen, Paula Risikko, and Sari Multala) and conservaƟve MPs (such as Heikki 
Vestman, Wille Rydman, and Kari Tolvanen). PromoƟng a criƟcal agenda on immigraƟon by leaning 
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on informaƟon provided by intelligence agencies is thus not restricted to the far-right Finns Party 
but has also been done by prominent MPs of NaƟonal CoaliƟon that can be classified as a tradiƟonal 
right-wing party. This implies a contagion effect of the anƟ-immigrant agenda promoted by Finns 
Party that is visible in the discourse of the NaƟonal CoaliƟon MPs. 
 
Russian influence and internal security: 
Another category of references to intelligence is security threats, mainly in relaƟon to Russian 
influence in Finland. Speeches and quesƟons in this category also cover other issues, such as 
opposing private ownership of water supply, Ɵghter convicƟons on crimes, emphasizing the need 
for parliamentary cohesion on security in troubled Ɵmes, and poinƟng out risks posed by 5G 
networks. This reflects a trend where all kinds of societal issues are securiƟzed as overall discourse 
in Finland has become filled with talk about need to ‘get tough’ on security (Kyllönen 2025). 
 
The main feature in this category is that the speeches and quesƟons seek to direct aƩenƟon towards 
various threats posed by Russia and other external actors to internal security in Finland. Especially 
aŌer Russian invasion into Ukraine in February 2022, parliamentary discussion featured sharpened 
stances that were opposed to Russian influence in the Finnish society. These speeches and quesƟons 
aim to point out, for instance, that the Finnish-Russian border shall be closed for tourists and 
immigrants10, that Russian espionage should be curbed more acƟvely, and that land property owned 
by Russians poses a threat to Finnish security. SUPO’s experƟse is used to show the importance of 
paying aƩenƟon to security aspects in the whole society: 
 

“Among others, according to the head of the Security and Intelligence Service, Finland 
is currently living through the most dangerous period for naƟonal security since the 
end of the Cold War. In other words, we are living in dangerous Ɵmes. The danger will 
not disappear even if Russia’s war of aggression in Ukraine were to end. Ensuring 
security of supply and its economic foundaƟon is therefore of paramount importance, 
as Finland’s security environment has fundamentally and persistently deteriorated.” 
(Juha Mäenpää, Finns Party, speech on 13 May 2025). 

 
Once again, intelligence is most oŌen used by right-wing and TAN parƟes who are generally deemed 
most competent in issues concerning security. A notable observaƟon is, however, that select MPs 
from other parƟes, especially from consƟtuencies in eastern Finland, use intelligence to point out 
their negaƟve stance towards Russian influence in Finnish affairs. An example of this is a cross-party 
wriƩen quesƟon tabled by Sinuhe Wallinheimo (KOK) and Suna Kymäläinen (SDP) about land 
property issues and Russian ownership of a mulƟfuncƟonal sports and entertainment arena in 
Helsinki: 

 
10 Speeches and quesƟons related to immigraƟon at the Finnish-Russian border and the border closure aŌer 
2022 could be included in mulƟple categories, but the difference is that the immigraƟon category focuses on 
immigraƟon policies in general while the securiƟzing category focuses on Russian influence through 
immigrant flows. 
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“Foreign (parƟcularly Russian) acquisiƟons of land and real estate have been a central 
concern in recent domesƟc security policy debates. Among others, the Finnish Security 
Intelligence Service (SUPO) has publicly expressed jusƟfied concern about the use of 
such properƟes as plaƞorms and sources for various hybrid influence operaƟons.” 
(Sinuhe Wallinheimo, NaƟonal CoaliƟon & Suna Kymäläinen, Social DemocraƟc Party, 
wriƩen quesƟon on 8 April 2022). 

 
Far-right threat: 
Intelligence informaƟon in debates on immigraƟon and on external and internal security was mainly 
used by right-wing and conservaƟve MPs. Our last category is different since it also includes acƟons 
of leŌist and GAL parƟes: 50% of all references are by LeŌ Alliance MPs, with some other menƟons 
from Social DemocraƟc and Green MPs. References are mainly from a few debates, as almost half of 
all references to intelligence relaƟng to far-right are from summer 2024. Intelligence in this fashion 
is uƟlized by MPs to show that far-right extremism ought to be combaƩed and that far-right actors 
pose a threat to security in Finland and elsewhere. An example of this can be found in the speech of 
Greens’ party chair Sofia Virta: 
 

“Dear Prime Minister Orpo, you stated here today during QuesƟon Hour: ‘There is no 
far right or extreme right in Finland.’ I disagree with you. In 2021, the Finnish Security 
Intelligence Service stated that the threat of far-right terrorism had increased in 
Finland.” (Sofia Virta, the Greens, oral speech on 24 June 2024). 

 
In sum, the proposiƟon about intelligence being primarily referred to in discussions on immigraƟon 
and internal security is confirmed. Yet, although being numerically smaller than the other categories, 
the finding that intelligence is not only used by right-wing and TAN parƟes has important implicaƟons 
for understanding the use of intelligence informaƟon in parliaments. It shows that leŌist and liberal 
parƟes’ MPs are willing to make targeted use of intelligence informaƟon when it supports their 
agenda. 
 
 
Concluding reflecƟons 
 
The moƟvaƟon behind our exploraƟve paper was connected to the more turbulent and 
unpredictable security environment, where intelligence informaƟon can be an increasingly 
important asset in prevenƟng terrorist acts or hybrid warfare. Yet, such informaƟon is by default 
classified, with intelligence agencies normally releasing only rather general informaƟon to the public 
about their acƟviƟes and about the potenƟal security threats. Except for MPs seated in specific 
intelligence oversight commiƩees, parliamentarians do not have access to such classified 
informaƟon. However, MPs can nonetheless refer to intelligence agencies and informaƟon produced 
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by them – and, as we have shown, such references are clearly uƟlized by MPs to jusƟfy and legiƟmize 
their arguments and posiƟons. 
 
In terms of issue ownership, in line with our expectaƟons intelligence was referred to parƟcularly by 
right-wing and TAN parƟes, especially the far-right Finns Party. Apart from debates on intelligence 
legislaƟon and the funding of SUPO, right-wing MPs used intelligence informaƟon parƟcularly to 
oppose immigraƟon and mulƟculturalism. Islamic extremist threat and liberal immigraƟon policies 
were connected to worsening internal security, and informaƟon from SUPO was uƟlized to defend 
such rhetoric. Almost 50% of speeches and quesƟons that use intelligence informaƟon in their 
argumentaƟon were by the Finns Party MPs. We can only speculate why the far-right MPs chose this 
strategy: probably they believed that such references to intelligence authoriƟes will offer addiƟonal 
validity to their arguments. The fact that so many far-right parliamentarians uƟlized the same 
strategy implies some kind of collecƟve decision, or then the Finns Party MPs have firm belief in the 
informaƟon produced by SUPO. Nonetheless, also leŌist and GAL parƟes referred to intelligence 
informaƟon when speaking about threats posed by far-right extremism. 
 
Overall, SUPO is widely trusted among MPs and ciƟzens, offering MPs a possibility to refer to its 
informaƟon whenever it suits their agenda to increase the plausibility of their claims. Regarding 
tone, MPs speak mostly posiƟvely about intelligence agencies, highlighƟng their importance for 
security, but tone changes to negaƟve parƟcularly when referring to Russian intelligence authoriƟes. 
Our data also shows instances where opposiƟon MPs pressure cabinet ministers to act in accordance 
with SUPO’s stances by staƟng that the ministers can and ought to use intelligence informaƟon in 
security policy, meaning that SUPO’s presƟge is used when opposiƟon MPs quesƟon government’s 
decisions. Finally, in the debates MPs commonly refer to mulƟple security authoriƟes to jusƟfy their 
stances. This might be explained by the high trust that ciƟzens have in such actors. Future research 
could enlarge our exploraƟve approach and study references to informaƟon provided by various 
(security) actors – not only intelligence authoriƟes. 
 
We conclude with a few thoughts on the ethical aspects of using intelligence informaƟon. MPs 
clearly make selecƟve strategic use of intelligence agencies, yet intelligence agencies are hardly 
imparƟal actors themselves and the informaƟon they produce cannot be subjected to public 
scruƟny. The Finnish MPs were quite vague or general in their references to intelligence informaƟon: 
no documents or more detailed sources were menƟoned. This was presumably a deliberate strategy, 
but MPs should specify what informaƟon or documents they are referring to – both generally and in 
the specific case of intelligence. Only in this way can the ciƟzens or media verify the reliability of the 
informaƟon. At the same it was good to note that members of the IOC in the Eduskunta were not 
acƟvely referring to intelligence informaƟon. As the MPs seated in intelligence oversight commiƩees 
enjoy access to classified informaƟon, it is important they do not misuse their privileged posiƟon in 
the public debates.   
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Supplementary materials 
 
Table S1. DescripƟve staƟsƟcs on which parƟes speak about and refer to intelligence in the Finnish 
parliament (2010–2025). Plenary speeches only. 

Party Total number of 
speeches menƟoning 
intelligence 

Number of speeches 
using intelligence 
informaƟon 

RaƟo of speeches using 
intelligence informaƟon to all 
speeches on intelligence 

KOK 439 54 0.12 
PS 408 93 0.23 
SDP 201 10 0.05 
KESK 210 11 0.05 
VIHR 97 15 0.15 
VAS 66 10 0.15 
RKP 29 4 0.14 
KD 89 14 0.16 
Other 
parƟes 

70 4 0.06 

Total 1609 215 0.13 
Legend: KOK = NaƟonal CoaliƟon, PS = Finns Party; SDP = Social DemocraƟc Party, KESK = Centre 
Party; VIHR = Greens; VAS = LeŌ Alliance; RKP = Swedish People’s Party; KD = ChrisƟan Democrats. 
Source: Own coding based on the Eduskunta’s database. 
 
 
Table S2. DescripƟve staƟsƟcs on which parƟes speak about and refer to intelligence in the Finnish 
parliament (2010–2025). WriƩen quesƟons only. 

Party Total number of wriƩen 
quesƟons menƟoning 
intelligence 

Number of wriƩen 
quesƟons using 
intelligence informaƟon 

RaƟo of wriƩen quesƟons using 
intelligence informaƟon to all 
speeches on intelligence 

KOK 19 12 0.63 
PS 43 31 0.72 
SDP 6 0 0 
KESK 7 3 0.43 
VIHR 4 3 0.75 
VAS 7 6 0.86 
RKP 2 1 0.5 
KD 3 2 0.67 
Other 
parƟes 

5 0 0 

Total 96 58 0.6 
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Legend: KOK = NaƟonal CoaliƟon, PS = Finns Party; SDP = Social DemocraƟc Party, KESK = Centre 
Party; VIHR = Greens; VAS = LeŌ Alliance; RKP = Swedish People’s Party; KD = ChrisƟan Democrats. 
Source: Own coding based on the Eduskunta’s database. 
 
 
Table S3. Number of speeches and quesƟons using a posiƟve or negaƟve tone towards intelligence.  
 

 PosiƟve 
tone: only 
Finnish 
intelligence 

NegaƟve 
tone: only 
Finnish 
intelligence 

PosiƟve 
tone: only 
others’ 
intelligence 

NegaƟve 
tone: only 
others’ 
intelligence 

PosiƟve 
tone: all 
actors’ 
intelligence 

NegaƟve 
tone: all 
actors’ 
intelligence 

All speeches 928 (73%) 150 (12%) 20 (21%) 72 (76%) 1105 (69%) 268 (17%) 
All 
quesƟons 

56 (84%) 9 (13%) 3 (20%) 12 (80%) 66 (69%) 28 (29%) 

All speeches 
and 
quesƟons 

984 (74%) 159 (12%) 23 (21%) 84 (77%) 1171 (69%) 296 (17%) 

       
       
Speeches 
that uƟlize 
intelligence 

182 (93%) 8 (4%) 2 (100%) 0 (0%) 196 (91%) 12 (6%) 

QuesƟons 
that uƟlize 
intelligence 

39 (89%) 5 (11%) 2 (100%) 0 (0%) 48 (81%) 11 (19%) 

All speeches 
and 
quesƟons 
that uƟlize 
intelligence 

221 (92%) 13 (5%) 4 (100%) 0 (0%) 244 (89%) 23 (8%) 

 

NOTE: The table does not include such speeches and quesƟons that have a neutral tone. The four 
columns with only Finnish and only others’ intelligence also do not include such speeches and 
quesƟons that speak about both Finland’s and other actors’ intelligence; yet the two rightmost 
columns do. Percentages refer to the respecƟve intelligence source.  
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Table S4. Intelligence agenda in Eduskunta 2010–2025: speeches and quesƟons combined. 
 

 
Migration 

and 
islamic 

terrorism 

Far right 
threat 

Security 
threats 

in 
general 

Budget 
and 

funding 

Instruments 
and laws 

Military and 
intelligence 
operations 

and 
cooperation 

outside 
Finland 

Oversight of 
intelligence 

Other All 

2010 0 1 5 5 4 2 0 8 25 
2011 5 0 1 7 9 1 0 0 23 
2012 2 0 7 1 2 2 0 0 14 
2013 3 0 4 4 2 2 0 2 17 
2014 13 0 4 12 13 2 1 0 45 
2015 20 2 3 33 14 9 1 3 85 
2016 19 0 27 30 20 7 0 1 104 
2017 11 0 34 64 38 13 2 4 166 
2018 11 0 31 39 142 8 129 6 366 
2019 55 2 5 11 43 1 10 1 128 
2020 22 1 10 9 16 9 18 0 85 
2021 28 1 24 7 6 4 16 0 86 
2022 23 1 50 15 34 15 35 2 175 
2023 17 2 11 13 16 5 24 1 89 
2024 21 11 14 41 15 13 8 0 123 
2025 28 2 34 36 28 21 25 0 174 

 278 23 264 327 402 114 269 28 1705 
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Table S5. Agenda for each party: plenary speeches (above) and wriƩen quesƟons (below). 

 
Migration 

and 
islamic 

terrorism 

Far right 
threat 

Security 
threats 

in 
general 

Budget 
and 

funding 

Instruments 
and laws 

Military and 
intelligence 
operations 

and 
cooperation 

outside 
Finland 

Oversight 
of 

intelligence 
Other All 

KOK 53 2 66 91 113 33 76 6 440 
PS 106 2 68 106 76 20 22 7 407 

SDP 17 2 18 28 42 16 74 4 201 
KESK 22 1 28 48 71 14 24 2 210 
VIHR 16 2 13 7 20 10 29 0 97 
VAS 5 8 8 2 17 7 16 3 66 
RKP 4 1 4 4 3 2 11 0 29 
KD 17 0 11 21 21 6 10 3 89 

Other 2 0 11 16 31 3 5 1 69 
 242 18 227 323 394 111 267 26 1608 

 

 

Migration 
and 

islamic 
terrorism 

Far right 
threat 

Security 
threats 

in 
general 

Budget 
and 

funding 

Instruments 
and laws 

Military and 
intelligence 
operations 

and 
cooperation 

outside 
Finland 

Oversight 
of 

intelligence 
Other All 

KOK 4 0 10 0 3 1 0 1 19 
PS 26 0 11 1 3 0 1 1 43 

SDP 0 1 3 0 1 0 1 0 6 
KESK 2 0 2 1 1 1 0 0 7 
VIHR 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 4 
VAS 0 4 2 0 0 1 0 0 7 
RKP 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
KD 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Other 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 5 
 35 5 37 4 8 3 2 2 96 
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Table S6. References to intelligence by each party. 

 To curb 
migration 

To 
prevent 

(Islamic) 
terrorism 

To 
oppose 

far 
right 

To 
securitise 

parts of 
society 

To 
desecuritise 

parts of 
society 

To 
increase 

Supo's and 
other 

security 
authorities' 

funding 

To increase 
Supo's and 

other 
security 

authorities' 
instruments 

in the law 

To show 
that the 
issue is 

being taken 
seriously in 

the 
government 

To oppose 
Supo 

(e.g., by 
increasing 
oversight) 

All 

KOK 8 28 1 11 3 1 5 3 7 66 
PS 44 53 0 17 1 4 5 1 0 125 

SDP 1 1 3 0 1 0 0 1 3 10 
KESK 0 4 1 1 1 4 1 0 2 14 
VIHR 0 0 3 4 4 0 0 7 0 18 
VAS 0 0 10 4 0 0 0 1 1 16 
RKP 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 0 0 5 
KD 0 9 0 0 0 4 3 0 1 17 

Other 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 
 53 96 20 39 11 13 16 13 14 275 

 

 

Table S7. References to intelligence in each year. 

 To curb 
migration 

To 
prevent 

(Islamic) 
terrorism 

To 
oppose 
far right 

To 
securitise 

parts of 
society 

To 
desecuritise 

parts of 
society 

To 
increase 

Supo's and 
other 

security 
authorities' 

funding 

To increase 
Supo's and 

other 
security 

authorities' 
instruments 

in the law 

To show 
that the 
issue is 

being taken 
seriously in 

the 
government 

To oppose 
Supo 

(e.g., by 
increasing 
oversight) 

All 

2010 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 6 7 
2011 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 5 
2012 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 1 7 
2013 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 
2014 1 6 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 10 
2015 3 13 2 3 2 5 0 1 0 29 
2016 4 8 0 4 0 1 2 1 1 21 
2017 1 6 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 13 
2018 6 2 0 1 0 0 2 0 2 13 
2019 4 20 3 0 3 0 1 1 1 33 
2020 2 15 1 4 0 0 2 3 0 27 
2021 9 12 0 2 1 0 0 3 0 27 
2022 13 2 0 6 2 2 1 1 0 27 
2023 3 3 2 1 0 0 0 2 0 11 
2024 3 0 10 7 1 1 2 0 1 25 
2025 4 4 2 5 0 0 2 0 0 17 

 53 96 20 39 11 13 16 13 14 275 
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Coding scheme for variables used in the paper: 

A) Background variables: 

ID_Number: The number of the plenary speech or wriƩen quesƟon in the dataset, ordered from 2010 on. 
[numeric] 

 

Date: The exact date when the plenary speech or wriƩen quesƟon took place or was issued in the 
parliament. [numeric] 

 

Year: The exact year when the plenary speech or wriƩen quesƟon was given or issued in the parliament. 
[numeric] 

 The calendar year is decisive, not the parliamentary term that extends beyond the calendar year 
whenever the general elecƟon is held in the same year. 

 

PoliƟcian: The name of the poliƟcian who gave the plenary speech or issued the wriƩen quesƟon. [string] 

 

Party: Which parliamentary party group does the respecƟve representaƟve belong to? [numeric] 

1 NaƟonal CoaliƟon Party   2 Finns Party 

3 Social DemocraƟc Party of Finland  4 Centre Party 

5 The Greens    6 LeŌ Alliance 

7 Swedish People’s Party   8 ChrisƟan Democrats 

9 Movement Now   11 Blue Reform 

12 LeŌ Group    13 Power Belongs to the People 

14 Parliamentary Group Timo Vornanen 

 

Type: Is the piece an orally given plenary speech or a wriƩen quesƟon? [numeric] 

1 Plenary speech  2 WriƩen quesƟon 

 

MulƟple: Was the wriƩen quesƟon issued by mulƟple members of parliament? [numeric; coded only when 
variable Type is 2] 

1 Yes  2 No  3 Not applicable 

 WriƩen quesƟons in Finland can be issued by a single member of parliament, or by a group of them 
from a single party or from different parƟes. The main author of the quesƟon has been named as 
the poliƟcian in variable PoliƟcian. 
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MulƟple_Who: Who, and from which parƟes, are the other poliƟcians who issued the wriƩen quesƟon 
together with the main author? [string; coded only when variable MulƟple is 1] 

 

 

B) Tone towards intelligence: 

Tone_3: The general tone towards intelligence in the plenary speech or wriƩen quesƟon. [numeric; in three 
steps]  

1 posiƟve  2 Neutral/hard to say  3 NegaƟve 

 

Tone_WriƩen: How is the tone indicated in the plenary speech or wriƩen quesƟon? [string] 

 

 

C) Topic coding: 

Topic: The topic the oral speech or wriƩen quesƟon most touches upon. [string] 

 

Topic_Numeric: Main topic of the oral speech or wriƩen quesƟon. [numeric; based on the wriƩen topics on 
variable Topic] 

1 MigraƟon and Islamic 
terrorism 

2 Far right threat 

3 Security threats in 
general 

4 Budget and funding 

5 Instruments and laws 

6 Military and 
intelligence operaƟons 
abroad 

7 Oversight of 
intelligence 

8 Other 

MaƩers mainly relaƟng to immigraƟon and immigrants: e.g., asylum 
seekers and returnees. 

MaƩers relaƟng to far right and to the threat they pose. 

Other maƩers relaƟng to external and internal security, e.g. Russia, 
criminality, disinformaƟon, or gang violence. 

Budget policies and funding of (intelligence) authoriƟes. 

(Intelligence) authoriƟes’ instruments and applicable laws. 

Military and intelligence operaƟons and cooperaƟon outside Finland, e.g., 
Nato and United NaƟons. 
 
Parliamentary and administraƟve oversight of operaƟons of intelligence 
agencies in Finland and abroad. 
 
Other topics that do not clearly fit into any category. 
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D) UƟlising intelligence informaƟon: 

Intelligence_Filter: Does the oral speech or wriƩen quesƟon explicitly uƟlise intelligence informaƟon? 
[numeric]

1 Yes 

 

2 No 

 

The piece explicitly uƟlises intelligence informaƟon provided by 
intelligence agencies. 

It cannot be determined directly from the piece whether it uƟlises 
informaƟon that dates to an intelligence agency. 

 The purpose of the variable Intelligence_filter is to filter out such speeches and quesƟons that do 
menƟon at least one of the search words relaƟng to intelligence but do not explicitly uƟlise 
intelligence informaƟon as part of their argumentaƟon.  

 The most important criteria for including speeches or quesƟons in the dataset is that there needs to 
be an explicit menƟon of an intelligence agency AND a noun or a phrase indicaƟng that the 
informaƟon presented is from an intelligence agency.  

 Examples of included phrases: “According to the Finnish Security and Intelligence Service”; “The 
Finnish Security and Intelligence Service says”. 

 Examples of excluded phrases: “It is well known that”; “Military threats are more ambiguous than 
before”; “Finland needs to be a country where the intelligence culture is strong.” 

 

Intelligence_Content: The parts of the oral speech or wriƩen quesƟon where intelligence informaƟon is 
used, in original language. [string] 

 

 

E) Purpose of using intelligence informaƟon:  

Purpose: The objecƟve the arguments in the oral speech or in the wriƩen quesƟon are aimed at achieving; 
the apparent purpose of the use of intelligence in the arguments. [string; coded only when variable 
Intelligence_Filter is 1] 

 

Purpose_Numeric: The objecƟve the arguments are aimed at achieving; the apparent purpose of the use of 
intelligence in the arguments. [numeric; based on the wriƩen purposes in variable Purpose]

1 To curb migraƟon  

2 To prevent (Islamic) 
terrorism 

3 To oppose far right 

4 To securiƟze parts of societ  

5 To desecuriƟse parts of 
society 

6 To increase Supo’s and other security authoriƟes’ funding 

7 To increase Supo’s and other security authoriƟes instruments in the 
law 

8 To show that the issue is being taken seriously in the government 

9 To oppose Supo (e.g., by increasing oversight of Supo’s acƟviƟes) 
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F) Parliamentary commiƩees: 

CommiƩee: Was the poliƟcian who gave the plenary speech or issued the wriƩen quesƟon a member of 
the Intelligence Oversight CommiƩee? [numeric] 

1 Yes 
  

2 No 

 
3 Partly 

 
4 Later 

 
5 Earlier 

 
6 Earlier and later 

The poliƟcian was part of the Intelligence Oversight CommiƩee at the Ɵme 
the speech was given or quesƟon issued. 

The poliƟcian was not part of the Intelligence Oversight CommiƩee at the 
Ɵme the speech was given or quesƟon issued. 

At least one poliƟcian issuing the wriƩen quesƟon was part of the 
Intelligence Oversight CommiƩee at the Ɵme of the quesƟon. 

The poliƟcian has been part of the Intelligence Oversight CommiƩee aŌer 
giving the speech and issuing the quesƟon. 

The poliƟcian had been part of the Intelligence Oversight CommiƩee 
before giving the speech or issuing the quesƟon. 

The poliƟcian has been part of the Intelligence Oversight CommiƩee both 
before and aŌer issuing the piece but not at the exact Ɵme the speech was 
given or quesƟon issued. 

 

 

G) Whose intelligence is talked about? 

Whose_Intelligence: Which actors’ intelligence is being talked about in the oral speech or in the 
wriƩen quesƟon? [string] 

 This variable differenƟates between members of parliament who are criƟcal of Finnish 
intelligence and members of parliament who are criƟcal of other countries’ intelligence. 

 

Whose_Intelligence_Numeric: Which actors’ intelligence is being talked about in the plenary speech 
or in the wriƩen quesƟon? [numeric; based on variable Whose_Intelligence] 

1 Finnish intelligence  Finnish intelligence agency Supo or its oversight. 

2 Others’ intelligence  For instance, Russia’s, USA’s, or Nato’s intelligence. 

3 Both For instance, speeches and quesƟons about Finnish 
intelligence countering Russian intelligence. 

4 Intelligence cooperaƟon  For instance, Finnish intelligence talked in conjuncƟon 
with NATO’s intelligence operaƟons. 

5 No one’s  No menƟon of the search words in the plain text of the 
speech, or a menƟon only in the answer to the quesƟon. 
These were excluded before the analyses. 

6 Not specified  For instance, intelligence is talked about generally but it 
is hard to figure out, whose intelligence is talked about. 


