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Abstract:  

Taking the Social Democratic Party of Finland (SDP) as a case study, this thesis contributes to the 

understanding of how the SDP and centre-left parties more generally were neoliberalised, this is to say 

how they became to embrace the idea that society is best organised through markets and competition. 

Drawing from the work of Stephanie Mudge, the thesis focuses on party experts, those party actors 

oriented towards producing truth-claims of society, hence affecting the way parties conceive the world 

and speak. Expert’s knowledge, however, is contingent on their social locations. They are often also 

situated in professional fields that tend to condition which ideas count as legitimate, making their 

positions explanatory relevant with regards to parties’ disposition and rhetoric. Methodologically the 

work draws from the tradition of historical sociology and Pierre Bourdieu’s theory of social fields. The 

material utilised consists of (auto)biographies; past historical and social scientific research; reference 

works; SDP’s archival documents; and historical newspaper and magazine writings and interviews. 

The central argument is that Mudge’s account—taken as the work’s hypothesis—of the neoliberalisation 

of centre-left parties in “core countries” (the UK, the US, Sweden, and Germany) is inadequate in the 

case of the SDP embedded in Finland’s peripheral context. Mudge asserts that a central driver in the 

parties’ neoliberalisation was the interdependence between the political field of the party and the field of 

economics, which developed as interwar economic disruption incited an intense search within economics 

for novel ways to control the economy via public spending and demand management. This also led to an 

influx of academic economists with a “Keynesian ethic” to centre-left parties. The interdependence, 

however, allowed for economics’ politicisation from the 1960s onwards, this then influencing the field’s 



   
 

   
 

reorientation away from Keynesianism and towards monetarism and subsequently leading to the 

emergence and triumph of new party experts possessing a “neoliberal ethic”.  

Relatively stable interwar economic development, the bourgeoisie’s post-Civil War dominance in the 

society and academia, and the Finnish economics’ “backwardness” meant that no comparable need for 

seeking novel solutions existed nor was there responsiveness for the ideas developed abroad. 

Consequently, no interdependence between the SDP and economics developed in interwar or immediate 

postwar years. In the 1960s economic experts did gain a central position within the party. But these 

experts were not connected with the academia nor did the SDP embrace “Keynesian” prescriptions, the 

party and its experts instead banking on the combination of economic planning and export-led growth 

strategy. Neither was evidence found of economics’ politicisation as a left-wing discipline. Instead, it was 

oft precisely the SDP’s economic experts that critiqued “Keynesian” academic economists. In sum, 

arguably no interdependence between economics and the SDP developed either in this period. 

Instead, a new hypothesis is posited as an alternative account, namely that the SDP’s neoliberalisation 

can be better accounted for through the interdependence that developed between the bureaucratic field’s 

economic institutions and the party. Conjecturally, the interdependence, owing, among other things, to 

the SDP’s political appointments to the state, was politicised and the ideas of economic planning and the 

state’s control of the economy’s important elements were discredited in the context of the 1970s 

economic downturn. The interdependence, however, also led to novel kinds of experts—the state 

economists—gaining a powerful position within the SDP and making their interpretation of the economy 

common sense in the party. These experts perceived that their role in politics was to advance the “general 

interest” of the nation and the amorphous “people”, not any segment of it. With the export businesses 

hegemonic in society, in effect this meant an emphasis on their profitability, cost competitiveness, and 

inflation and subsequently wage repression and budget constraint. The affinities between neoliberal 

notions and this policy conception and the habit in the Finnish state to conceive the world in terms of 

“external necessities” meant the state economists possessed great responsiveness to neoliberal ideas. 

While gaining preliminary support from evidence this hypothesis requires further work on several counts. 
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neoliberalism; political parties; expertise; economics; state 
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1. Introduction 

Between the 1980s and 2000s, social democratic and centre-left parties in Western societies began to 

employ a very different vocabulary from the ones they had utilised throughout most of their histories. 

Previously the parties had emphasised, depending on the historical context, such notions as, inter alia, 

collective economic ownership and the socialisation of the means of production, full employment, 

economic planning, egalitarianism, economic democracy, working-class struggle against the power of 

capital, et cetera. During the fin-de-siecle, however, their language began to refer to the limitations the 

market imposed on socio-economic policies and the zero-sum game between equality on the one hand 

and efficiency and growth on the other. Now there was little choice but to function within the boundaries 

the impersonal market forces established. The past kernels of social democracy were disposed of, and 

the parties’ rhetoric and disposition became to resemble that of the political Right; reformism developed 

to resignation (Przeworski 2021; Mudge 2018, 10) 

The Finnish Social Democratic Party (SDP) was not an exception (Outline 2015; 2017). At the cusp of 

the 1975 Parliamentary Elections, the SDP’s election platform aimed for, among other things, “full 

employment through planned economic and industrial policy”, and, via “improving the efficiency of 

pricing laws”, permanent employment and housing were to be “directed” by the society to relevant areas, 

while large capital incomes and wealth were to be “taxed more efficiently” (SDP 1975). In the next 

decades, gone were confident prescriptions of what had to be and what could be done. Rather, the 

election platform of 1990 highlights the importance of “successful business operations” and asserts that 

the prerequisite for welfare is that the fruits of Finnish labour prosper abroad. Now the tax reform had 

to “favour … the efficiency of business” (SDP 1990). At the end of the millennia, the SDP’s election 

agenda emphasised the “necessity to continue tight fiscal policy” and the importance of “competitive 

business activities”. The “foundations of the Finnish welfare state” were to be secured when the 

“economy had been stabilised”, “the state’s debt was in control”, and “inflation and interest rates were 

lower than ever” and thus “the conditions to control societal development” [emphasis added] were fruitful 

(SDP 1998).1 Conditions that were given from the outside and that could only be improved by letting the 

market “out there” know no “exuberant” policies were forthcoming. In other words, the SDP’s rhetorical 

form, much like other centre-left parties in Europe, became market-friendly and neoliberalised.2 

Language is a critical medium of politics, and one may argue that the way parties speak defines them in 

great part, as the externally directed rhetoric of platforms, programs, and manifestos reflects and builds 

 
1 All translations from Finnish to English in this thesis are mine.   
2 For a quantitative analysis of the programmatic emphases of parties in OECD countries that illustrates the neoliberalisation 
of centre-left parties, including the SDP, see Mudge 2018, 61–68. The notions of neoliberalisation and neoliberalism will be 
discussed further below in chapters 1 and 2.  
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the disposition of parties, while at the same time moulds what meanings citizens connect to, say, social 

democracy (Aarnio 1998, 9–14, 19–21; Mickelsson 2015, 32). Indeed, party rhetoric not only conveys a 

certain perspective on the world, but it also has vital implications for the matter of whom the party 

represents (Mudge 2018, 5–6, 32). What explains the SDP’s change and the party’s increasingly 

neoliberalised rhetoric and, by inference, its ideological disposition at the end of the 20th century? Why did 

the party become the spokesperson for the impersonal markets? My main objective in this thesis is to 

provide a contribution to the explanation for this change. Drawing from the inventive work of the 

historical sociologist Stephanie Mudge (2018; 2020), I position my analytical lens inside the party, and 

more precisely, the role of party experts, examining their role in the way parties speak and how these experts 

possibly make their ways of conceiving the economy and society common sense within a party. This 

requires sensitivity to the ways in which they acquire their conceptions of the world and the role they see 

for themselves in politics. The research questions of the thesis may be stated followingly: how and why did 

the rationales associated with neoliberalism (for instance, a belief in the values and logics of competition 

and markets) become an orthodoxy—a rooted, natural and dominant vision, a common sense—within 

the SDP? Did the party’s experts affect this change, and if so, how?  

The work unfolds as follows. In this introductory chapter, I first consider past research on the topic and 

a range of perspectives on the late-20th century change of social democratic parties, both more generally 

and in the case of the SDP. I will illuminate that while past accounts provide crucial insights, they also 

have certain limitations and that Mudge’s insistence on looking inside the party and its delicate 

relationship with expertise is a fruitful way to approach the matter of party change. After this, I consider 

some further key theoretical premises and insights and provide a brief overview of Mudge’s account, 

namely that central in the neoliberalisation of centre-left parties she examines (those of Sweden, 

Germany, the UK, and the US) was their interdependence with the “cultural field” (on theory of social 

fields see chapter 2) of academic economics which developed in the interwar period. This also provided 

the working hypothesis for my work. In the second chapter, I outline and clarify my methodological and 

conceptual foundations and illustrate the research material I work with.  

After this, I scrutinise the working hypothesis by studying the Finnish society’s interwar and immediate 

postwar developments, the field of economics, the political field of the SDP, the latter’s possible 

connection to the former, and the party’s relation to economic expertise more broadly. As we will see, 

based on this work I argue that in the SDP’s case Mudge’s account of the forces at play is inadequate. 

Instead, I posit an alternative hypothesis, one that emphasises the inter-field connections and dynamics 

between the SDP and the bureaucratic field of the state. In the fourth chapter I will illuminate the 

foundations and elements from which this hypothesis stems from while also continuing to expand my 

argument on the deficiency of Mudge’s account in the Finnish context. This allows me to elaborate on 
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the hypothesis in the fifth chapter, in which I shall also consider the ambiguities and silences that remain 

and the future work that is required. At last, in the final chapter of the work I recap the central arguments 

and developed hypotheses while also discussing their relevance for the contemporary conjuncture. 

Social Democracy Upended? 

Accounts for social democracy’s late-20th century transformation have occasionally tended to be 

somewhat economic structuralist. An influential explanation refers to economic globalisation—the 

increasing volume and intensity of transnational cross-border flows of capital and trade—and the 

structural change of capitalism. As ever when one considers the contemporary history of political 

economy, a particular juncture is found in the tumultuous decade of the 1970s and its multitude of 

interdependent politico-economic developments: the breakdown of the postwar “Keynesian settlement”, 

the collapse of the Bretton Woods architecture and “embedded liberalism”, oil crises, simultaneously 

increasing inflation and employment, and increasing transnationalisation of finance. Time and again these 

developments have been argued to have led to a situation where past socio-economic objectives and 

principles of the Left were no longer feasible (Adereth 2021a). The international economic regime of 

footloose capital and intense border-transcending flows of finance and trade reduced past practices for 

government steering, especially monetary policy such as active control of exchange and interest rates, 

inutile since they hindered international price competitiveness, while increasingly “hyper-global” 

production meant that corporations relocated to countries with cheaper manufacturing costs (see, e.g., 

Crouch & Streeck 1997; Moses 1992). 

Hence, many have argued social democrats saw market-orientation as a more apt economic approach, as 

a new strategy of accumulation and growth, while state intervention and extensive policies of 

decommodification were considered as possible obstacles to maintaining growth and national 

competitiveness in an increasingly open world economy (see, e.g., Sassoon 2010, ch. 24). Another related 

yet different interpretation highlights the cul-de-sac in the strategy of pursuing socialist reformism in the 

conditions of stagnating economic growth and falling rates of profits and productivity: in such a situation 

business and capital tend to have a structurally conditioned upper hand under capitalism (e.g., Lavelle 

2013, 1–3). Thus, taking heed of neoliberal ideas and those of monetarist economics can be considered 

as a “rational”, perhaps the only conceivable, answer for the problems of the day (Ryner 2004, 104). 

Such accounts, while valuable with regards to the strains and limits to action social democrats perceived 

themselves to have and perhaps truly had, they are insufficient, not least because it was so often social 

democrats themselves who liberalised economies and unchained the movement of capital and 

subsequently constrained states’ autonomy. While the accounts provide crucial insights on historical 

structural conditions and conjunctures, they, using the figurative expression of Mudge, present left parties 
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as reactive pinballs (Mudge 2018, xvii). Perhaps in the case of the SDP a more fitting metaphor is that of 

the driftwood—so often utilised in the case of the nation-state of Finland—being at the mercy of the 

tides, meanders, and bends of the world economy, either being completely under their forces or trying 

to react to them as it best can, with any agency or sovereignty a chimera.   

In such metaphors, however much truth in them there may be, what goes on within the party itself is left 

unexamined and thus unanswered. The outcome is presumed and the complex social processes, which 

require research to be understood, are left unexplained. Changes in meso-level institutions such as parties 

are not determined by external dynamics and structural forces. While economic logics and processes 

shape the terrain within which politics function, it is not predetermined by it.3 Politics tends to work like 

“the logic of the language: you can always put it another way if you try hard enough” (Hall 1988, 273–

274). The policies and compromises carried out in government do not need to, nor most often do, 

coincide with the form of politics a party pursues and the rhetorical form and ideological disposition it 

embraces. Economic situations must always be interpreted, and they do not inevitably require one to 

adopt corresponding ideas and ways of speaking. As the prominent scholar of politics and social 

democracy Adam Przeworski pointed out in the 1980s, “if the strategy of a party is determined by 

economic circumstances, then the notion of mistakes is meaningless: the party can only pursue the 

inevitable” (Przeworski 1986, 1). In sum, these explanations, while valuable, are deficient in accounting 

for the processes that went inside social democratic parties and explaining their adoption of a novel 

language and ideological disposition. 

There are, evidently, accounts that are more politically attentive. For instance, some have emphasised 

that in their rhetorical market-orientation centre-left parties simply answered to what the voters wanted; 

that the changes were driven by the wishes of the electorate (Mudge 2018, 306–309). But the trajectories 

of electoral support of social democratic parties in the OECD countries, also the SDP, showcase a clear 

downhill trajectory after the shifts from the 1990s onwards (Przeworski 2021), putting such a perspective 

into question. Many also emphasise the mobilisation of the Right against the Left (e.g., Blyth 2001). While 

the mobilisation and planned historical political project of business, capital and the political Right is 

indisputable, once again this account offers little insight to the internal dynamics of left parties (see also 

Ryner 2018, 253–254) and why they adopted a particular form of politics and way of speaking. The same 

can be said of the emphasis on the impact of the world-historical change of the Soviet Union’s collapse. 

And, while this was undoubtedly a key moment, left parties, especially the SDP—which the historian 

 
3 Even when party changes (more generally) are not accounted for by economic developments, an ontological and/or 
methodological premise emphasising “extra-party” effects in party changes is not uncommon (see, e.g., Mickelsson 2015, 29; 
cf. Lotesta & de Leon 2020). 
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Sami Outinen has argued was the avant-garde of the Western centre-left orientation what became to be 

known as the “Third Way”—had already long before begun their metamorphosis.4 

The political economist Magnus Ryner, examining the Swedish social democrats, has offered, from the 

perspective of this thesis, perhaps a bit more interesting account (Ryner 2002; 2004; 2018). For him, 

when trying to understand the effects of economic ideas on the neoliberalisation of social democrats, 

one would do well to focus on the form of an idea and not it’s content; to take seriously the way in which 

the episteme—how an idea must be constructed for it to be credible in a particular moment—has a 

relational effect on “real world” change, and how the utilitarian episteme of economics had such an effect 

for the social democrats change. While a very different approach from the one taken here, it points us to 

an important direction, namely the politics and sociology of economic knowledge. 

Thus far, I have focused on more general accounts, but what about the specific case of the SDP? First, 

the SDP is of more universal interest for a number of reasons. Importantly, compared to Sweden, the 

UK, the US, and (West) Germany, the SDP was rooted within a very different and particular context. 

For instance, for almost two-thirds of the 20th century Finland was, in terms of economic and “human 

development”, a much more “underdeveloped” country than especially the three last-mentioned. In the 

familiar division of world-systems theory these were “core countries”, with the agrarian Finland either a 

peripheric or semi-peripheric country producing and exporting primary products and with a relatively 

late industrialisation after WWII. (See, e.g., Koponen & Saaritsa 2019) The country also evidently had a 

very different historical past and geopolitical position, only gaining independence from the Russian 

Empire in 1917 and after that bordering the Soviet Union.  

Moreover, the country had, for long, a much more fragmented political field and a more diffused Left 

than in the above-mentioned societies, which in the postwar decades either had two dominant two parties 

(Germany, the UK, the US) or, as in the case of Sweden, had one relatively dominant party (the social 

democrats) with the rest of the political field fragmented. From the 1940s to early 1980s in Finland 

socialists and communists to the left of the SDP tended to accrue around one-fifth of the votes (SDP 

had around one-fourth of the votes) while the centrist Agrarian League (Centre Party after 1965) was the 

society’s most popular and powerful party until the mid-1960s (see Mickelsson 2015, 175, 236). And, as 

mentioned, some scholars have argued the SDP was ahead of the “Third Way” pack. By focusing on a 

 
4 Already in the early to mid-1980s many SDP politicians and experts for example accepted the fact that deregulating capital 
markets and interest rates would mean the diminishing of state autonomy and increasing necessity to account for markets’ 
reactions (Outinen 2017). 
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party embedded in a society with such differences compared to those studied by past research, we nuance 

our understanding of more universal historical changes and the relevant causal dynamics.5 

Explicit research on the matter is somewhat scarce. Accounts tend to be tacit and undeveloped remarks 

made in passing or they remain descriptive (for overviews see discussions in Outinen 2015, 22–27, concl.; 

Kärrylä 2019, 359–361). Sometimes the subject is touched upon in the context of the more general 

neoliberalisation and market and competition orientation of the Finnish society, obviously a much more 

widely examined topic (see, e.g., Heiskala & Luhtakallio 2006; Patomäki 2007). Arguments highlighting, 

for instance, the deteriorating economic situation and structural world economic changes, or tendentious 

comments on the datedness of the Left’s “illusions” on economic planning are not unusual (see Marttila 

2016). Sometimes the role of business or international organisations are emphasised, though mostly in 

the more general context of the Finnish society and state. The remarks made above hold here too, while 

it is also worth emphasising that the SDP was at the apex of its power between the late 1960s and late 

1980s (see Mickelsson 2015, 236, 310), leading the government precisely during the period in the 1980s 

when the first steps towards intensifying the liberalisation, commodification, and privatisation of the 

Finnish society were taken.  

The most detailed account of the shift in SDP’s principles and objectives has been offered by the historian 

Sami Outinen in his work (2015; 2017) on the SDP’s changing positions on employment between 1975 

and 1998. Outinen illustrates how the SDP gradually moved away from actively pursuing social and 

economic objectives and managing the economy to attempting to please the impersonal markets and 

anticipate their reactions to policies. The work illuminates many of the crucial actors, processes, and 

contingent moments. The gist of Outinen’s account seems to be that social democrats, rather than being 

neoliberals per se, justified liberalisation, privatisation, and austerity as means to save the core of the 

welfare state and the fiscal conditions of the public sector—that they actively adapted to changing 

circumstances.6 While perhaps true, Outinen’s work, too, is content with a descriptive account of the 

changes in party priorities. The account on the question of change and continuity remains theoretically 

underdeveloped: since no explanation is explicitly pursued, how and why something occurred (or did not) 

remains in great part ambiguous. For instance, our understanding of how rationales and conceptions of 

the world and economy become hegemonic, common sense that is, is hardly improved.  It is such an 

 
5 As the sociologist Pierre Bourdieu posited, when examining the processes of particular social fields, one inevitably “discovers 
specific properties that are peculiar” to those fields, while simultaneously increasing the understanding of more general operations 
(Bourdieu 1993, 72.) 
6 The political economist Heikki Patomäki has asserted that this was a common rhetorical strategy in Finland, as critique of 
public services did not gain tract from the broader public (Patomäki 2007, 88).  
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explicit focus on explanation and theoretical construction—no matter how partial and preliminary—that 

one is left wanting in this work. 

A further defect in the existing works is their tendency to succumb to two relatively unfruitful discussions. 

The first one relates to the precise, event, year, or moment when social democrats changed, while the 

other one is a discussion on whether this change meant social democrats were neoliberals (I will discuss and 

define the concept in more detail in chapter 2).7 What comes to the first, a very linear idea of temporality 

is implicit in such a perspective. Yet temporality is uneven and irregular. Changes in the ideological 

dispositions and language of parties—always prone to some degree of dogmatism8—are infrequent and 

overdetermined phenomena that tend to occur within the temporality of the conjuncture, perhaps best 

summarised as the temporality of a trend or the condensation of past processes, rather than within the 

linear temporality of the event. The linear temporality of the event blinds us to the fact that it is the 

“space of time” between moments and conditions—the interval—that tend to be central in deciding the 

outcomes of such changes. 9  

The matter of whether social democrats were neoliberals, for its part, relates to what Mudge, following 

Gramsci, calls the issue of consent. Here the point is not that Finnish social democrats in the conjuncture 

from the 1980s onwards were neoliberal per se since most would likely not concur with the characterisation 

and many have explicitly denounced it. Nor arguably would it be right to chalk up this self-understanding 

to “false consciousness” and ignore the way individuals perceive themselves. From this perspective, the 

discussion of whether social democrats after their change were neoliberal as such tends to be an 

uninspiring one, one that is hard-pressed to lead in increasing our knowledge of the world, of how social 

democrats that saw themselves as opposing or transcending neoliberalism still became to consider 

“market-friendly ways of seeing things sensible”. The framing substitutes understanding for labelling and 

accusation, instead of allowing us to arrive at the venerable outcome of enhancing our grasp of the world, 

to account for it. (Mudge 2018, 15–17) 

This issue of whether social democrats were neoliberals also speaks to the matter of social scientific 

generalisations: the debate tends to be connected to the not uncommon assertion that neoliberalism has 

 
7 Hints of such discussions can be seen, in, for instance, Marttila 2016; Outinen 2015. 
8 Already long-ago Karl Mannheim, one of the “founders” of the sociology of knowledge, stressed that due to parties’ 
organisational structures and the fact that thinking within them is dominated by political attitudes, they cannot continuously 
accept any novel notions and reinvent themselves, forcing them “into a dogmatic direction” (Mannheim 1954[1936], 34). 
9 For a discussion of the notion of conjunctural temporality see Braudel 1982, 74–77. The notion of the conjuncture is also 
central in the work of the social and political theorists Antonio Gramsci and Stuart Hall, both who have emphasised that the 
notion can be best understood as the outcome, a condensation, of a combination of various processes and circumstances, 
with often contradictory characteristics and variant temporal durations (Hall 1988, 41; Gramsci 1971[1929–1935], 177 note 
79). The linear temporality of the event tends to be the temporality with which most social scientists and historians, unwittingly 
or explicitly, work. Remaining within the temporality of the event distorts one’s view of the past and delimits many a 
phenomenon out of the group of possible objects of study (see Sewell 2005, ch. 5.) 



 

8 

held no sway in Finland and that the concept has no analytical value in the Finnish context. Yet instead 

of thinking in static and monolithic ideal-typical categories, I, following many a scholar, believe a more 

fruitful and historical way to conceive neoliberalism is to see it as a process, tendency, and trajectory; as 

“neoliberalisation”, where specific contexts with different histories and traditions lead to somewhat 

diverse outcomes, that nevertheless have similar foundations and direction of change (Baccaro & Howell 

2011; Brenner, Peck, & Theodore 2010). Conceived as such, there can be few quibbles about the fact 

that neoliberal rationales gained a hegemonic position within the SDP. 

Politics of Economic Knowledge and Expertise 

The political effects of economic ideas and knowledge is a relatively well-trodden area of research. A 

myriad of perspectives has been offered in a number of disciplines (for overviews see Hirschman & 

Berman 2014; Sorsa & Eskelinen 2018). For instance, the extensive “performativity” literature asserts 

that the field of economics and its models and concepts do not simply describe a reality existing 

irrespective of its study “out there”, but it performs, creates, this economy by allowing for new 

conceptions and new discourses. This process of (re)production, (re)construction, and (re)constitution is 

done by producing and disseminating economic beliefs and knowledge and creating social arrangements 

outside the walls of academia (see, e.g., Cochoy, Girudeau, & McFall 2010; Mitchell 2005). Here, it is the 

performativity of the language of economics which provides it with both political and social character, 

not least since it indicates that there is no sole or natural way of organising the economy (Mitchell 2005). 

Another, perhaps a more concrete, way to look at the politics of economic expertise and its conditions 

is to consider the social roles and authority of those who claim special insights into the workings of the 

economy and disseminate economic knowledge—the economists, who have acquired great authority and 

influence in societies, policy-making, and transnational spaces in 20th and 21st centuries (e.g., Fourcade 

2009). How have they acquired this authority and influence? What has been the nature and means of the 

discipline and its “practitioners” in different times? Through what channels do their conceptions make 

their way to the world and why are they accepted? These are only some of the questions that scholars 

have asked in past decades. (Hirschman & Berman 2014; Sorsa & Eskelinen 2018) Hirschman and 

Berman have developed a pithy typology making the point that economists have political influence and 

power not only via the authority of their profession, their “styles of reasoning” and sociotechnical tools 

which provide frameworks for understanding and organising the economy and its institutions but also 

through their “institutional positions” in particular organisations and networks. For them this indicates 

a need to consider “economists’ influence … through historical studies that cross boundaries between 

the intellectual and political arenas” (Hirschman & Berman 2014).  
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Of particular pertinence here is the last-mentioned avenue of influence. While there is a great amount of 

literature on the institutions which economic experts have produced or changed or the different 

institutional conditions in which policies are accepted or dismissed within governments (for a brief 

overview see Fourcade 2009, 25; cf. Sorsa & Eskelinen 2018), little research has been conducted on the 

role of economic experts in parties—arguably the central institutions in democratic politics. This applies 

for the nexus between expertise, knowledge, and parties more generally, with Mudge’s work to my 

knowing the sole exception. This is conceivably a second-order effect of the past long-standing disregard 

of parties in the relevant research traditions (a state of affairs that has changed only recently, see, e.g., 

Lotesta & de Leon 2020) such as political/economic sociology and political economy, which have tended 

to focus on actors and institutions such as states, financial institutions, international organisations, 

“informal” social movements, et cetera (Mudge 2020). While scholars in such traditions have extensively 

studied the politics–knowledge connection, a silence exists on parties in this regard, as in much of the 

literature “politics” is conceived in an empathically “governance” and decision-making focused manner; 

the politics and sociology of knowledge and expertise is studied purely from the perspective of policies 

and the institution which is examined is the state or other institutions of governance such as the EU.10 

While the relationships between knowledge and democratic politics and expertise and parties were one 

of the central interests for the classics of social sciences from Karl Marx to Max Weber and from Karl 

Mannheim (for whom sociology of knowledge was a way to “science of politics”) to Antonio Gramsci, 

contemporary scholarship has virtually left the connection unstudied. Indeed, the role of the expert—

the intellectual—in parties has been theorised unparalleled by Gramsci. He delineated three elements of 

the party, each with somewhat different functions: the mass base of party adherents, the party leadership, 

and finally the party intellectuals, the experts or “frame producers”, who attempt to intermediate between 

leadership and those who are represented—between power-seeking, leading, and representation—

offering interpretations and truth-claims of socio-economic phenomena, affecting the ways in which 

parties view the world and speak to their supporters. (Mudge 2020; Gramsci 1971 [1929–1935], 5–23, 

151–153). But as Mudge perceptively points, experts may wear many hats within a party, and what matters 

is their action orientation. One ought not to essentialise the figure of the party expert as a hard-bounded 

ideal type or pre-determine them by beforehand decided operational definitions (Mudge 2020; see also 

Bourdieu 1988, 775–776). Experts are those party actors who are oriented towards producing truth-

claims, language, and conceptions of the world for the party. A party expert may also be, for example, a 

 
10 The traditions have tended to focus on technocracy, if by it we mean rule by experts, connected oft with “depoliticisation”. 
As Bickerton and Invernizzi Accetti have emphasised, this is different from the politicisation of expertise and scientisation of politics, 
that experts’ competing truth-claims are at the core of democratic politics (Bickerton & Invernizzi Accetti 2021, 28–33). 
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politician if they are not only oriented towards winning office but also towards interpreting the world 

and making truth-claims of it.11 

Recall the argument made above that parties ought not to be considered as driftwoods; that changes within 

them are not determined by external developments. Indeed, we would do well to perceive parties more like 

prisms that refract these dynamics as they “enter” the party, the social relations within it affecting this 

refraction as the party interprets the developments in the world. In this process of interpretation party 

experts are the key actors, shaping refraction and the party’s rhetorical form and ideological disposition 

(Mudge 2018; 2020). Yet, as per the basic principle of sociology of knowledge, knowledge is dependent 

on individuals’ social and institutional positions. Experts are often also positioned and have objectives in 

a professional field of expertise, and the structures and debates of this field most likely determine what 

counts as legitimate and vital knowledge (Hirschman & Berman 2014, 786, 789; Eyal & Buccholz 2010). 

The locations, biographies, and social relations of experts can then be considered as explanatory features 

of party changes. Indeed, following Mudge, we can propose that “there is a genetic link between the 

social situation of party experts” and the party’s rhetorical form and worldviews. This also has 

consequences for the party expert’s role as intermediators: it is not their essential feature but rather 

something they may or may not possess, depending on how they see the world and hence also how they 

are located. (Mudge 2018, 21–23, 32) 

As shortly mentioned, Mudge (2018) posits that at the heart of the 20th century “reinventions” (socialism–

economism–neoliberalism) of the parties in the above-mentioned countries was an interdependence 

between the “cultural field” of academic economics and the political field of the party. The interwar 

“Polanyian moment” of societies attempting to protect themselves from the pernicious socio-economic 

effects of marketisation meant that a tension between the economic situation (“economic field”) and 

politics (“political field”) developed as new economic solutions were acutely required. This tension led 

to changes in economics and left parties: within the former a new generation of more statistically oriented 

and left-leaning economists attempted to grapple with the problems of unemployment and inequality 

while in the latter contestation centred around economic knowledge. According to Mudge, this and the 

authority economics gained during and after WWII, gave rise to a novel and tight relationship between 

professional economics and centre-left parties as these economists joined the parties in great numbers 

 
11 This is to say that what matters is what experts do and what is their position in the social milieu. Foucault similarly 
emphasised action orientation: “The intellectual is simply the person who uses his knowledge, his competence and his relation 
to truth in the field of political struggles” (Foucault 2000, 128, quoted in Eyal & Buccholz 2010.) So even though Gramsci 
recognised that while everyone is an intellectual in the sense that they think and form interpretations of the world, not everyone 
can have that precise function in the social division of labour, neither should we think that intellectuals can only fulfil this 
function and have no other orientations within a particular social milieu. 
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and emerged as their key novel experts—who Mudge calls the “economist theoretician”—replacing the 

old autodidact agitator experts with a background in journalism.  

This theoretician operated and was positioned in both the field of academic economics and centre-left 

parties and legitimated the programs of the parties scientifically. The language of social democrats then 

became technical and economistic instead of socialist. In Mudge’s terminology, these economic experts 

carried a certain Keynesian ethic, a worldview where economic knowledge was directly linked to political 

strategy and based on the idea and possibility to manage the economy. This allowed the experts to 

straddle and intermediate between these diverse fields, to provide political advice based on the technical 

science of economics, to mould the programmes and language of the parties, and to make claims of the 

world for their constituencies and politicians. However, this interdependence had inherent tensions, and 

from the 1960s onwards the professional credibility and legitimacy of Keynesian economics was 

increasingly questioned due to its political connections, manifested especially in the centre-left party 

experts who had backgrounds and positions both in the “cultural field” of economics and the political 

field of the party. Since it was perceived that the field of economics was connected with the Left, the 

content of the prevailing knowledge in economics was politicised and questioned, a process intensified by 

the economic troubles of the 1970s to which the old “paradigm” did not seem to have answers for, 

allowing new—more market-centred—economic ideas to gain ground within the profession. Mudge 

argues that the interdependence between economics and parties had been conditioned on a consensual 

understanding of the principles of economics within the profession. As economics was politicised the 

possibility for economists to function within politics was challenged and it indeed became difficult for 

the “economic theoretician” to operate between different fields.  

Simultaneously economics, now dominated by Anglo-American influences, became more global and 

more preaching a universal logic and the context-transcendental nature of its theories, developing also to 

a more finance-focused direction. Hence, Mudge posits that a new kind of expert—the “transnational 

finance-oriented economist”—with a background and position in the changed field of economics and 

transnational financial institutions emerged and through the existing interdependence gained a position 

and upper hand over the national economist theoretician in centre-left parties to interpret the 

implications of economic phenomena from the 1970s onwards. Due to the change in economics and the 

experts’ background and institutional positions, they carried a neoliberal professional ethic that did not allow 

them to fit themselves to the political agenda of the Left making them unable to carry out the experts’ 

possible intermediate role. These proscriptive experts saw as their political role to speak for the markets 

and offered corresponding recommendations: budget and wage constraint and focus on enhancing 

businesses supply-side conditions.  
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In his work Outinen in passing mentions how the SDP’s economic experts—such as Eero Tuomainen 

and Raimo Sailas—had a highly influential role in shaping the party’s positions on employment around 

the 1970s–1990s period (Outinen 2015, 323). The political economist Heikki Patomäki and the journalist, 

sociologist, and former SDP politician Arja Alho has argued that the last mentioned Sailas—a high-

ranking state official of the Ministry of Finance with great authority on Finnish economic policy from 

the 1970s to 2000s—was one of the central individuals in the neoliberalisation of Finnish society 

(Patomäki 2007, 76–78; Alho 2009). One ought not to of, course, —and, to emphasise, neither do the 

aforementioned authors—heavily stress the role of individuals in significant historical changes. However, 

when we consider what kinds of experts and expertise held sway in SDP and pay good heed to their 

institutional and relational positions, we can perhaps make explanatory headway on the matter. As 

mentioned, I began the research process by taking up Mudge’s conclusions as a hypothesis and proceeded 

from this in a dialogue with the material at hand. We now turn to the methodological and conceptual 

foundations of this dialogue.  

2. Methodological and Conceptual Underpinnings 

How to go about answering the questions I have set? In the broadest of terms, my work locates to the 

tradition of historical sociology. While this is an umbrella term for a very heterogeneous body of work 

with various commitments, premises, and interests with respect to substance, certain common guiding 

principles can be discerned. We may understand it as a social scientific approach that addresses (often 

large-scale, long-term, and political) temporally and spatially concretely located historical processes, 

changes, and continuities and aims to explicitly construct better theories and explanations of these 

phenomena while paying heed to their particularities and the relationship between structure and agency. 

(Skocpol 1984a; Adams, Clemens & Orloff 2005; see also Sewell 2005)  

Much of the concrete work of the dissertation will be biographical and historical: accounting for the 

internal structures and dynamics of the SDP and the social trajectories and positions of the party experts 

and of how they emerged and interpreted the world and affected the SDP. At the same time, I must try 

to make sense of the developments and internal struggles of the other fields the party experts operated 

in so as to understand the kinds of inter-field connections and possible cross-field effects that manifested 

in them. For this, an investigative approach and a wide variety of sources will be utilised. As fairly 

common in historical sociology, one type of research material employed in the dissertation is past 

historical and social scientific research: on the configurations of the field of economics, the SDP, the 

bureaucratic field, and on Finnish society and politics in general. Yet, as has been increasingly common 

in the tradition, a number of “primary sources” are also employed, often in line with the so-called 

“targeted primary strategy” which indicates how primary sources tend to be utilised when significant to 
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key theoretical and argument-related issues. (Adams, Clemens, & Orloff 2005; Mayrl & Wilson 2020) 

These sources include (auto)biographies, reference works, annual reports, and online sources, which are 

used to account for the positions, relations, and trajectories of party experts. These sources and historical 

newspaper and magazine writings and interviews are also employed to make sense of the actors’ ways of 

thinking and seeing the world. I also utilise SDP’s archives and party documents (minutes, party 

platforms, annual reports). 

Yet any material cannot, of course, advance an analytical understanding of historical changes and 

processes unless studied, throughout an iterative and indeterminate process, in dialogue with a 

methodologically orientating, problem-specific, theoretical and conceptual framework (Rueschemeyer 

2003). Such a framework allows to exam a hypothesis by delimiting the messy nature of history through 

an analytical “device” and as such to possibly give a meaningful, if always in some ways unsatisfactory, 

account for historical outcomes (Skocpol 1984b). Here the theory of social fields, most notably developed 

by Pierre Bourdieu, and Bourdieu’s conceptual oeuvre more generally, provide such a heuristic. A social 

field can be understood as a social milieu or a “game” with particular rubrics, logics, and rules—nomos—

in which actors are socially situated and where they are in hierarchical, contentious, and dynamic relations 

with each other trying to achieve particular resources, objectives, and positions characteristic of that 

field.12 Social fields may be wide-ranging such as the scientific field or the political field, which in turn 

often have particular “subfields”. (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992a, 94–115; Bourdieu 1993, ch. 9) Vitally, 

thinking in fields means to think in social relations: the object of analysis is “the relationships among the 

elements and not the elements themselves” (Hilgers & Mangez 2015, 5). Indeed, the notion’s primary 

value here is pragmatic-methodological. Yet, instead of a model or a design, it is a modus operandi; a tool 

for orienting research and a way to think of the world. (E.g., Hilgers & Mangez 2015) 

The various social fields that exist are their own relatively autonomous arenas of struggles with specific 

types of customs and languages which to an extent condition the possible practices within that field and 

mould the ways in which individuals within it perceive the world. 13 The rubrics and ideas of fields tend 

to some extent to be renewed as individuals must accept certain premises to be able to function within 

the field and pursue the objectives that characterise it. But from the limitations for action and the 

 
12 I am using the term resources (of power) as a replacement for Bourdieu’s broad and metaphorical use of the concept of 
capital, denoting the positions and resources within a particular field. While the metaphor may sometimes provide a fruitful 
way of thinking of the social world, at the same time I believe it is not necessarily much more useful than the more common 
term resources (see also Sewell 2005, ch. 4). Moreover, the metaphor of capital also runs the risk of confusion in works related 
to matters of economy while the adverse performative effects of connecting “capital” to various phenomena is a worthy 
consideration. 
13 In a critique of Bourdieu’s conceptual corpus, the historical sociologist Dylan Riley has argued that the antagonistic concept 
of the field cannot be employed as a metaphor for all spheres of social relations, such as labour. Riley 2017. This argument 
seems well-founded, yet a concept need not be universally applicable to be useful vis-à-vis many a social phenomenon. For a 
reminiscent point on the similar metaphor of the “game” see Anderson 1980, 56–57.  
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tendency for reproduction, it does not follow that fields cannot change. Rather, fields are also arenas of 

struggle on the very nature of the field within its historically constituted parameters. These struggles may 

be particularly fertile in situations of crisis and volatility. (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992a, 101–102; Hilgers 

& Mangez 2015, 10–16) 

In this work I especially refer to three social milieus that have their corresponding broader social fields 

and specific stakes: academic economics (scientific field), the political party (political field), and economic 

institutions of the state (bureaucratic field). In her work Mudge asserts that the field of economics can 

be seen to be a part of a broader cultural field which consists of different social milieus where actors 

contest over definitive claims on reality, facts, truth, but also meaning, worth, and significance: for 

instance, social and human sciences, journalism, or literature. Worldviews and ideas, political included, 

often emanate from such milieus instead of the political field. (Mudge 2008, 722–723) Yet it is not amiss 

to conceive academic economics also as a subfield of the broad scientific field, also an arena of struggle 

over scientific authority, technical capacity, competence, and the authority to discuss issues of truth and 

science legitimately (Bourdieu 1975). Central, however, is the struggle within economics over truth and 

objective competence, on which the agents’ authority and legitimacy depends on, and the aim for prestige 

and recognition (Mudge 2018, 34; Bourdieu 1975).   

For Bourdieu (1991, ch. 8) the political field denotes the site in which parties and their politicians contest, 

especially by employing language, producing ideas, and defining problems, over the mobilisation of 

adherents and the electorate in the “external” social field to acquire power and thus to obtain the capacity 

to influence outcomes within politics. In the political field unlike in the scientific one, ideas are not 

measured “by their truth-value” or competence but rather on the extent to which they foster the 

acquisition of power, the right to “speak and act” in the name of “non-professionals”, and the 

“mobilization of the greatest number” (Bourdieu 1991, 181, 190). Finally, the bureaucratic field in essence 

refers to the state. But the notion aims to capture the way in which the state is never a uniform entity but 

a space where different sectors of the state compete “over the definition and distribution of public goods” 

(Wacquant 2015, 239–240; Bourdieu 1998, ch. 3). A central logic of the state, which attempts to take “the 

vantage point of the Whole, of society in its totality”, is that it monopolises the universal. As a milieu it 

thus recognises the idea of the “general interest” and indeed encourages to a certain “disinterestedness” 

and commitment to this “non-particular” point of view (Bourdieu 1998, 45, 59). I also refer to the broader 

“economic field”, which under a capitalist mode of production encompasses all other social fields and 

necessitates private actors to compete for the accumulation of profits (Hilgers & Mangez 2015).  

Field theory, however, requires one to grasp the multifaceted notion of habitus. Habitus denotes an actor’s 

socially embedded and comprised ways of being, acting, thinking, and self-understanding—the traces our 
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social trajectories and experiences deposit to our dispositions and propensities to be in the world, thus 

affecting our practices. It is the “social embodied”. 14 (Maton 2014, 51; Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992a, 

128) These schemas affect one’s horizons of expectations, possibilities, and choices, which in turn affect 

our dispositions while also contributing to—but “not as they please”—the social milieus in which agents 

exist in. A particular habitus, then, signifies the way in which an actor is both the product of society and 

the contexts of the fields through which they “pass” and how they nevertheless have subjective and in 

part improvised pursuits within their social “habitat”. (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992a, 120–122, 126–128; 

Maton 2014) The habitus also encompasses particular principles for thinking and perceiving the world—

the “cognitive structure” of the fundamental “principles of vision and division” that is (Mudge 2018, 15). 

Crucial is the dialectic relationship between an agent’s habitus and the fields in which they act and live—

“the meeting of two histories”. The practices of actors are constituted not only by their habitus but also 

the prevailing logics of the fields they are active in and the actor’s resources and positions within that 

field. But the relationship is more complex since the field also shapes habitus and the latter in turn 

“contributes to constituting the field as a meaningful world” (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992a, 126–127). 

To understand practices one need thus to make sense of both (Maton 2014, 49–52; Bourdieu 1993, 46). 

And precisely because agents’ habitus—socialised subjectivity—grants insights into the institutions they 

are socialised, how they change and provide a basis for certain outlooks, making sense of habitus allows 

to track “historical change from the inside out”. For Mudge this also indicates that one must consider 

the first-person accounts and self-understanding of the individuals that are the objects of analysis as 

explanatory meaningful, not because they are “objectively factual accounts of events”, but because 

through them one can understand their feel of the “game”, this is to say how they conceive themselves, 

their opponents, and the nature of the fields they function in. (Mudge 2018, 26–27, 31) 

This modus operandi allows one to try and navigate through many pitfalls that the study of the social world 

entails. First, to think in fields and thus relationally may allow one to sidestep the tendency of presuming 

the primacy of “any one social scale a priori” (Go & Krause 2016). Since social fields and the boundaries 

thereof are open-ended and relational, they are not tied to any one specific spatial scale, but fields and 

the individuals in them and their relations can be and are affected by and situated in international, 

transnational, and global processes and spaces (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992a, 100–101). Furthermore, 

field theory is an attempt to transcend the often unwarranted dichotomies between given social 

conditions and contingent and conscious human action, between structure and history, between 

subjectivism and objectivism. Moreover, field theory may also help to transcend the hard-disciplinary 

 
14 Reminiscently, Gramsci, in discussing “Marxist historicist” methodology underlines the importance of “the historical 
process to date which has deposited in you an infinity of traces, without leaving an inventory” (Gramsci 1971 [1929–1935], 
324). 
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distinctions between different legitimate spheres of analysis, which attempt to restrain scholars to study 

the categories “political”, “economic”, “social”, et cetera as separate entities in their “proper” places. 

Finally, it aims to avoid the dualism between theoretical and empirical work: as Bourdieu put it, the 

former tends to be “empty” without empirical research while the latter is “blind” without the former.  In 

sum, it provides a basis for a more historical and integrated social science. (See discussions in Maton 

2014, 52–54; Bourdieu 1988; Hobsbawm 2016) 

Bourdieu called precisely for what may be called an historical-sociological approach to illuminate how 

social structures at any given point in time are both “the product of past struggles…and the principle of 

the transformations that flow from it, through the contradictions, tensions and power relations by which 

it’s constituted.” (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992b, 68, quoted in Hobsbawm 2016). And as William Sewell, 

to whose work Bourdieu has greatly influenced, has asserted, one would do well to join “structure, 

conjuncture, and events in a common causal universe, one that centers (sic) on acting human subjects” 

(Sewell 2005, 109). Indeed, in this work, much like in Mudge’s, as pointed out by the political economist 

Fred Block, there is a dissatisfaction with the tendency of much social scientific research on political and 

economic institutions to completely reduce “individual people invisible” (Block 2018). “Bourdieusian” 

field theory retains the central tenets of structuralism yet by also focusing on people does not reduce 

individual actors to the mere bearers—träger—of said structures, illustrating the artificial nature of the 

dichotomy between history and social sciences (Steinmetz 2018). 

However, the qualms of many—not least those of Sewell (2005) and Eric Hobsbawm (2016)—with the 

notion of habitus relate to change and how habitus, the elements of which tend to often favour 

reproduction, may itself affect profound changes rather than this change being initiated by an “outside” 

crisis or the like.15 This is not the place to evaluate the critique in detail, but the matter of change is of 

course important for present purposes. As mentioned, a field change is connected to the internal struggles 

for positions in that field and the nature of the field’s relations of forces between disproportionally and 

relationally positioned actors with varying resources, where especially a crisis may provide a context for 

novel, even radically so, ways of conceiving the world. Yet, it also relates to the connections between 

separate fields. While to exist, a field must be a relatively autonomous arena with specific rubrics, fields are 

hardly ever fully autonomous from other fields, but also inter-relational (Hilgers & Mangez 2015, 6–7).  

Indeed, through an increasing connection between fields the logics of one field—perhaps with more 

tenacious strictures—may affect and began to dominate another field, leading to the other’s diminishing 

autonomy. Such a connection may develop through actors’ social relations and positioning in multiple 

 
15 There is a wide tradition of criticising Bourdieu for being a “theorist of social reproduction” and overlooking the possibilities 
for change. See, e.g., Steinmetz 2018 for a rebuttal of such a reading.    
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fields and their habitus having cross-field effects. And, in the case of an already existing connection, 

changes in one field may have similar cross-field effects to the other. It is through such inter-field 

relations and cross-field effects that a worldview and a discourse of one field may become a hegemonic 

way of thinking and speaking in another—an orthodoxy that rejects different manners of thinking and 

speaking as heretical. One example is the consequences Mudge’s asserts resulted from the imbricated 

relationship between economics and centre-left parties.16 To account for such or similar processes 

between politics and expertise, however, one must not only make sense of what conditions give rise to 

certain kinds of experts with a certain “understanding of the world” but also how such experts gain the 

“capacity for intervention”, the authority to make their views common sense (Eyal & Buccholz 2010; 

Mudge 2018, 15).  

But what am I precisely referring to with the neoliberalisation of the SDP and its embrace of a neoliberal 

orthodoxy? The concept of neoliberalism is ubiquitous yet at the same time an ambiguous one, 

incorporating a wide set of notions depending on the context of use. According to Ryner (2021), the fact 

that, as David Harvey has posited, neoliberalism is both a utopian socio-theoretical scheme of 

intellectuals, especially those connected with the by now (in)famous Mont Pelerin Society, and a more 

concrete political project “to re-establish the conditions for capital accumulation [in the face of declining 

profitability] and to restore the power of economic elites”, partially provides the reason for the conceptual 

muddle (Harvey 2005, 19). Mudge has argued to similar effect, with the caveat of conceiving 

neoliberalism to have three “faces”: the self-conscious intellectual-professional face with a specific and 

long-standing history and the less coherent and various expressions of neoliberalism in the political and 

bureaucratic fields, which have manifestations at the level of policy and politics (Mudge 2008). 

Ideas connected to neoliberalism are, inter alia, economic liberalisation, free trade, free markets, robust 

property rights, fiscal constraint by states, and the increasing role of private actors in organising the 

economy at the cost of decreasing the state’s role outside its necessary function to guarantee an orderly 

environment for markets (Patomäki 2020; Ryner 2021; Harvey 2005, 2–3). Various social, economic, and 

political processes, practices, and policies may certainly be included within the concept of neoliberalism 

and definitional conundrums are pervasive with all abstract concepts—especially those that have high 

politico-economic stakes—denoting broad social phenomena or worldviews. As Patomäki points out, 

social scientific categories and concepts “are not containers with clear-cut boundaries” (Patomäki 2009, 

436; Patomäki 2020). For instance, we may also conceptualise one of the kernels of neoliberalism, both 

 
16 More generally this denotes the effects that may result from the intertwinement of the political field and the scientific field, 
increasing scientisation of politics or the politicisation of science that is. Another example of such cross-field effects is how 
the broad capitalist profit-oriented economic field tend to dominate the logics of other fields leading to ever-intensifying 
commodification of all spheres of life (Eyal & Buccholz 2010; Hilgers & Mangez 2015).  
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as a political project and as a utopian theoretical scheme, to be the attempt to limit democracy and popular 

accountability from economic decision-making and leave it to markets (see Slobodian 2018). 

Be this as it may, the usage here is relatively specific. By neoliberalism I refer to a set of beliefs—“an 

ideological system” if you like—which amount to the viewpoint that society and its economic matters 

are best organised and governed via markets, the price mechanism, and competition, and the society and 

state should be put into the service of these institutions, that they ought to secure an orderly environment 

for these institutions. Markets and competition are deemed not only to result in the economically most 

“efficient” outcomes and resource allocation but also desirable for other normative and moral reasons, 

most crucially individual freedom. (Patomäki 2009; Mudge 2008; Harvey 2005, ch. 1.) These features are 

arguably at the core of neoliberalism in all its appearances and given the extent to which they became 

common sense in the past half a century or so, one is inclined to concur with Perry Anderson that it is, 

if not the most, then at least one of “the most successful ideolog[ies] in world history” (Anderson 2000). 

Let us briefly recapitulate what has been discussed. My aim is to try and provide a pertinent explanation for 

the change in the SDP’s rhetoric and ideological disposition in the 1970s–1990s conjuncture by focusing 

my analytical lens on the party expert, those actors that are oriented towards making truth-claims and 

interpretations of the world for the party, hence also affecting how these parties see, think, and speak. 

Indeed, historical situations and developments do not present themselves as such; they and their 

consequences must be interpreted. In this the orientation of experts to make truth-claims on how the 

world works come to the fore. By making sense of how these experts acquire certain ways of conceiving 

the world in the first place we may gain an analytical understanding to party changes. Economic and 

political knowledge and worldviews are not monolithic and stable wholes but rather historical, relational, 

and contested, developed by socio-historically situated individuals, and agents’ locations and trajectories 

impact what is known and what information is uncovered. In examining experts’ positions and ways of 

thinking I, following Mudge, adopt an investigative mode of operation, in which one has to “historicize 

not only the people, but also the various institutions, professions, organizations, and social networks in 

which they have been connected, as well as how those settings emerged; how they changed over time”. 

(Mudge 2020, 372) By accounting for experts’ histories and contextualising them in their positions 

through which they learn and acquire political influence it may become possible to make sense of how 

particular habits of interpreting the world through the idea of efficient markets and the praiseworthiness 

of competition can become “rational” principles also for the Left (Mudge 2018, 11–17). 

As mentioned, I took Mudge’s case that central for the 20th-century changes of centre-left parties was the 

inter-field tensions and cross-field effects that developed through the parties’ interdependence with 

economics—manifested in party experts—as the working hypothesis for my research. This required me 



 

19 

to first focus both on the nature and peculiarities of these fields and to determine what kind of 

connections, if any, existed between them. Indeed, a research process that aims to explain historical 

changes and continuities consists of a procedure of dialogue between the appropriate concepts employed 

(here, field, habitus, orthodoxy, hegemony, etc.) and the historical material evidence. It is an 

indeterminate process where hypotheses and concepts are held up and reflected against the evidence and 

its determinate properties, which are often “inconvenient” vis-à-vis the scholar’s premises. Such an 

approach can be understood as explanatory expectation, with the results of this dialectical and investigative 

approach being historical knowledge, even if this knowledge is always tentative and open for disproof. 

(Thompson 2008[1978], 37–50; Rueschemeyer 2003; see also Skocpol 1984b) According to the historical 

sociologist Dietrich Rueschemeyer (2003), the most evident theoretical implications and possibilities 

single case studies in historical social sciences can have is the falsification of a hypothesis and its 

modification. Indeed, at a certain point of the process it became evident that in many aspects Mudge’s 

account was lacking in the SDP’s case. In facing the “inconvenient facts” of history the procedure of 

dialogue and revision of hypotheses was acutely required.  

3. Economics, Politics, Political Economics? 

What was the nature of the connection between the SDP and economics? Was there one? In this chapter 

I will elaborate the first of the two central arguments—yet given the limits of a thesis provisional ones 

requiring further study—of this work, namely that Mudge’s explanation for the neoliberalisation of 

centre-left parties is skewed by her focus on parties embedded in what we may call “core countries” and 

that this account is, in great measure, inadequate in the SDP’s case. Discerning why this is so provides 

the basis for the second provisional argument of the thesis: in trying to account for the SDP’s 

neoliberalisation from a field theoretical and sociology of knowledge perspective, instead of inter-field 

connections and cross-field effects between the scientific field of economics and the political field of the 

party, important—conjecturally—was a connection and tension between the bureaucratic field and the 

SDP and the cross-field effects this connection created. But indeed, here this explanation remains 

inevitably only at the level of a hypothesis in need of more comprehensive analysis. Let us now, however, 

turn to the first argument.  

The “Belated Modernisation” of Finnish Economics 

In the interwar decades momentous advances were taken in the field of economics. In Sweden and the 

UK, a new “paradigm” was developed by the so-called “Stockholm School” of economics, with Gunnar 

Myrdal one prominent name of it, and John Maynard Keynes and his colleagues at Cambridge, UK. At 

the kernel of these new ways of conceiving the economy was, very broadly construed, a rebuttal of the 

central tenets of the (neo)classical tradition, then dominant in economic policy. Contra (neo)classical 
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notions and particularly the so-called “Say’s law” the “new macroeconomics” asserted that there existed 

no “natural” tendency in the economy towards “equilibrium” between supply and demand; the former 

did not create the latter for itself, not least since at the face of uncertain future and uncertain returns on 

investment, individuals and investors tend to be disincentivised from spending and investing—a tendency 

creating a possible negative feedback loop. As such, high levels of employment will not come about 

merely through lowering wages without governments stepping in through monetary and, especially, fiscal 

measures and public investments to foster aggregate demand and hence increase economic expansion. 

(Mann 2017, 229–236) A central idea was thus that controlling demand would allow states to influence 

levels of economic activity and employment—hence financing expansionary fiscal policy and investments 

via borrowing and deficit spending need not be shied away from since the subsequent prosperity would 

outweigh any expenses accrued from borrowing (Mudge 2018, 220).  

In her work Mudge underlines the importance of the interwar “Polanyian moment” and the tensions 

between the economic field and the political field both in inciting these new developments in economics 

and providing the backdrop for the emergence of the inter-field connection between centre-left parties 

and the discipline. The myriad interwar problems with, for instance, exchange rates, the gold standard, 

employment, and inflation, and the ravages of the Great Depression led to a struggle between the old 

approaches in economics and that of the more statistically, abstractly, and “scientifically” oriented new 

macroeconomists attempting to provide technical solutions for the vast economic issues of the era. The 

“modernisers” who saw economics inextricably connected with politics and policy-making triumphed 

particularly in Sweden, the UK, and the US.17  

In the SDP’s case this will not do. From the late 19th century onwards the minor field of Finnish 

economics had been dominated by the so-called historical school of economics, emphasising a historical 

approach to the study of economic phenomena (e.g., Pihkala 2000, 540–542). Despite individual younger 

“dissidents” discontent and attempts to introduce novel ideas into the field (Anttila & Lappalainen 1996), 

the tradition retained its position also during the interwar period, the WWII, and the immediate postwar 

years: for instance, in the centre of the meagre Finnish academia, the University of Helsinki (UH), from 

the beginning of the century until WWII degree requirements remained virtually unchanged (Pihkala 

2000, 552–553). According to Jorma Bergholm (1988), between the wars very little theoretical discussion 

of the new strands of economics existed in Finland, with none possessing the “cognitive structure” to 

properly evaluate the international discussions that had changed economics in many countries towards 

more abstract, theoretical, and practical directions. For Bergholm Finnish “academic economics was 

 
17 For an illuminative discussion on the UK interwar and postwar economist’s vocational ethos , where a commitment to 
“progressive” policies and politics was crucial, see Fourcade 2006, 157–159.  
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decades behind its time and completely incapable of contributing to the examination of the new 

questions” of the interwar years, being mostly disinterested of or sceptically reactive to the economic 

policies conducted, policies which were, in a rather consensual manner, focused on maintaining a 

balanced budget (“sound finance”), fighting inflation, and defending the external value of the Finnish 

mark and characterised by a passive fiscal and monetary policy due to the belief that the economy would 

stabilise itself (e.g. Pekkarinen & Vartiainen 1993, 96–104; Pekkarinen & Heinonen 1998). 

In Finland the interwar years, especially the 1920s, were a period of stable economic development and 

export-driven high growth rates, with one scholar estimating that in 1922–1928 annual economic growth 

averaged on 6,4% and compared to other European countries or the US Finland recovered very swiftly 

from the global depression of the 1930s, growth rates exceeding 6% already from 1932 onwards (for 

comparison, in 1902–1913 the average was 3,7%). In general, the economic development of Finland in 

the interwar years was on average more stable and growth rates higher than elsewhere in Europe and also 

the US and UK (Hjerppe 1988, 44–50). Similarly, while unemployment statistics at the time were 

undeveloped and deficient in many ways and thus must be taken with a grain of salt, utilising the available 

figures, the historian Jorma Kalela has argued that unemployment remained much lower than elsewhere 

in Europe (where unemployment hovered between 10% and 20% between the wars), only surging in the 

first few years of the 1930s to approximately 10%, returning to the pre-recession levels of 2–3% rather 

swiftly by mid-1930s (Kalela 1989, 21–23, 83).  

Indeed, one may argue that no great tension between the economic circumstances (economic field) and 

politics and policy-making (political field and the bureaucratic field) thus developed in Finland between 

the wars, presumably contributing to the fact that neither in economics or—as we will see—in left parties 

did there develop an intense search for novel arrangements for economic policy (see also Kalela 1989; 

83; Kettunen 1986, 276). And given the political implications of the “new macroeconomics”18 it is hardly 

surprising that no such pursuit, given steady capital accumulation, was forthcoming from the bourgeoisie, 

dominant in the society after their triumph in the violent 1918 Civil War. 

The “anaemic” state of economics continued for some time post-WWII since during and immediately 

after the war international influences were hard to come by in Finland and the field of economics 

continued to be scarcely resourced. More broadly, in many a Western country the often—in both social 

and economic terms—successful 1930s public policies and the utilisation of the new economists’ ideas 

in the war mobilisation and production increased and solidified the authority of both individual 

 
18 As the political economist Michal Kalecki well knew already in the 1940s, the political purpose of the principle and myth of 
“sound finance” advanced most vehemently by capitalists, and the related intimidation of government debt, is to render 
government policies for increasing employment unfeasible and thus, by making employment levels susceptible to private 
economic activity, maintain power at the hands of businesses (for a discussion see Mann 2017, 296–297). 
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economists and the (now much more “scientific”) economist profession in general (Hirschman & 

Berman 2014, 791). Moreover, the depression, the planned war economy, and the anxiety and example 

of the centrally planned Soviet Union legitimised the state’s “intervention” in the economy–societies and 

their economies were growingly conceived of as entities which could be wittingly and functionally 

managed. After WWII also in Finland state-led governance of the economy, employment, growth et 

cetera was increasingly deemed, also by right-wing commentators and parties as rational and necessary 

(e.g., Mickelsson 2015, 139). Yet the matter remained that in the immediate post-war years there were 

few knowledgeable experts to make sense of the ideas of the “new macroeconomics” (Pekkarinen & 

Vartiainen 1993, 110–111).  

It was only in the late 1950s when the new ways of conceiving the economy and the novel developments 

in the field of economics—at this point developed to what became to be known as the neoclassical-

Keynesian synthesis—superseded the historical school in Finnish economics (Heikkinen & Tiihonen 

2010, 308; Pekkarinen & Vartiainen 1993, 143, 155–156). Twenty years or more after similar 

developments had occurred in the societies examined by Mudge (excluding Germany), the Finnish field 

of economics took definite steps towards more abstract, theoretical, and deductive research, with several 

policy implications and aspirations. This was part of a more general shift in the Finnish social sciences, 

in which WWII marked a decisive break. Before the war, their orientation had been distinctly historical 

while after it they became to be conceived, in the words of Pauli Kettunen, “as sciences with the task of 

determining and identifying the problems of an industrialising society and of solving these very 

problems” (Kettunen 1994, 87). This development was evidently not unique to Finland and indeed it was 

not least the social sciences’ eagerness to take influences from the increasingly dominant US scientific 

field that paved the way for such a change. 

However, in economics much of this initial “modernisation” occurred outside the institutional confines 

of academia. For quite a while after WWII, the economics professorship represented the old historical 

tradition and the discipline remained puny (Kuusterä 2004, 138–140; Pihkala 2000). In the postwar era 

an informal group of economists—not employed by the economic departments—named the O-group 

had a central role in inciting the shift in the field towards a “more analytical” approach. The group’s 

primary objective was to “modernise” and “rationalise” the study and teaching of economics in Finland, 

wishing to bring the country’s field of economics up to speed with the most state-of-the-art 

methodological developments. They aimed to “scientise” the discipline through logical empiricism and 

positivism by introducing abstract and formal mathematical models and methods from the natural 

sciences—much like had been done in the previous decades in many other societies. According to its 

members Jussi Linnamo and Jouko Paunio (2002, 15–26) the group’s ideas were influenced by the ideas 

of the Stockholm School and Keynesian economics. Indeed, from the mid-1950s onwards the increasing 
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influence of the neoclassical-Keynesian synthesis and the Stockholm School can be witnessed in the 

course textbooks employed in the UH’s Economics Department (Kuitunen & Sullström 1984). 

The vast influence of such a small group of economists, without strong institutional affiliations to the 

academia, to the whole field is a case in point of the weak state of economics still in the 1950s (Kuusterä 

2004, 139–141). The frail condition is also demonstrated by the low number of economics students both 

at undergraduate and doctoral levels in the 1950s. Yet this situation changed rapidly: as the state’s 

responsibilities, authority, and legitimacy over the economy expanded, a surge developed in the demand 

for economic knowledge, with expanding higher education opportunities also leading to a demand for 

university professors (Kuusterä 2004, 147–148, 153; Pihkala 2000, 552–553). Indeed, the very profession 

of economists in Finland only truly developed after the 1950s (Pekkarinen & Heinonen 1998). 

The process of “modernisation” approached its conclusion in the 1960s as a generational shift in the 

professorship occurred. At the UH, the “founder” of the O-group Jouko Paunio became a professor in 

1966. Now, the task, as envisioned by Paunio, was to catch up with the “centre” and to scale up the 

quality of economic research to international standards. Paunio deemed that the resources available to 

the field of economics remained feeble, thus endangering that economic research would be mainly carried 

out in the highly influential research unit of the Bank of Finland (BOF). In the O-group’s most active 

period in the 1950s and 1960s, many of its participants were employed by the research unit and Paunio 

himself had begun his career in it. Furthermore, approximately one third of those who defended their 

doctoral dissertations at the UH between 1951 and 1970 had been employed by it. Paunio did indeed 

guarantee funding for a new, internationally oriented, research community to the UH’s economics 

department, with the purpose of vitalising the field and achieving success in this endeavour. (Kuusterä & 

Tarkka 2012, 307–310; Kuusterä 2004, 141, 149, 151)  

In broad strokes, we may assert that the Finnish field of economics underwent somewhat similar 

“phases” like those of many other Western societies. Yet these occurred in a much shorter temporal 

period, and vitally, due to the Finnish society’s and hence economics’ relative “backwardness” and 

peripheric nature, the field was “belatedly modernised”. It was only in the last few decades of the 20th 

century when Finnish economics—much like the rest of the society—sought to and succeeded in 

catching up with the centre of the world economy, being part-and-parcel of the society’s “modernisation” 

process and becoming, as elsewhere, globalised and influenced by broader international trends, 

dominated particularly by US scholarship (cf. Pekkarinen & Heinonen 1998).19  

 
19 This is evident considering the textbooks employed and the language and citations of doctoral dissertations (Kuitunen & 
Sullström 1984) On the general globalisation of economics see Fourcade 2009, 255–260. 
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Social Democrats and Economic Expertise 

Given that few to no economic experts with knowledge of the advances in macroeconomic thinking 

existed in the Finnish society as a whole, it is hardly surprising that the ideas that became prevalent 

especially in the Swedish Social Democratic Party (SAP) and the UK’s Labour Party during the 1930s did 

not penetrate the SDP in the interwar era or the immediate postwar years. The “backwardness” of 

economics and its “belated modernisation” does not of course necessarily imply that no connection 

between the two fields would have existed in the interwar period or that an interdependence between the 

scientific field of economics and political field of the SDP, with similar cross-field effects as elsewhere, 

could not have developed later in the postwar decades. But this was not the case.  

In the interwar period the party’s central long-term economic objective was the socialisation of the means 

of production while it also focused on generating programs and position on more short-term policy issues 

such as education, agriculture, militarisation or housing (Soikkanen 1975, 401, 421, 501; Kettunen 1986, 

270–275), which exemplified the party’s novel post-1918 Civil War “reformistic stance towards the 

prevailing society, its ideological institutions, and the state” (Kettunen 1986, 275). Yet these remained 

piecemeal and according to Kettunen the party did not possess nor seek a conception which would have 

allowed for it to push for the “active role of the state in a capitalist economy”. The SDP did not hold 

ideas of the “basis and possibilities for state intervention”, with the party’s objectives for Kettunen (1986, 

264, 275–276) implicitly denoting an embrace of the liberal notion that the economy is an entity that 

functions in accordance with immutable laws of nature that limit the state’s policy repertoire.  

Many other scholars have insisted that this conception continued in the SDP and Finnish parties’ at large 

even after the economic disruption of the early 1930s (Kalela 1987, 72–79), with the political economist 

Pentti Puoskari (1979, 162, 168) and economist Jukka Pekkarinen (Pekkarinen 1977; 1989) contending 

that substantially the SDP affixed to its past stance towards economic policy and principles of action, 

which lacked overarching principles of moulding the economy, also for some time in the postwar years. 

This was so despite individual party members and economic experts such as Eero A. Vuori or Nils 

Nilsson already in the 1930s or early 1950s attempting to instil ideas reminiscent of the SAP’s or Labour 

Party’s ”economic theoreticians” such as the possibility to control levels of economic activity and 

employment in the short and medium-term via strengthening demand and income distribution. While 

such ideas ostensibly did make some headway within the party (Soikkanen 1975, 538–540, 560–563; 

Kettunen 1986, 277), they did not yet penetrate or provide fodder for the SDP’s policy conception nor 

become entrenched within the party’s more fundamental ideological disposition (Kettunen 1986, 277, 

282–283; Puoskari 1979, 162). In describing the development of the party’s first new official platform in 

almost half a century in the early 1950s, the historian Hannu Soikkanen (1991, 501) underlines how some 
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individuals sought to indeed instil objectives such as full employment via the means of the 

macroeconomic ideas of Myrdal and the like to a prominent position in the platform. Yet the platform 

remained more “traditional” in its character, with, for instance, one of the then central party theoreticians 

and formulators of the platform Reino Oittinen asserting that the above-mentioned aims constituted too 

thin an objective. Unlike the SAP which had either removed the notion of the socialisation of the means 

of production completely from its manifestos or downplayed it (Mudge 2018, 140), it remained at the 

kernel of the SDP’s new platform (SDP 1952; Soikkanen 1991, 497–511; but see Mickelsson 2015, 150).  

While the above emphasis on Finland’s relatively stable and potent economic development and the 

“backwardness” of the field of economics—itself undoubtedly a partial consequence of the stable and 

potent economic development—is apt, the outcome of the Civil War in favour of the bourgeoisie and 

the fact that the outcome influenced all social fields also looms large here (and also perhaps constituting 

economics’ aversion for novel ways of examining the economy). The academia was likewise firmly 

dominated by the bourgeoisie and politically oriented to the right (Alapuro 1997). It also meant a strong 

connection between an academic field and a left party was unlikely: for instance, Vuori and Nilsson were 

not formally educated, both being positioned mainly in journalism (Nevakivi 2007). The SDP’s basis or 

capacity to adopt or incorporate the ideas of the “new macroeconomics”, not to speak of developing its 

own ideas, was feeble. Scholars have claimed the link between experts educated or positioned in the 

scientific field and the SDP was frail also in the immediate postwar years: within the SDP not many 

academic experts were to be found after the war, as graduates with working-class backgrounds tended to 

stay outside the movement and its institutions. For these scholars, the bourgeoise dominion in the 

academia and SDP’s scarce capacity for knowledge production or adaptation meant that it was precisely 

in the sphere of economic expertise that in the 1950s the SDP’s was ideationally speaking entirely 

incompetent vis-à-vis the bourgeoisie. (Haataja et. al. 1978, 309–311; Kolanen 1978b; 1978a, 53) 

Furthermore, it seems that those few that had the capacity to evaluate the “Keynesian” ideas and who 

supported and promoted them, especially Nilsson and the SDP’s 1950s university educated party 

employee and economic expert Olli J. Uoti, were part of the fraction that after years of infighting split 

from the SDP in 1957 and in 1959 formed the Social Democratic Union of Workers and Smallholders 

(Mickelsson 2015, 63; Bergholm 2020, 291–297, 304–305, 311–314).20 Moreover, according to Risto 

Kolanen (1978a; see also Kärrylä 2019, 171) the SDP also tried to fill the void of economic expertise by 

hurriedly drawing educated individuals to the party with little consideration to their political worldviews 

and backgrounds, with Kolanen using the party’s 1950s economic expert Ahti M. Salonen as a prime 

 
20 The gravamen for this conflict is much debated in Finnish political history. For interpretations, see Mickelsson 2015, 151–
153; Bergholm 2020, ch. 18; Haataja et al. 1978, 306–309.  
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example. Salonen had only first joined the party the party as an economic expert and only later became a 

member, having previously worked abroad as the export middleman for the Finnish lumber industry. A 

central party expert in the 1960s and early 1970s, economist, and a member of the O-group Jussi Linnamo 

later recalled that the premise of Salonen, who was not part of the fraction that broke away from the 

SDP, was that businessmen knew the common good of the Finnish nation-state, him being ultimately 

rather critical of the state’s capabilities of “intervening” in the economy” (Linnamo 1993). 

In sum, given the backwardness of the Finnish field of economics, the bourgeoisie dominance in the 

academic field and society at large, the disconnection between the SDP and highly educated experts, and 

the stable economic development, it is unsurprising that the party did not develop a tight connection 

with economics and have similar party experts with positions in academic economics as the SAP’s or 

Labour’s “scientist-politicians” and theoreticians. No equivalents to the former’s Ernst Wigforss, Gunnar 

Myrdal or the latter’s Fabian Society technocrats such as Nicholas Kaldor or Hugh Dalton existed in the 

SDP.21  This, however, became a problem for the SDP in the 1950s, since, as the party was now regularly 

in the government and the scope and scale of the state’s socio-economic tasks were rapidly increasing, 

knowledgeable expertise was acutely required. This expertise the SDP acquired from the late 1950s and 

1960s onwards. Now—relatively late in comparison to some other centre-left parties—the SDP began 

to explicitly embrace the vision that, by using the state’s capabilities the capitalist economy could be 

“fixed” and controlled, its development steered and accumulated income distributed so as to increase the 

welfare of the masses, a vision shared by social democrats continent wide (see Sassoon 2010, 244–245).   

Novel economic experts, many of them the “modernisers” of the O-group either joined the party or now 

gained a more prominent stature within it.22 These experts aimed for “rationalised”, efficient, and growth-

oriented public policies, and according to the writers of the History of the Finnish Working-Class Movement 

much of the economic policies enacted in Finland from 1966—when the Left won a majority in the 

parliament—to the mid or late 1970s can be attributed to them (Haataja et al. 1978, 415). Many of them, 

including Mauno Koivisto, Jussi Linnamo, and Pentti Viita, were also involved in the founding of the 

Social Democratic Association for Societal Policy (YPSY)23 in 1961 with the purpose of establishing an 

“intellectual elite association”—a “Finnish Fabian Society”—within the party so as to provide a forum 

for scientific discussion and to bring “rational” social scientific knowledge to the party’s practices. 

 
21 The Fabian Society has been and was especially in the early 20th century, a highly influential organisation of the UK Labour 
Party, which was dominated by academics and intellectuals, its action-orientation being empathically technocratic and 
particularly focused on the “rational use of economic knowledge”. Its key members included such influential figures of early 
20th century UK politics and academia as Beatrice and Sydney Webb, who were also the founders of the London School of 
Economics, with which many Fabians were affiliated (Fourcade 2009, 175; see also Mudge 2018, 146–149). 
22 Four of the nine original members of the O-group were also card-carrying members of the SDP: Mauno Koivisto, Jussi 
Linnamo, Pentti Viita, and Timo Helelä (Suvanto & Vesikansa 2002).  
23 “Societal policy” (yhteiskuntapolitiikka) denoted the combination of economic and social policies to coordinate different 
sectoral policies via scientific means (e.g., Löppönen 2019, 121). 
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Linnamo has later argued that YPSY was in great part able to dictate much of the content of the SDP’s 

programs in the 1960s (Linnamo 1993). Moreover, long-time members and activists of the association 

have argued that economic questions were at the core of the association’s discussions in its first decades 

and that economic experts were overrepresented in it (Harmo 1993; Sumu 1993, 20-21).  

These developments were part of a more general—and hitherto in Finland unprecedented—tendency of 

university students gravitating towards the Left, leading to an influx of academically educated individuals 

to the SDP (e.g., Mickelsson 2015, 206–207). The reasons for this were manifold but vital was the 

increasing higher education opportunities (the number of university students tripled in the 1960s), which 

also led to the decline in the social status of education—and subsequent disillusionment—as university 

degrees no longer guaranteed secure and esteemed employment, strong demarcations between the 

middle-class and the working-class identities withering temporally. Suddenly the SDP had a wide number 

of educated individuals in its newly created and expanding working group organisation providing up-to-

date information and truth-claims of the society which they aimed to “rationalise” (see Haataja et al. 

1978, 415; Kolanen 1978b). If in the 1950s Linnamo had agonised over the scarcity of economic 

discussion in the SDP, with very few economists in party ranks, in the politicised atmosphere of the late 

1960s he was attempting to encourage young economists to join any other party, since he now believed 

there was an overabundance of them in the SDP (Vartiainen 1992). 

Outinen (2020, 9, 16) has argued that from the 1960s onwards the SDP’s ideas on economic planning 

and policy were influenced heavily by logical empiricism and “functional socialism”, with modern social 

sciences and “practical empirical rationalism” and controlling the economy emerging to the front and 

centre of the party’s disposition. Linnamo (1993), too, highlighted that even if YPSY’s members 

embraced “Marxist” diagnoses in one way or another, their “mode of intervention”—conception of 

action if you like—was mainly influenced by the theory of knowledge of logical empiricism. Indeed, the 

kind of expertise that became dominant within the SDP from the early 1960s onwards was economic, 

focusing particularly on fostering economic growth. Economic experts such as Koivisto, Linnamo, and 

Pekka Kuusi gained a chief position as the party’s theoreticians, the SDP heeding their advice and 

embracing their truth-claims, interpretations, and proposals for party programs. For instance, in the mid-

1960s the party took the creation of a Ministry for Economic Planning or a similar organisation—

advanced especially by Koivisto and Linnamo—as one of its vital objectives, with one ultimately created 

to the Prime Minister’s Office. (Puoskari 2013, 192–193; Heikkinen & Tiihonen 2010, 13, 26–31) 

Even if some, such as Koivisto and Kuusi, were not economists by training, they, especially Koivisto, 

ought to be conceived as economists or economic experts, evading any propensity to essentialise or 
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naturalise the meaning of these terms.24 While Koivisto had graduated from sociology in 1956 he 

increasingly focused on economic questions during the decade, joining the O-group and the National 

Worker’s Savings Bank, becoming the bank’s head in the late 1950s. And the crux of the thought of 

Kuusi, who had a background in researching alcohol policy, in the 1960s when he joined the SDP was 

emphatically economistic: he emphasised the idea of circular and cumulative causation developed by 

Swedish social-democratic economists such as Myrdal and the “virtuous circle” derived from this idea, 

denoting the process of egalitarian social policies leading also to increasing economic growth and 

prosperity, subsequently fostering a growingly egalitarian and democratic society.25  

This conception was widespread: for instance, in making the case for expanding access to education, 

economic arguments were central as the idea that education and accumulating “human capital” was now 

an investment that would have productive benefits gained great traction. Even one of the SDP’s past key 

theoreticians and the central architect of the Finnish comprehensive education Reino Oittinen had 

apparently changed his thinking on economic rationalisation and socialism, underlining now how “a 

socialist society can only develop through efficient production” (Kettunen et al. 2012, 28). We can 

perhaps understand Finnish social democracy in the 1960s as an empathically developmentalist 

worldview: unlike “Third Way” social democrats, they saw no trade-off between efficiency and equality. 

For them these two complemented each other, with the growth of production and efficiency as key goals 

together with full employment and equal wealth distribution, all of which were to be achieved via, for 

instance, active planning and increasing steering of capital flows. 

Economic Theoreticians and Economic Strategy 

There is little doubt that SDP’s new party experts possessed a habitus which embodied fundamental 

principles of vision and division that made the solving and managing of social and economic issues and 

increasing the citizens’ life quality through scientific expertise and pertinent policies sensible. As Koivisto 

pithily put it: “there are ever fewer who play by the ear in economic matters, in managing the national 

economy we must also start playing from notes” (Puoskari 2013, 211; see also essays in Koivisto 1968) 

For Linnamo developments in economics had proven that the economy did not in fact function 

according to the laws of nature: since its movements were caused by humans, human activity could also 

alter and control these movements (Linnamo 1966). In this sense it does seem one would not be amiss 

to conceptualise the experts who gained a strong position in the SDP in the 1960s also as economic 

 
24 Moreover, while the profession is today one of the keenest to gatekeep who is allowed to identify as an economist or an 
expert on economic matters (see, e.g., Fourcade 2009. 72–77), at this time, as we have seen, the profession was undeveloped 
in Finland, unlike, say, the profession of lawyers and teachers.  
25 The idea of cumulative causation was particularly the kernel of Kuusi’s extremely influential work Social Policy for the Sixties: 
A Plan for Finland (Kuusi 1964).  
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theoreticians. Yet, for the purposes of this thesis a crucial question remains, however, unanswered: did this 

also mean that from the early 1960s onwards there developed a tight connection and interdependence 

between the scientific field of economics and the political field of the SDP, interdependence which could 

have had subsequent and similar cross-field effects as Mudge argues occurred elsewhere?  

The fact that experts drawing from economics became the SDP’s central experts in the 1960s does 

indicate a connection of some degree. Yet arguably, as I will try to demonstrate, they never became tightly 

connected nor interdependent. These experts did not similarly traverse between the still relatively scarcely 

resourced and “underdeveloped” field of economics that remained in the process of catching up with 

the more advanced capitalist countries. Moreover, some of them explicitly developed an antagonistic 

relationship towards economists in academia and did not, unlike centre-left party experts in the above-

mentioned countries in the 1930s–1960s conjuncture, embrace expansionary deficit-spending, which 

Mudge, in line with many others—also 20th century contemporaries—sees as one of the paramount 

features of the economic theoretician and “Keynesianism” more broadly (Mudge 2018, 111, 140, 177). 

Instead, from the mid-1960s onwards Koivisto for instance, having switched his position as the head of 

the Worker’s Savings Bank in 1966 to the position of the minister of finance, then becoming the prime 

minister in 1968 (the year he was also appointed as the governor (highest official) of the BOF), pursued 

deflationary fiscal policy and balanced budgets. (Soikkanen 1997; Puoskari 2013, 200–201) 

Why was this? As implied before, Finland was what we can call a “late moderniser”, with the country still 

in the process of industrialising in the postwar period. The country specialised in exporting raw materials 

or semifinished products while importing large quantities of finished products and investment goods. 

Capital intensive and export-oriented industries—such as lumber and steel—had a central place in its 

postwar economic structure. This structure and Finland’s position in the world economy were conceived 

to provide the foundations for an economic model of investment- and export-led growth, a strategy in 

which the investments of a handful of large-scale enterprises were prioritised. The strategy was perceived 

to allow a catch up with the world economy’s core. To secure a high rate of investments great emphasis 

was put on capital accumulation. This, in turn, was to be achieved through regulating wage increases (e.g., 

by centralised income policies), domestic demand, and domestic borrowing—which were seen to hinder 

the accumulation process—in the short-term to maintain economic growth in the long-run. (Jäntti & 

Vartiainen 2013; Pekkarinen 1989; Kosonen 1978) 

Public savings and the state’s budget surplus were kept on relatively high levels to direct capital flows in 

part to private investments and in part to create state companies. Maintaining export profits and 

international price competitiveness was central, with regular external devaluations of the Finnish mark a 

common practice (the strategy tended to lead to regular current account deficits) in addition to wage 
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moderation through income policy. (Jäntti & Vartiainen 2013; Pekkarinen 1989; Kosonen 1978) While 

the state had a fairly heavy hand over key economic sectors as it utilised a targeted industrial policy,26  the 

growth strategy gave the export-oriented industries tremendous power to present their interests (esp. low 

domestic production costs over inciting domestic demand) as the states, the nations, and the national 

economy’s “general interests” (e.g., Kettunen 2019).  

This strategy together with the Finnish state’s institutions robust “bureaucratic tradition” and internal 

cohesiveness (see below pp. 47–54) and the collaboration between the state and business groups that 

aimed to foster a late and rapid industrialisation and economic growth, has led some to conceptualise 

postwar Finland as exemplifying “state capitalist development” and a “developmental state”—a 

characterisation primarily associated with other “late developers” particularly in East Asia (Jäntti & 

Vartiainen 2013). Similar to Finland, states such as South Korea and Taiwan practiced capitalist planning 

and industrial policy to foster growth, utilising also a comparable export-oriented toolset. Yet unlike often 

in Asia, in Finland the relatively strong labour movement was not violently repressed but accommodated 

to the social corporatist model through the negotiated income policy that aimed to regulate wage growth. 

(See, e.g., Chibber 2002; Kohli 2003) 

The strategy also involved a conservative position on budget deficits and the stabilisation of the economy 

contra the business cycle: financial surpluses and the principle of “sound finance” were and have been 

mainstays of the Finnish state’s approach to economic policy. In other words, counter-cyclical demand 

management and active fiscal policy—for many the exemplary “Keynesian” policies to maintain domestic 

aggregate demand were not conceived as apt or possible. In Finland the dominant interpretation—

advanced especially by Pekkarinen and Vartiainen (1993)—has been that the caution against budget 

deficits and the deprioritisation of counter-cyclical fiscal spending indicates that Finnish economic 

policies have been empathically “anti-Keynesian”.27 Pekkarinen, Vartiainen (1993)  and others have also 

argued that since such “Keynesian” ideas tended to be relatively well understood by the late 1950s 

(Keynes’ 1936 magnum opus General Theory was translated in 1951) (Pekkarinen et al. 1984, 219–233; see 

also data on references utilised in doctoral dissertations in Kuitunen & Sullström 1984, 83–87), for long 

there existed a profound disconnection between the field of economics and economic policy-making, or 

 
26 For the sake of analytical clarity, it is worthwhile to emphasise that such control should be differentiated from the conception 
of the interwar “new macroeconomics” of Keynes and company, where the economy, and its magnitudes of activity, is a 
mechanical entity susceptible to precise and meticulous command (which, according to the scholar Timothy Mitchell and 
others, was indeed a construction of only the 1930s) (Mudge 2018, 221–222). Pekkarinen and Vartiainen (1993, 51–52) have 
emphasised the differentiation between “interventionism” and “Keynesianism” in the Finnish context. 
27 This, of course, implies a conceptualisation in which counter-cyclical fiscal policies and demand management are the kernels 
of “Keynesianism”. Ever since the postwar years different traditions with various commitments and premises the meaning 
and substance of “Keynesianism” has been constantly contested in the field of economics (see, e.g., Mann 2017, chs. 12, 13). 
For an alternative way to conceive the relation between “Keynesian policies” and Finnish economic polic ies in the postwar 
decades, one that emphasises public investments et cetera, see Ahokas 2016.  
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what Pekkarinen and Vartiainen call the “theory model” and the “economic-policy model”. Indeed, they 

argue (1993, 51) that it was only in the late 1970s when Keynesian macroeconomic conceptions began to 

be incorporated to Finnish economic policies. All the same, from a national point of view the economic 

strategy worked well: in 1947–1974 the economy’s annual growth averaged on 4,9% with highs of over 

7% (Hjerppe 1988, 46). Unemployment remained low (2–3%) and the general tendency of real wages 

was one of fairly stable growth (Hannikainen & Heikkinen 2006). Neither in this period, then, acute 

tensions between the economic situation and the political/bureaucratic fields seem to have developed.  

As mentioned, the 1966 elections saw the left parties winning a majority in the parliament. As the long-

standing ill relationship between the social democrats and communists now mended, the first coalition 

government after 1948 to which both major left parties—the SDP and the Finnish People's Democratic 

League—participated was formed. This gave the SDP and its party experts a possibility to advance their 

ideas of what had to be done. The consensus interpretation, however, seems to be that while the 

economic planning (indirect regulation not direct central planning), sectoral steering according to long-

term objectives, a stronger public direction of capital and investments, focus on fostering structural 

change, and the idea of “societal policies” cumulative causal effects advanced and put in place with the 

SDP’s lead after 1966 did somewhat alter the tenets of the historical economic strategy, they did not 

transform it, with the basic objective of capital accumulation for large-scale investments remaining at the 

core of the state’s economic policies. (e.g., Pekkarinen 1989; Kosonen 1978) For instance, the economic 

policy advanced by Koivisto in the late 1960s aimed precisely to reduce the current account deficit by 

restricting domestic demand and imports, securing also a surplus budget and state liquidity. Indeed, the 

basic contours of the above-outlined growth and investment-oriented economic strategy—at the centre 

of which was the idea that short-term prudence would provide the basis for long-term growth—were 

embraced by the SDP and its key experts, Koivisto in front, in mid- to late 1960s, likely not least due to 

the strategy’s decent track-record. (E.g., Koivisto 1968, esp. 47–74).  

The vision of Koivisto, however, did not go uncontested and an intra-party fraction between Pentti Viita 

on the one hand and Koivisto, Linnamo and a rising economic expert Seppo Lindblom on the other 

emerged in 1966–1968. Timo Soukola (2011, 27) calls it a clash over the matter who will be the party’s 

chief theoretician, Koivisto or Viita, both former members of the O-group and at the time part of the 

SDP’s board and the Working Group for Economic Policy (WGEP). Viita had obtained a doctorate in 

economics in 1959 and, after a few years in the late 1950s in the BOF’s Research Unit, he became the 

head of the working-class movement’s economics research institute People’s Market Research Institute 

(KAMALA) in the 1960s (Suvanto & Vesikansa 2002; 289–291; SDP 1966). When in 1968 Koivisto 

emerged as a candidate for the position of primate minister in the SDP board, Viita refused to support 

Koivisto’s nomination, arguing that the austere, deflationary and deficit-wary economic policies Koivisto 
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had pursued as the finance minister had been detrimental to the economy, the SDP, and its supporters, 

with Pekka Kuusi, among others, critiquing the pursued policies likewise. But Koivisto and company 

triumphed in the intraparty contestation and Viita subsequently also left KAMALA in 1970, joining the 

Ministry of Trade and Industry. (Soukola 2011, 28–32; see also Puoskari 2013, 200–202, 234–237, 255). 

Despite intraparty critique toward the chosen strategy and the alternative policy prescriptions—such as 

relaxed fiscal and monetary policies, import regulation, and the increasing role of state companies—

presented by Viita and others, the party leadership banked on the ideas of Koivisto and company. But 

no doubt, the basic tenets of the “traditional strategy” were accompanied with a greater emphasis on 

industrialisation, economic planning, democratic control of key economic sectors, and the state directing 

capital flows and investments, the last of which was to stand in for import regulation. For Koivisto 

particularly important was the active utilisation of deflationary fiscal policy to make way for more lenient 

monetary policy and capital accumulation which would support long-term objectives and the structural 

reforms aimed for stronger industrialisation. (Puoskari 2013, 200–202, 234, 237, 255; Koivisto 1968, esp. 

47–74; see also Vartiainen 1992)  

If economic expertise became central for the SDP in the 1960s, but this expertise and the experts it 

brought with it did not traverse between academic economics and the party, what then were the 

institutional positions and biographical trajectories of these new experts? Above I have shortly discussed 

the biographies of Koivisto and Viita. What about Jussi Linnamo? Linnamo, too, worked as a researcher 

in the BOF’s Research Unit from the mid-1950s to early 1960s, after which in the 1960s he had short 

positions as the head of the research units of the national railway company and the Saving Bank’s Union, 

also very briefly working for the United Nations. Between 1968 and 1970 he held the newly created 

position of minister of economic planning—paradigmatic of the zeitgeist— continuing also as the minister 

for foreign trade in 1972 (Tarkka et al. 1986, 524). Linnamo had to, however, leave the position and 

politics in 1973 after he had exposed classified material concerning a meeting between Finland and the 

Soviet Union (Vesikansa & Suvanto 2002, 159–160).  

Seppo Lindblom, for his part, had worked in the BOF’s Research Unit for most of the 1960s, replacing 

Viita as the head of the working-class movement’s economics research institute, now renamed the 

Worker’s Institute for Economic Research (TTT), for two years in 1970–1972. After this he shortly headed the 

Ministry of Finance’s (MOF) Economics Department before joining the BOF as a bank manager in 1974, 

holding the position until 1982 when he was elected to the BOF’s board of governors. If Linnamo had 

joined the WGEP almost as soon as it was founded in 1967, Lindblom became its member in 1969. 

(Tarkka et al. 1986, 516; SDP 1967; 1969) Both of them were indeed close associates of Koivisto, 

Linnamo working as his political advisor when Koivisto became the minister of finance in 1966 and 
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Lindblom when Koivisto was chosen as the prime minister in 1968 (Vartiainen 1992; Lindblom 2009, 

106). As mentioned, Koivisto himself was appointed as the governor of the BOF in 1968, yet he only 

began his duties in earnest in 1970 after his spell as the prime minister ended. He led the BOF for most 

of the 1970s until becoming the prime minister again in 1979 and president in 1982. (Soikkanen 1997) 

As the head of the TTT Lindblom was succeeded in the position by Pekka Korpinen, who also had been 

employed by the BOF’s Research Unit in 1967–1972 (Huovinen et al. 1982, 431). Other notable 

institutional affiliations, in addition to state institutions, were with government owned companies, the 

Left’s cooperative movements organisations, the Central Organisation of Finnish Trade Unions (SAK), 

or the Workers’ Savings Bank.28  

None of these individuals, some of the central party experts in the late 1960s and early 1970s, had 

institutional connections to academic economics. In fact, if we look at the WGEP’s composition in the 

1960s and the early 1970s, none of the experts of the working group were employed in academia at any 

point in time, and even if many, such as Linnamo, Lindblom, and others, had graduated from economics, 

most did not have doctoral or licentiate degrees. These were, of course, respectively conditioned by the 

fact that the field of economics was still relatively underdeveloped and scarcely resourced, with the BOF’s 

research unit an important institutional setting, and that research training was comparatively speaking 

less usual than later on, with only a few doctoral graduates per annum in economics (Kuitinen & 

Sullström 1984, 72–73) and the BOF in the 1950s and early 1960s playing a vital role also in doctoral 

training: if economics departments had only a few doctoral researchers enlisted at a time, at one point 

the research unit of the bank had almost 20 (Kuusterä & Tarkka 2012, 309).  

Indeed, as we have seen, instead of the academia many of the key economic experts of the SDP in the 

1960s had backgrounds in the working-class movement’s institutions or the BOF’s Research Unit.29 As 

briefly mentioned above, the unit had a great influence on Finnish economics and society more broadly. 

Due to the “backwardness” of academic economics, the unit, founded in 1944, was in the 1950s and 

early 1960s the most important institution in advancing the field’s “modernisation” and training 

economic experts. (Kuusterä & Tarkka 2012, 304–312) Could this not then provide further support for 

an argument that a strong connection interdependence between the SDP and the field of economics in 

fact existed? This I believe would be taking it too far.  

First of all, while the state’s research institutions are perhaps oriented towards pursuing knowledge and 

claims of reality, what kind of knowledge can be sought is conditioned by the state institution in question 

 
28 This information is a synthesis of cross-referencing the information of the annual reports of the SDP on WGEP members 
and biographical reference works (SDP 1967; 1969; 1970; 1972; Huovinen et al. 1947; 1978; 1982; Tarkka et al. 1986). 
29 Economist Timo Helelä, a member of the O-group and SDP, key architect of Finnish centralised income policies, and a 
friend of Koivisto and Linnamo, also worked at the unit becoming its head in 1966 (Heikkinen & Tiihonen 2010, 101). 
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and instrumental knowledge and matters of policy-making hold sway. For example, even if the BOF’s 

Research Unit also sought to further the “modernisation” of Finnish economics’ methodological and 

theoretical foundations, its specific designated goal was to support the bank’s practices and the nation-

state’s strategies of monetary policy, an overview of the topics of the dissertations conducted in the unit 

in the 1950s and 1960s also indicating as much (Kuitunen & Sullström 1984, 99–105). And a central bank 

as an institution of the bureaucratic field of course also tends encourage and instil a viewpoint of trying 

to consider the benefit of the whole of society. Linnamo for instance was, in his own telling, laid off in 

1960 due to his political activity in the SDP and outspoken socialist worldview (Vartiainen 1992). 

Moreover, from the late 1960s onwards, as academic economics and university departments were 

vitalised, the unit began to lose its past significance and was indeed disbanded in an organisational reform 

in the early 1970s (Kuusterä & Tarkka 2012, 201–205). Yet there are further and more weighing indication 

that the connection between the fields was weak at best, and as mentioned, developed comparatively late.  

Politics and Economics 

Indeed, if Mudge posits that “at mid-century the left–party economics relationship was strong and 

interdependent” (Mudge 2018, 6), this does not seem to hold for the case of the SDP either in the mid- to 

late-1960s. I have already discussed how in interwar Finland the social processes were quite different 

from the countries examined by Mudge, with no similar inter-field tensions and processes developing in 

the society. However, it is true that the key SDP experts in the 1960s, Koivisto, Linnamo, Viita, and 

Kuusi in front, drew from the scientific field and economics. Moreover, Pekkarinen and Heinonen (1998) 

for instance have speculated that while there perhaps existed a vast gap between Finnish academic 

economics and economic policy-making, with the production of policy-relevant economic knowledge 

centralised to the MOF and BOF (see also Sorsa, Alaja & Kaitila 2021) and academic economists having 

little influence on policy content, that this gap was perhaps at its narrowest in the late 1960s.  

Yet, the party expert with perhaps the greatest authority and capacity for intervention, Mauno Koivisto, 

was at least from the mid-1960s onwards explicitly inimical towards “Keynesian” expansionary deficit-

spending and “loose” economic policies, Koivisto being a “planner” but not a “spender” (Mudge 2018, 

421), conceiving a planned long-term approach to economic policy more apt for the prospering of the 

Finnish national economy. And the intraparty struggle between him and Viita was certainly not the last 

time Koivisto and other SDP’s experts took aim towards individuals more connected with the academia, 

explicitly drawing from Keynesian macroeconomics, and suggesting looser and counter-cyclical 

economic policies to maintain economic activity, aggregate demand, and high levels of employment. The 

consequential global economic recession of the 1970s reached Finland in the spring and summer of 1975, 

with exports floundering and inflation, unemployment, and trade deficits all increasing (Bergholm 2012, 
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426). By 1974 inflation had climbed from the approximately 8% levels of the decade’s early years to 

around 17% (Kuusterä % Tarkka 2012, 402–403). And by 1978 unemployment level surged to 8% 

(approx. 180 000 unemployed) compared to the 2% at the beginning of the 1970s (Kalela 1989, 198, 23; 

Hannikainen & Heikkinen 2006). In the mid-1970s economic growth stalled wholly but took up at the 

end of the decade with 2,7% the average annual growth-rate in 1974–1982 (Hjerppe 1988, 47–48). 

Now tensions developed between the economic field and the past growth- and industrialisation oriented 

economic strategy and policy conception of economic planning that had held sway in both the 

bureaucratic the political field after the Left’s 1966 electoral triumph and the broader cultural influence 

the Left had accrued. During and after the economic downturn this conception made way for a market-

based accumulation strategy of “stabilisation” and predominantly prioritising export-sectors international 

price competitiveness and low inflation. While its kernel did not completely differ from the main contours 

of the historical “traditional” economic strategy, with domestic demand and wage and other production 

costs once again stifled to secure export sectors product’s price competitiveness, this was banked upon 

much more intensively as the ideas of planning, steering, and actively directing the economy, investments, 

and capital were discredited. (Puoskari 1992, 141–142; Outinen 2015, 84; see also Kosonen 1978) 

As will be further discussed below, this revision to the plan of action had much to do with a significant 

change and reassessment within the SDP. In this context a fervent altercation—one that gained much 

publicity— developed between academic economists and the SDP’s party experts.30 The “founder” of 

the O-group31 professor of economics Jouko Paunio (esp. 1977) and other economists such as Pentti 

Kouri, Jukka Pekkarinen (e.g., 1977) directed heavy critique towards the deflationary policies developed 

by the SDP’s party experts and enacted by the government and the central bank. The core of the critique 

was that both too an austere monetary policy by the BOF and too tight a fiscal policy by the government 

had been pursued with the fixated focus on “sound finance”, inflation, and the stable external value of 

the mark causing economic and social troubles for Finland. Instead, the academics perceived flexible 

exchange rate policies and counter-cyclical fiscal management to increase demand as the best possible 

options. Both the then minister of finance Paul Paavela, who had emerged during the 1970s as perhaps 

the party’s most important economic expert and the BOF-connected Koivisto (esp. 1977) and Lindblom 

staunchly defended the chosen policy positions against the academic economists. (Heikkinen & Tiihonen 

 
30 Finland’s most powerful newspaper Helsingin Sanomat illustrated one of its pieces on the debate with a drawing of academic 
economists such as Paunio on the one side sitting on top of a giant bust of Keynes pointing an accusing finger to the other 
side where Koivisto, Lindblom, and Paavela are staunchly seated on a coffer (Lantto 1978). 
31 Puoskari has stressed how the the O-group was hardly a cohesive group after the early 1960s, as their different trajectories 
and institutional positions led them to very different interpretations of the world, with rifts developing for instance between 
Koivisto and Paunio and Viita (Puoskari 2013, 234). Linnamo has emphasised that the O-group was from the beginning 
mostly focused on methodological and epistemological questions and bringing Finnish economics up to date with international 
trends, with little discussions on the content of economic policies (Vartiainen 1992). 
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2012, 426; Pekkarinen & Vartiainen 1993, 170) Paavola asserted that the Keynesian prescriptions were 

unrealistic while Koivisto seemed to critique academic economists’ theorism and their ideas detachment 

from reality (Vartiainen et al. 1979, 100).32 Koivisto had lost much of his past confidence in science and 

research providing the answers for planning the economy while leading the BOF through the 1970s 

energy crises and surging inflation and unemployment (Heikkinen & Tiihonen 2010, 37; cf. Koikkalainen 

2019, esp. 211–213) Later he quipped to Lindblom that had they passed away young, they might have 

left this life “in the belief that the world can be controlled” (Lindblom 2009, 226, 391).33  

The fact that it was indeed SDP’s economic experts, also those of the 1960s, which critiqued the 

suggestions of Keynesian academic economists speaks to a central issue: the politicisation of the scientific 

field of economics. Much like elsewhere, in Finland there was debate of the relevance and aptness of the 

Keynesian field of economics (for overviews see Vartiainen et al. 1979; Mikkonen 2017, ch. 3) as the 

economic disruption of the mid-1970s led to increasing critique also towards the field, not only the past 

planning-oriented economic strategy of the state. Academic economics was now blamed for being too 

abstract and too detached from the problems of the day. Yet, while in line with the general spirit of the 

1970s the scientific field was, more broadly speaking, politicised (e.g., Eskola 2002, 343–357) in the 

literature there are little to no indications of the politicisation of the field of economics, nor does a study 

of the main outlines of the debate provide evidence of such a process, even if a comprehensive empirical 

work of the discussion eludes the scope of this thesis and further work on the matter is warranted. But 

precisely that it was SDP-connected experts who discredited economics and academic economists and 

the fact that SDP party experts did not institutionally traverse between the scientific field and the political 

field would seem to indicate that in Finland the field of economics was not forcefully politicised and 

presented as being a leftist endeavour. It is not evident that contemporaries could have conceived there 

to be a connection between centre-left politics and academic economics and utilise this connection to 

politicise the very substance of economics and to discredit its ideas and pave the way for novel, more 

market-oriented ideas, within the profession itself.  

All of this said, the SDP’s party experts’ habitus included a reminiscent vision of what the economic 

experts’ role in politics was. Much like the Myrdals and Kaldors of Mudge’s (2018, 214–215, 226–232) 

account they saw no tension in economic experts being actively involved in politics and utilising science 

in the political field. Ostensible cumulative advances in sciences, especially the science of economics, for 

them seems to have meant that there was fundamentally no contradiction between functioning as a “voice 

 
32 Koivisto in general questioned the short-termism of such conceptions (e.g., Koivisto 1978, 234) having critiqued the ideas 
of Olli J. Uoti for the same reason already in the 1950s, even if from a very different, more socialisation-focused, viewpoint 
(Bergholm 2020, 294–298).  
33 Lindblom shared Koivisto’s pessimism as he believed the developments in the 1970s, not least the energy crisis and 
environmental concerns, amounted to a permanent structural “crisis of economic growth” (e.g., Lindblom 1978). 



 

37 

of reason” yet being politically and strategically sensitive. For many economists at this point a 

fundamental principle of vision and division was that science and economics could ultimately be value-

free and that its duty was thus to provide the means and solutions for solving the value-laden objectives 

that parties and politicians set. Yet even if the task of economics and social sciences was not to provide 

answers for which objectives are preferable, because the means and solutions that were developed within 

the purview of science did not have value-implications scientific knowledge could be fitted to any political 

and strategic objectives and priorities the party had in mind. Modern advances in science meant politics 

was becoming more and more a matter of reason and pragmatics. (Mäki 1984) 

But for Linnamo, for instance, this could not mean unspecified and “operationally empty” “general 

interests”. Rather, objectives were always partisan and the means for precisely such partisan objectives 

could be provided by scientifically astute advice. As Linnamo put it, the question was one of how the 

objectives of SDP could be put into an “operational form” and it was the “task of the technocrat to tell 

what extent achieving particular objectives was even possible and through what means”. (Linnamo 1993; 

Vartiainen 1992; see also Mäki 1984) This was possible since after the 1930s economics had become “a 

technique equal to engineering. A technique that is neither good nor bad, in other words neutral, and can 

be utilised for economic policy that is either good or bad, depending on the perspective” (Linnamo 1966). 

Possibly intuitively paradoxically, precisely the triumph of the “Weberian” hard separation between 

politics and science (e.g., Anderson 1992, 190–191) allowed for the economic expert to utilise their 

scientific reason in the sphere of politics.  

Koivisto perhaps never possessed an equally strong belief in the value-free nature of science, having 

developed a critical stance towards such claims during his doctoral research. However, at least in the 

1960s, he shared the viewpoint that economics was not a question of morality or ethics, but that the task 

of economic experts was to answer “how to achieve certain objectives” not to “take a stand on said 

objectives” (Koivisto 1997, 132–133). Moreover, undoubtedly Koivisto too believed in the possibilities 

the social sciences provided for politics, later asserting that after joining the O-group and “becoming 

acquaintances with the researchers of the Bank of Finland” he experienced “a wonderful certainty of 

faith” that he carried for a while (Heinonen & Pantzar 1994). Indeed, looking back on the results of the 

SDP-led government in 1970 he ridiculed past governments who “even without research had ostensibly 

known the truth”, while now one could conceive that “growth-oriented policies based on social scientific 

reasoning and research results had provided wanted outcomes and met the expectations set for it” 

(Koivisto 1978, 259–264).  

Indeed, these experts viewed and presented the world in a technocratic language, believing also in the 

possibility of engineering and managing the economy through social sciences. They embraced the idea 
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of the utility and functionality of economics and social sciences for policy-making more broadly, but not 

necessarily any specific policy prescriptions that they offered. But they also held that science could be 

connected with partisan politics by offering parties policy alternatives and estimations. In this sense they 

have much in common with the “part technical engineer” “part pragmatic political strategist” experts of 

Mudge’s account. (Mudge 2018, 374; see also Lindblom 2009, 26–29, 389–39)  

This habitus which incorporated economic knowledge and political-strategic nous is apparent in the many 

speeches expert’s such as Koivisto and Linnamo made in the 1960s to different party sections. In them 

they constantly grappled with the questions of what repercussions particular policy alternatives had for 

the distribution of power and income and the social base of the party; what the political implications of 

said policies were; how much room of manoeuvre there was to achieve the SDP’s social and economic 

objectives; and which means would be most beneficial economic-wise in the long-term and politically in 

the short- to medium-term. Central for them was also the matter of what the party’s principled ideological 

disposition and language ought to be on the one hand and what economic policies were most apt in 

certain circumstances on the other. (Linnamo 1967, 1968a, 1968b; Koivisto 1968; see also Löppönen 

2019, 122–123). But it would be difficult to maintain that an expert such as Koivisto possessed a habitus 

entailing a specifically “Keynesian” principle of vision and division, or what Mudge calls a Keynesian 

professional ethic. Economic planning and the party and the state utilising “modernised” social sciences was 

rational and necessary, but from this “Keynesian” measures did not necessarily follow.  

Furthermore, this habitus had its roots in the experts’ positions and backgrounds between the party on 

the one hand and either research institutes or the working-class movement’s banks on the other. Koivisto 

and Linnamo for instance had joined the party directly after the war in the 1940s. While perhaps the 

paradigmatic example of the economic theoretician Jussi Linnamo had to leave politics, simultaneously 

losing his position as one of the key party experts (Vartiainen 1992), as we have above seen, from the 

1970s onwards the party’s important experts, Koivisto and Lindblom, became permanently institutionally 

positioned in the apex of bureaucratic field’s economic institutions, the BOF and/or the MOF. This 

position arguably provided fodder for a change in their habitus, ways of thinking, and principles of vision 

and division of the world, which materialised after the experience of the 1970s economic downturn.  

4. The Entanglement of the Political and the Bureaucratic Fields 

SDP has embraced astonishingly in earnest the maxim, “the State is us”, Bernstein once posited to social democrats … The 

party has completely surrendered to the State. (Ahlfors 1985) 

In Finland the state’s finances have been often conceived as indicating the health or the sickness of the national economy, rather 

than as a tool for steering it. State officials have had a central position as diagnosing the economy’s health and the remedies 

required for curing the sickness. (Kettunen 2008, 99) 
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In the previous chapter, I have argued that the central dynamics, from the interwar inter-field tensions 

between the economic field and the political field and the subsequent interdependence between the 

scientific field of economics and the political field of the party that Stephanie Mudge argues underlay the 

neoliberalisation of centre-left parties—which I took as the original hypotheses of this work—are, despite 

specific similarities, absent in the SDP’s case.34 As mentioned, for Mudge, the interdependence between 

economics and the parties in question led to the increasing politicisation of the former, this dynamic in 

the context of the 1970s economic crises conditioning for its part the fact that struggles for a change in 

the field of economics was fertile, with market- and finance-centred supply-side monetarist35 ideas 

toppling the previous consensus within the profession. Yet the past interdependence between the two 

fields meant that the parties still leaned heavily on economic expertise and consequently new younger-

generation economists (“transnational finance-oriented economists, TFE’s) with positions and 

backgrounds in the changed field of economics and transnational finance institutions arose to the parties. 

In an intra-field struggle for resources the TFE’s then toppled the past nationally-oriented economic 

theoreticians whose authority and capacity for intervention had dwindled, emerging from the late 1970s 

onwards as the vital party experts’ offering truth-claims and interpretations of the world for the centre-

left parties. In this chapter I will, as a way to complete the first central (yet in some respects provisional) 

argument of this thesis—that Mudge’s account is lacking in the SDP’s case—show that no developments 

similar to this occurred neither in the 1970s–1980s conjuncture.  

But what about an alternative explanation? As mentioned, during the research process I developed a new 

hypothesis, namely that in the case of the SDP, vital in the party’s neoliberalisation—perchance in the 

20th-century changes of the SDP’s rhetorical form and ideological disposition more generally—was the 

cross-field effects that emerged from the intensifying interdependence between the political field of the 

party and the bureaucratic field, in particular its economic institutions. Yet within a space of a thesis 

indeed no more than a new hypothesis can be offered as an explanation, with further research required 

on the matter. In the following chapters, however, I will also examine this hypothesis and illustrate the 

foundations from which it stems from. Let us now turn to this endeavour.  

Social Democrats’ Entwinement with the State 

After WWII the responsibilities of the state, the Finnish one included, had grown exponentially. Between 

1950 and 1975 in Finland the number of ministry departments doubled while the number of central 

 
34 This of course also encompasses an implicit argument that Mudge’s account of the change from “socialism” to 
“economism”, not only to neoliberalism, is deficient in the SDP’s case.   
35 Monetarism can perhaps be summed up as the idea that inflation is only a matter of the quantity of money circulating in the 
economy, indicating that austere economic policy will stop inflation and subsequently also leading in a beneficial (in terms of 
GDP growth, employment, et cetera) economic conclusions.   
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government agencies quadrupled. This also meant that the total amount of civil servants multiplied. 

(Tiihonen 2006; Tiihonen & Tiihonen 1984, ch. 5) The SDP, after the 1966 elections the largest 

parliamentary party, empathically supported the bureaucratic field’s growing stature in both qualitative 

and quantitative terms, and it increasingly focused on solving social problems and injustices functionally 

by the means of the state apparatus (e.g., Haataja et al. 1978, 417; Mickelsson 2015, 214–215) The 

expansion of state activities had important implications. As the power, scale, and scope of the state 

increased, the matter of who was governing in it and hence “steering” the economy and society became 

an increasingly important political issue for parties. Indeed, the positions of state officials was made an 

explicitly political question.36 The notion of “representative bureaucracy”—the idea that the loyalty of 

civil servants is to their respective parties and the government rather than the (nation)-state and its 

respective laws—gained increasing traction and was advanced by the SDP so as to the dispel the 

bourgeoisie propensities within the bureaucratic field. And as the party’s power had increased, it was able 

to appoint its representatives to ministries, which were historically heavily dominated by individuals with 

right-wing leanings and a bourgeoisie social background. Especially in the late 1960s and early 1970s the 

party made political appointments to important positions in vast numbers, thoroughly and pro-actively 

planning the appointments—to which they now had plenty of resources given the influx of highly 

educated individuals to the party. (Tiihonen 2006; Murto 2014, 17, 201–203) 

The SDP indeed enjoyed success in its efforts. Krister Ståhlberg estimated that if in 1965 14% of the 

highest state officials who indicated their party membership (common in the era of “representative 

bureaucracy”) were SDP members, in 1970 this percentage was 18% and by 1980 40% (Ståhlberg 1983). 

Sociologist Hannu Uusitalo assessed that the number was around 20% to 25% by late 1970s (Uusitalo 

1980). Even if these numbers, due to somewhat different definitions, methodology, and data utilised by 

scholars, should be considered as estimates, they illustrate a common direction of change. Comparatively 

speaking, it has been argued that political appointments were for a time more usual in Finland than in 

other Nordic countries such as Sweden, with positions in ministries difficult to obtain without party 

membership (Ylikangas 1996; Tiihonen & Ylikangas 1992).37 

Indeed, from the late 1960s onwards a great number of new economically oriented young experts joined 

the party and the WGEP, gaining in the 1970s the ear of the party leadership and having a particularly 

 
36 This should not lead us to think that the matter was not political before. For long individuals with explicit political leanings, 
mostly socialists and communists, were kept out of the ministries (Tiihonen & Ylikangas 1992). The fact that it became explicit 
was a manifestation of the political shifts of the post-war era.  
37 This may perhaps be considered as illustrating Finland’s “consociational democratic” character. Bickerton and Invernizzi 
Accetti have highlighted how taking over sections of the state through political appointments was typical for such democracies 
where, due to segmentation, there was a necessity to practice “a politics of accommodation” between political interest groups 
representing particular social bases (Bickerton & Invernizzi Accetti 2021, 101). Especially Germany, the UK, and the US had 
essentially only two competitive parties, with the SAP in Sweden holding approximately 45% of the electorate between the 
1950s and 1990s, and thus the need for such explicit arrangements was perhaps not as strong.  
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close relationship with the chair of the party between 1975 and 1987, Kalevi Sorsa (cf. Vesikansa 2016, 

147, 194; Gustafsson 1986, 128). But within the bureaucratic field, instead of having a background and 

position in the BOF’s Research Unit, other research institutions, or the institutions of the working-class 

movement, particularly those with the greatest influence were overwhelmingly affiliated, or were to be 

affiliated, with the MOF. An important figure was the already mentioned Paul Paavela. A lawyer by 

education (customary of state officials for long) and civil servant by vocation, he was appointed as the 

Prime Minister’s Office chief of staff in 1967, becoming the MOF’s secretary of state in 1969 through a 

political appointment, and finally functioning as the SDP’s minister of finance for several years after 

1975. (Tuomioja 2006; Heikkinen & Tiihonen 2010, 22–25, 200) 

Another key expert was Raimo Sailas, a member of the WGEP through the 1970s and 1980s, who joined 

the MOF’s budgetary department in 1971, rising the ranks within the department until becoming first its 

deputy director in 1985 and then director in 1987, finally being appointed as the MOF’s secretary of the 

state in 1995 (until 2013). Indeed, in the final three to four decades of the 20th century, and especially in 

the, for present purposes, crucial years from the early 1970s onwards, the SDP had a firm grasp of the 

MOF and the seats of either the first or second minister of the Ministry, in addition also having its 

members as the MOF’s highest official, as Paavela’s follower Teemu Hiltunen (secretary of state 1974–

1989) was also a party member. (Heikkinen & Tiihonen 2010, 22–25, 41, 200, 490) 

As mentioned, in the face of the economic troubles that developed in the mid-1970s, under the direction 

of the new chair Kalevi Sorsa and these novel economic experts, the SDP made a reassessment of its 

economic policy conception towards a more business, competition, and market-friendly direction (esp. 

Outinen 2015, ch. 3). Since the party experts and leadership acknowledged that the new orientation would 

not receive a welcome reception within the broader party ranks, the WGEP, apparently in a bid to 

diminish transparency, was no longer formally convened. In the last years of the decade, it operated, 

chaired by Paavela, informally and very actively, convening on a weekly basis. The party’s economic 

policy line was now in great part formulated within this informal group, where the MOF’s state managers 

had the upper hand. During these years the group included, in addition to Paavela and Sailas, Kalevi 

Sorsa’s brother Pertti Sorsa, who worked as the assistant director of the MOF’s Economics’ Department 

in 1976–1982 and director in 1982–1988 (Tarkka et al. 1990, 995–996). Another MOF official in the 

group was the non-party member Timo Relander, who held the same positions as Sorsa between 1970–

1975 and 1975–1980 respectively, having begun his career in the department in 1965 (Tarkka et al. 1990, 

857–858). While in the process of reassessment the MOF’s economic experts were central and the group’s 

work was in great part based on the ministry’s memoranda and preparations, the MOF officials were, of 

course, not the only ones in the group, with Korpinen, Lindblom, and several economic experts of SAK 

also involved (Outinen 2015, 65–75; Vesikansa 2016, 189–192; see also Puoskari 1992, 185). 
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If we look at the WGEP’s composition after it was convened again in the 1980s, the MOF’s dominance 

is glaring (SDP 1981; 1984; 1987; 1989). Between 1981 and 1984 the group’s vice-president was Pertti 

Sorsa, member of the group also later on, with Sailas and Hiltunen—who have been claimed to be some 

of the most influential civil servants in postwar Finland (Murto 2014, 256) —were also part of the group 

during this period. So too was, indeed for the whole decade, Reino Hjerppe, who, after gaining a 

doctorate in economics in 1975 and working for a few years as a researcher, held the position of director 

of administrative governance and development in the MOF in 1980–1990 (Hämäläinen, Rantala, & 

Hollmén 1994, 224). Also, the ministry’s tax department’s director (1978–1990) Jukka Tammi was a 

member of the group for the whole 1980s. Eero Tuomainen, the head of the Finnish Economic Planning 

Centre was a further member connected with the bureaucratic field. Lindblom also remained in the group, 

working, in addition to his positions in the BOF, as the SDP’s ministry for trade and industry between 

1983 and 1987. (Tarkka et al. 1990, 1036; 1079–1080) All of the individuals mentioned thus far were also 

part of other ad hoc working groups of the party in the late 1970s and 1980s (Outinen 2015, 98, 114). If 

still in the early 1970s the group had included several members with a background and position in trade 

unions or other institutions of the working-class movement, by the 1980s this no longer was the case, 

and the rest of the WGEP mostly consisted of parliamentary politicians or members of the party board. 

As I will discuss below in more detail, these experts shared some similarities with the proscriptive habitus 

of Mudge’s “transnational finance-oriented economists” (TFE) and their international and transnational 

connections increased due to the intensifying late-20th century tendency which the political economist 

Robert. W. Cox has called the “internationalisation of states” in which states growingly became “an 

agency for adjusting national economic practices and policies to the perceived exigencies of the global 

economy” (Cox 1996, 301–302). Yet, the notion of the TFE does not in any meaningful way capture the 

kind of party experts that emerged—as I will next illustrate—as the SDP’s new key economic experts. 

Rather, one can best conceptualise them as state economists. 

State Economist Entrenched 

The WGEP and its members did not of course mechanically, merely through their existence, have the 

greatest authority in determining the SDP’s policy conception, rhetoric or disposition, and in any case, 

other members—in great part politicians or experts from other state institutions—were also involved in 

the group. However, what I have above attempted to showcase was the concrete connections that 

developed between the political field of the party and the bureaucratic field (most centrally, even if not 

solely, the MOF). A more fine-grained examination of the concrete historical developments allows us to 

apprehend their central role as the new key party experts, which arguably through their truth-claims 

affected how the SDP interpreted developments in the world in the 1970s–1980s conjuncture.  
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The state economists’ mid- to late-1970s propositions for the party’s new economic focus—a fixation 

principally on keeping production costs and inflation low through wage repression and reducing 

companies’ social security fees to support the businesses’ profit margins and their international price 

competitiveness—did not go unchallenged, on the contrary, and intraparty and intra-field tensions 

ensued. Particularly the SAK’s employees challenged the orientation, together with TTT’s head Pekka 

Korpinen and party politicians such as Erkki Tuomioja. The more active fiscal policy and attention to 

unemployment and domestic demand via increasing public investments and the tax rate (and attending 

to the current account by other means than deflationary policies) they proposed were not, however, 

pursued and the state economists’ line prevailed. (Outinen 2015, 65–66; Korpinen 1988, 92–95) 

After two years of short-term caretaker and “emergency” coalition governments the SDP returned to the 

head of government in 1977. Now the change in the party’s policy conception affected government policy 

and a factional struggle emerged between the BOF-connected experts Koivisto and Lindblom and the 

MOF-connected state economists such as Paavela, Pertti Sorsa, and Sailas—to whose ideas the leadership 

was more receptive to, not least due to an intraparty political struggle between Koivisto and Kalevi Sorsa 

on the succession of the long-time president Urho Kekkonen. Koivisto, indeed, perceived Paavela as 

attempting to dislodge him as the SDP’s central economic expert (Lindblom 2009, 228; 235; Koivisto 

1988, 32–33).38 Yet, as we have above briefly seen in the discussion on the common front of Paavela, 

Lindblom, and Koivisto against academic economists, at this point, unlike in Mudge’s account of the 

dynamics elsewhere, the intraparty struggle was not between two vastly different kinds of experts and 

conceptions of the economy and truth-claims of what had to be done, with much common ground shared 

by the BOF-connected Lindblom and Koivisto and the MOF-connected Paavela and others.  

Indeed, Koivisto and Lindblom concurred with many of the proscriptive truth-claims and austere 

deflationary policy prescriptions of the MOF-connected party experts. However, given their position in 

BOF, they saw the current account and value of the mark as the most important priorities, and to reduce 

the deficit and maintain low inflation Koivisto and the BOF indeed practiced a very tight monetary policy 

and vastly reduced lending (Heikkinen & Tiihonen 2010, 144–147). A strict focus on the current account 

deficit went against the objectives of the MOF-connected party experts and Kalevi Sorsa, who had hoped 

for international loans to fill the gaps in the state’s budget that their efforts on supporting private sector 

production had created. Later Paavela requested the BOF for direct central bank financing so the 

government could maintain the same focus particularly via tax exemptions for businesses. These hopes 

went against the BOF’s priorities, and the latter especially contradicted the bank’s intention to guard its 

 
38 Linnamo has, for his part, mentioned that when, after having to resign as minister in 1973, he tried to initiate discussion on 
economic policy with Paavela, the latter was not interested in being in contact with Linnamo (Vartiainen 1992). 
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autonomy and its historically not unusual suspicion against directly financing government policies. 

Koivisto openly acknowledged that due to his institutional position he believed he had “no other 

alternative” with regards to his emphasis on economic policy, which he believed was “always misguided 

from one perspective or another”—the ways in which it was misguided merely depended on one’s 

viewpoint (SDP 1978). The dispute between the party experts intensified as the MOF and Paavela had 

struck a deal with trade unions to put off parts of wage increases (though only after first failing to 

convince them to completely abandon the increases) with the purpose of preventing the external 

devaluation of the mark. Koivisto, for his part, had begun to believe a high external devaluation of the 

mark was apt, with the bank carrying out one in 1978 (Heikkinen & Tiihonen 2010, 151–152, 153; 

Kuusterä & Tarkka 2012, 429–430; 438–440). 

The intraparty factions that emerged in the mid- to late 1970s between different party experts and their 

interpretations and truth-claims on what needed to be done and which economic indicators ought to be 

prioritised were connected to the experts’ respective institutional positions, which conditioned what 

issues they saw as pressing. This is how the party chair Sorsa also conceived the situation at the time, 

identifying—unpleased with the cacophony of positions—four different viewpoints within the party’s 

economic experts: one connected with the MOF, one with the BOF, one with the trade unions and one, 

a more “independent school of thought”, with research institutions, the TTT or academia. Sorsa hoped 

that consensus could be found—and in one manner it was. (SDP 1978; cf. Puoskari 1992, 176–177)  

The trade union representatives and those connected with research institutions such as TTT’s Korpinen 

vigorously considered, perhaps since due to their semi-independent position they had the capacity for 

this, the political implications of specific policy alternatives (Korpinen 1975; SDP 1978; see also Soukola 

2011, 65–66). Yet they were outweighed by the other two “camps”, and it was the MOF-connected state 

economists that came out on top from the intraparty factional struggles of the late 1970s, remaining as 

the party’s dominant experts also after the tumultuous decade of crises, conflicts, and coups, having a 

great influence on the party leadership, not least Kalevi Sorsa. This was so even after Paavela passed away 

in 1980. At the same time, Koivisto left the BOF, first becoming prime minister in 1979 and in 1981 the 

republic’s president. (Tuomioja 2006; Soikkanen 1997) There was also ostensibly increasing convergence 

on policy conceptions by previously antagonistic factions (cf. Vesikansa 2016, 243). The MOF’s power 

in the bureaucratic field and on economic matters in the society more generally strengthened from the 

1970s onwards and through the 1980s there was great continuity both in the Ministry’s budgetary and 

economics departments’ officials and their “governance ideology” (Heikkinen & Tiihonen 2010, 154–

159). According to Puoskari (1992, 187, 196–197), inflation and cost competitiveness remained the key 

priorities and instead of considering questions of strategic structural, industrial, and investment policies 
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and active planning, emphasis was, as the market out there was trusted to manage the economy, put on 

modest “counter-cyclical fine-tuning” and “macroeconomic stabilisation”. 

The state economists continued to advise the SDP leadership throughout the 1980s (during which SDP’s 

position as Finland’s leading party persisted) and arguably they gradually, via their interpretations and 

truth-claims on the world, made their principles of vision and division common sense in the party. Now, 

according to the Raimo Sailas’ biographer Jarkko Vesikansa (2016, 258) “the SDP’s economic policy 

preparation mainly occurred within the Ministry of Finance”. Sailas, Pertti Sorsa, Eero Tuomainen, and 

others continued to stress in the party that deflationary policies and providing the foundations for the 

private sector’s growth, price competitiveness, and higher profit margins, via, for instance, low taxes, a 

stable currency, and “sound finance” had to remain front and centre of party policies. And despite some 

intraparty factions directing critique (see below p. 64) towards the state economists’ advice and the party 

leaderships’ course of action, these conceptions were firmly embedded in the SDP, with Kalevi Sorsa 

particularly having internalised them (cf. Outinen 2015, 116–134, 181; Hulkko & Pöysä 1998, 102). 

The state economists were also involved and well informed on what was one of the most consequential 

processes in neoliberalisation, namely relaxing the regulation of finance markets and the movement of 

transnational capital in the mid-1980s (Puoskari 1992, 176–178; Outinen 2015, 164–169). These 

decisions—planned by only a handful of Finnish technocrats and carried out undemocratically, without 

legal or parliamentary procedures, by the BOF—had far-reaching consequences for Finland’s economic 

policy autonomy (Hulkko & Pöysä 1998, 147; Patomäki 2007, 61–63). As capital is free to move cross-

borders, states face pressure to internalise the interests of capital to, under international competition, 

attract transnational capital and investment through conditions that favour these—in monetary 

conditions particularly a stable currency value (e.g., Crouch & Streeck 1997; Moses 1992). As the 

utilisation of interest and exchange rates was then ostensibly rendered unfeasible, it meant even further 

emphasis was put on internal devaluation, deflationary fiscal policies and wage restraint that is. There 

seemed to be few qualms against such policies from the SDP’s economic experts, many accepting that 

liberalisation would lead to the weakening of state autonomy and increasing need to consider market 

reactions (Outinen 2017). Heikki Oksanen (1982) (a member of the party’s economic working group’s 

experts for the whole of the 1980s, in the mid-1980s deputy chair of TTT for Pekka Korpinen and after 

that head of the MOF’s unit responsible for monitoring economic cycles) for instance questioned how 

undesirable the impacts of seceding monetary autonomy would ultimately be, given that this very 

autonomy and the monetary policy repertoire it had allowed and which had been utilised had tended to 

strengthen rather than mitigate the country’s economic fluctuations. 
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Indeed, scholars have argued that while the SDP supported the notion of “representative bureaucracy”, 

instead what occurred was the bureaucratisation of the political field of the party, as state officials, not 

least the politically appointed ones, gained central positions as the party’s experts (see, e.g., Tiihonen 

2006; Murto 2014, 208, 246–247; Haataja et al. 1978, 415—417). Instead of the appointees advancing the 

party’s positions within the bureaucratic field, many have perceived that it became common that state 

officials—since their ideas on the content and form of rationalisation were conditioned by their position 

in the state—became the state’s representative within the the party, advancing the former’s objectives 

and interests in the latter: the politics scholar Risto Sänkiaho for instance wrote in 1992 that the 

politicisation of state administration “led parties from the frying pan into the fire” as party politics and 

policies were increasingly determined by expert groups comprised of prominent state bureaucrats 

working within the party as representatives of their particular administrative domains (Sänkiaho 1992, 

22).  

Similarly, Pauli Kettunen remarked in 1989 that the trends of the 1960s were gradually inverted: the 

bureaucratisation of politics proved to be a stronger tendency than the politicisation of bureaucracy while 

state intervention to the economy was converted to economy’s intervention to the state with the latter 

becoming the messenger for the imperatives of international price competitiveness (Kettunen 1989, 286). 

In the 1980s Jari Gustafsson, studying the SDP and its working groups, pointed out that, whereas in the 

mid to late 1960s the working groups had very few state bureaucrats in them, after the growing number 

of political appointments in the early 1970s the groups became manned by bureaucrats concerned with 

state policies. For him, however (and arguably mistakenly) this indicated that the Finnish state was de facto 

“social democratised”. (Gustafsson 1986, 114–115; 119, 123)  

The propensity for the logics of the bureaucratic field to dominate that of the political field of the SDP 

was critiqued by several contemporary party members in the 1970s–1980s. For instance, the politician 

Erkki Tuomioja, a short time member of the WGEP, argued in 1979 that MOF officials such as Sailas, 

Paavela, and Hiltunen had been able to impose their views of the economy on to the party. For him it 

seemed evident that these and other party experts were more wedded to the—for him untheoretical, 

unacademic, and cameralistic—economic line of the “bourgeoise MOF” rather than the SDP, being thus 

a hindrance for the latter. Already before in the same year, he had condemned the idea that 

“representative bureaucracy” could lead to the increasing power of social democrats within the state, 

arguing that it would more likely work the other way around since changing the logic of the state could 

hardly be done simply by changing its “political colour chart”.  (Tuomioja 1979a; 1979b)  

Later in 1985 SDP member and journalist Bo Ahlfors (1985) asserted that in the last decade or so the 

SDP had detached from its social base and become completely and subordinately entangled with the 



 

47 

“bourgeoisie state”, confusing the state with society and imagining the state as a neutral objective 

instrument, while emphasising “economic realities” and the necessities of international price 

competitiveness and securing the growth of experts and thus repressing wages. One should not, however, 

even if it perhaps tends to be the case that the professional field conditions what counts as legitimate 

knowledge (Hirschman & Berman 2014; Eyal & Bucholz 2010), take the above statements that the 

bureaucratic field’s logic and ways of thinking and knowing became to dominate those of the of the party 

as a priori knowledge. Why would the cross-field dynamics have unravelled in such a manner? And what 

precisely are the interests, objectives and rubrics of the Finnish state and those of its officials? 

The Bureaucratic Field’s Tenacious Strictures and the “Universal Interest” 

Instead of taking the above propositions as a priori knowledge, we must ask why did the bureaucratic 

field, rather than the political, condition the expert’s way of seeing the world? Firstly, it is good to note 

that party membership in the 1960s–1970s was much more usual than today for politically active 

individuals: in the beginning of the 1960s 18,9% of the electorate were card-carrying members, while at 

the end of the 1980s it was 13,5%. By 1998 the number had plummeted to 9,65% and by 2006 to 8,1% 

(Katz et al. 1992; van Biezen, Mair, & Poguntke 2012) Moreover, in the years during which the notion 

of “representative bureaucracy” had currency, it was not uncommon that memberships were sometimes 

taken with employment and careerist objectives in mind, and within the state the individuals of course, 

too, had ideas and interests of their own (not least economic).39 

Crucially, the Finnish state has had a long-standing effective bureaucratic tradition and historically a 

strong position in the Finnish society, leading to tenacious internal logics and a relatively strong shared 

sense of joint ideological objectives, orientation, and internal cohesiveness. These are important aspects 

of a strong, capable, relatively autonomous bureaucratic field that can efficiently carry out policies. 

Furthermore, clearly specified rules and nominally meritocratic norms for career advances orient state 

officials toward loyalty to their institution and induce a joint spirit. (Skocpol 1985; Chibber 2002) Despite 

a short era of political appointments and the ideal of representative bureaucracy, due to the long and 

strong legalist tradition of a neutral civil servant whose loyalty lies to the nation-state, civil servants in 

 
39 Moreover, the state officials’ increasing partisanship to the SDP did not mean a shift in the social background of bureaucrats: 
they continued to predominantly emanate from upper classes while the subaltern remained poorly represented even after 
1966. Some material, for instance, indicates that by 1984, only 14% of state officials in ministries were from a working-class 
background. This said, it would be wrong to draw far-reaching conclusions from this, since the vast discrepancy between the 
political partisanship and social background of state officials infers the left-ward shift in university students’ habitus, still in 
considerable part from society’s upper stratum and many future state officials by virtue of the logic of the modern university 
and state. Indeed, according to Heikki Ylikangas careerism and opportunism, even if they likely were motivating factors in 
individual cases, should not be emphasised too heavily, given the scale of students and graduates joining the SDP—a 
phenomenon in great part motivated by a genuine embrace of social democracy and socialism. (Uusitalo 1980; Ylikangas 1996) 
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Finland have tended to hold their positions even when a complete political shift occurs in government 

(Ylikangas & Tiihonen 1992). 

The Finnish state has had a particularly strong role in economic matters. Following the historical 

sociologist Risto Alapuro, we may track this to the 19th century when Finland existed as a part of the 

Russian Empire as a more or less autonomous grand duchy. In the grand duchy, the bureaucrats of the 

newly founded Senate and its central administration held the greatest power, with the estates or the 

parliament possessing very little authority, and the Empire giving considerable leeway to the bureaucrats. 

From the beginning, officials focused their efforts on the economy, in essence creating the structural 

conditions for the development of a capitalist economy, directing and regulating this economy, and 

setting the policy-making agenda. Yet according to Alapuro the state’s strong hold over the economy did 

not lead to the state’s or it’s officials’ complete capture of benefits and accumulated surplus. The stable 

development of the society and creation of a robust economy coincided with the interests of state 

officials, whose resources were derived almost solely from their institutional positions in the state and 

granted by them from the outside by the Empire. Hence, they aimed to advance the economic 

development of the whole grand duchy and to integrate its parts to form a fully formed economic entity 

with an internal exchange of commodities. (Alapuro 2019; see also Alapuro 1997, 13–25) 

Economists and political economists have also emphasised the great power that Finnish state officials 

and the state machinery have had in economic matters and the production of economic knowledge, also 

after WWII (Pekkarinen & Heinonen 1998; Pekkarinen & Vartiainen 1993, 62–65; see also Sorsa, Alaja 

& Kaitila 2021) Short-lived and relatively weak governments, a fragmented political field, and the limits 

the Finnish political elite’s impression of a constant necessity to focus on securing as great an extent of 

autonomy as possible and ponder how the Soviet Union (and the Empire before it) conceived Finnish 

domestic politics and policies have arguably reinforced the bureaucratic field’s position (Pekkarinen 1989, 

323; Korhonen 2020). For Pekkarinen and Heinonen, the state’s central role in economic matters and 

the “backwardness” of the field of economics has also meant that the state economists developed a very 

influential and particular “style of economics” and a self-renewing professional ethos, with little to no 

basis in academic economics (Pekkarinen & Heinonen 1998).40  

Given the bureaucracy’s strong role in the Finnish society and its robust tradition of common objectives, 

the “Weberian” perspective of stressing the state’s internal autonomous structures, logics and interests, 

 
40 Ryner (2002, 177) has made the more general point that while officials in the state’s economic institutions have in the 20th 
century growingly become to possess degrees in economics, they hardly approach policy-making at an abstract theoretical 
level, rather this education providing a “background grammar” for their ways of seeing the world (see also Rueschemeyer & 
Skocpol 1996, 308). In Finland, even when economics graduates began to take up positions from lawyers within the MOF in 
the late 1960s, individuals with postgraduate education and research training remained extremely rare in the ministry until well 
into the 1980s (Heikkinen & Tiihonen 2010, 197, 497–501).  
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officials possessing particular “bureaucratic rationalities” and logics of action derived from their 

institutional position within the state (e.g. Skocpol 1979, 27–29) seems apt in the Finnish case, helping 

us also, together with individual interests, understand why the bureaucratic field instead of the political 

field would have conditioned the state economists’ ways of seeing and acting in the world and why they 

would have become the former’s “representative” in the latter rather than the other way around. The 

rubrics of strong, large, and cohesive fields or institutions are much more difficult to alter than less well-

entrenched and autonomous ones. As Karl Mannheim (1956, 168)—promoting the moralist and 

normative notion of a “free-floating intellectual” as he was (Mudge 2020)—stressed when critiquing the 

tendencies of bureaucratisation and specialisation in education and the ways in which the recently grown 

state administration directed individuals to prescribed “standard” ways of knowing and thinking, hence 

“paralysing the impulses to question and to inquire”: “Large and well-entrenched organizations are 

usually able to assimilate and indoctrinate the newcomer and paralyse his will to dissent and innovate. It 

is in this sense that the large-scale organization is a factor of intellectual desiccation”. 

Yet we must recall that fields are always relational and the state cannot have completely autonomous 

“endogenic” logics, but rather it is always, as especially the “neo-Marxist” tradition (Barrow 2002), but 

also Bourdieu and some in the “Weberian” tradition more generally (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992a, 17; 

Skocpol 1979, 29), have emphasised, relatively autonomous41, and the extent to which one can account for 

intra-field developments and changes by reference to the field’s internal rubrics depends on the extent 

of this autonomy. What is crucial is how officials in the state’s economic institutions are in a capitalist 

mode of production dependent on the economic situation, the economic field if you like. 

Indeed, it is apparent that the state economists were sincerely trying to find solutions to stagnating 

economic growth, unemployment, inflation, and a growingly negative current account and the 

subsequent accumulation of foreign debts. In the face of crises, capitalism has always shown a remarkable 

capacity in being adaptive to very different forms of “rationalisation”. Indeed, when we consider the state 

economists’ principles of vision and division and thinking of the economy as attempts to find ways to 

restructure the economy, as a rational response to economic conundrums, we may ask why they in the 

late 1970s took deflationary policies as rational for solving these problems. Certainly, the state 

economists, nor, for that matter, the 1970s and 1980s Finnish bureaucratic field’s managers in general, 

should not be considered as a politically motivated class-conscious ruling class making reforms for the benefit 

of business and capital as such. Yet, there are important structural reasons why, in the face of declining 

 
41 The notion of the state’s relative autonomy was developed in the 1970s by scholars such as Nicos Poulantzas and Claus 
Offe. Before the dominant view in Marxist theory had conceived the capitalist state as an instrument for the capitalist class 
with strong class consciousness. Against this the “neo-Marxists” posited that the state is not merely a tool actively utilised by 
capital or only a reflection of the social and economic spheres, “devoid of its own space”, but neither is it a completely 
autonomous entity from society (Barrow 2002).  
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profitability and economic stagnation, as was the case in the late 1970s, the capitalist state’s managers are 

hard-pressed to act against the interests of business, however greatly the state would be manned by 

representatives of left parties. What is vital to understand is that the officials of a capitalist and democratic 

state, due to their institutional position, must uphold the legitimacy of the bureaucratic field and try and 

appear neutral in their actions vis-à-vis different social and political interest groups. As mentioned, they 

must at least try and conceive of the society from the perspective of the “interests of the whole”, from 

“the point of view of society” (Bourdieu 1998, 59). And the state’s legitimacy and the state officials’ 

power rests on maintaining social and economic order, a state of affairs itself dependent on maintaining 

what is at any given time conceived of as a “healthy” level of economic activity. It is dependent on capital 

accumulation and private investment that is. (Block 1984[1977]) 

But, to emphasise, the point here is not solely the structuralist viewpoints on “imperatives” of 

legitimation and accumulation. First, as underlined, capital accumulation and private investment can be 

and have been upheld in many a different manner. Moreover, from the sociology of knowledge and field 

theoretical perspective embraced here, what is vital is what concrete implications the structural features 

of the bureaucratic field have for the ways that officials within them see the world—to what kind of ways 

of thinking and interpreting their institutional position tend to habituate the officials to. Hence, the 

central point is that the managers of the state’s economic institutions, the state economists included, 

when interpreting the economic situation, tend to adopt the stance which they believe is the most rational 

in terms of the benefit of the “whole” and the “social interest” instead of particularities such as the 

benefit of the party (cf. Mann 2017, 275), even if they can hardly have an objective and certain knowledge 

of this.  

Indeed, one should emphasise that part of the background for the state’s vast authority in Finland comes 

from the Hegelian tradition the political theorist, Senator, the grand duchy’s “minister of finance”, and a 

key designer of the Finnish mark J.V. Snellman and his Fennomanian ilk aimed to root to, and in great 

part succeeded, the Finnish scientific and bureaucratic fields in the 19th century (cf. Mickelsson 2015, 

385). In the Hegelian tradition, the state and its reason represent “the ethical whole” and “the 

actualisation of freedom” that should be trusted. The state is conceived as the ultimate subject in history 

and society, a subject which, as an autonomic entity, directs its will to itself by dictating the norms of the 

community—it is the “the march of God in the world” (Hegel 1975, 279, quoted in Gerbaudo 2021, ch. 

8). As Hegel saw it, the state—with the help of the science of political economy—was the only agent that 

can see beyond “the confusion” and contradictions created by the uncoordinated and self-interested 

actions of individuals and collective groups (Mann 2017, 169, 275). Tuija Pulkkinen has underlined that 

the influence of this tradition has meant that compared to other northern European countries historically 
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Finnish politics has had a perhaps a more moralistic undertone, an undertone in which the different and 

conflicting economic interests of various social groups are not seen as legitimate interests, since they might 

be against the “general interest” of the state (Pulkkinen 1989). Kettunen has argued that this idea of the 

state as a subject has tended to lead in a common perception in Finland of the state itself possessing the 

capacity for rational economic policies and planning, instead of seeing the substance of these as a 

fundamentally political matter (Kettunen 2008, 164).42  

What this rationality entails is conditioned on which groups are hegemonic in society, in other words, 

which groups have been able to present their interests as those of the whole in a common sense manner. 

In Finland, as we have mentioned, this hegemonic group, in the late 1970s and 1980s (and before) was 

the export-oriented businesses and industries. This too helps to understand why the “traditional” 

economic strategy and rationale within the Finnish bureaucratic field had strong endurance even after 

the Left’s triumph and the SDP having a number of its members and experts acquiring high-level 

positions in the field’s economic institutions. Moreover, some have interpreted there to have existed an 

attempt by politicians and state officials to forge as robust a consensus as possible on economic matters—

appealing to national necessities and interests—due to the constant concern over external threats and 

space of autonomy (Pekkarinen 1989; Korhonen 2020). The export sector’s capacity to present its interest 

as general ones—“realities” and “necessities”—was also connected to the fact that the interests of the 

agricultural sector were firmly on the ground linked to the lumber industry, and the former on the other 

hand constituted the social base for the Agricultural League, one of the two, in addition to the SDP, of 

the most influential parties between the 1950s and 1980s (Kettunen 2019)  

Hegemony, a concoction of consent and coercion, makes certain interpretations and policy approaches 

appear inconceivable and detrimental for the “general interest”. For instance, making tackling inflation 

and deflationary policies a priority that trumps other objectives, due to their benefits for exports, is one 

manifestation of hegemony at work. Moreover, wage restraint, which was the key focus of the SDP’s 

economic experts in the late 1970s and 1980s, is of course not the only conceivable way to fight inflation, 

even if it is the one that benefits businesses since it prioritises their profit rates by making sure production 

costs remain low. For instance and depending on one’s analysis of the reasons behind increasing prices 

and desired distributional outcomes, stronger price regulation or increasing taxes are also possibilities. 

The same goes for current account deficits: stifling domestic demand is merely one option for its 

reduction, with import regulation, for instance, another instrument in the toolset. And gaining 

 
42 Moreover, the tradition of the state superimposing itself on society has manifested in the level of the Finnish language in 
the common conflation between the notions of “state” and “society”—the two are blended into each other, and the former 
tends to also include the latter notion and the centripetal connotations and axioms that it possesses. Kettunen, however, 
emphasises that this conflation occurs also in other Nordic languages. (Kettunen 2008, 138–142). 
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international competitiveness via reducing costs (“internal devaluation”),43 especially wages, is only a 

single perspective on competitiveness, with many arguing investments to product and technological 

development being a much more important factor in it, which indeed did in the 1990s become, in addition 

to price competitiveness, central elements of the Finnish “competition state” (Kantola 2006). 

The Right Hand of the Finnish State 

While meaningful generalisations regarding the Finnish state are apt and meaningful, we would do well 

to remember that the bureaucratic field, intra-relational as it too is, is a complex and multifarious whole 

with internal contradictions, institutions, and actors with variant interests, orientations, and biases for 

policy approaches. While the “right hand” of the bureaucratic field, its economic institutions, such as the 

MOF and BOF, are concerned with capital accumulation and growth, and according to Bourdieu in the 

neoliberal era especially concerned with economic discipline “via budget cuts, fiscal incentives and 

economic deregulation”, its “left hand” ministries consider social questions of protection and 

nourishment. (Wacquant 2015, 239–240; Bourdieu 1998, ch. 3).  

For present purposes the “right hand” of the Finnish bureaucratic field is of particular interest. The 

economic institutions of the Finnish state have had strong traditions and great resources and their 

strength within the wider Finnish bureaucratic field has meant their orientations have had the propensity 

to affect other institutions within the field. In addition to the MOF, the BOF has been the Finnish 

society’s second—and in the longue durée perhaps more central—strong economic institution. Its robust 

and independent position already before the late 20th century is a comparative peculiarity of Finland. 

Elsewhere, for example in Sweden, Norway, the US, and the UK, central banks were granted 

independence, via constitutional measures, only in the monetarist and anti-democratic post-1970s 

neoliberal heyday.44 Back then the goal was to insulate, “encase”, monetary policies from—so the 

argument went—the unwise and impulsive demos that could induce governments to finance policies 

through ostensibly inflationary central bank lending; to get “rid of democratic money, which is always 

shortsighted, bad money” and give complete control of money to central banks whose sole concern 

should be price stability (Dornbusch 1998/2001, quoted in Tooze 2021, 19; see also Slobodian 2018). 

 In the Finnish constitution the BOF had great independence already from the 1920s onwards, 

contributing in itself to depoliticising economic issues, placing monetary policy to the sphere of technical 

expertise not politics, also henceforth for its part tending to naturalise past economic strategies. The 

 
43 By the 1980s there had developed a relatively widely shared view of the medium-term detrimental effects of external 
devaluation of the mark had developed, since it was considered that the action would lead to price increases through actor’s 
expectations of a future coming devaluation, hence rendering the action counterproductive.  
44 Of the cases Mudge considers, Germany is again the exception in this regard, and the heavily independent Bundesbank and 
Germany indeed are (in)famous for tight monetary policies (Mudge 2018, 162). 
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BOF’s position can be traced to the outcome of the 1918 Civil War, with the triumphant bourgeoisie 

explicitly wishing to delimit the economic power of the democratic parliament and government by 

strengthening the bank’s powers. The parliament was rendered unable to discharge the bank supervisors 

it appoints if dissatisfied with the bank’s policies. Moreover, the bank’s governors were designated as 

civil servants with unlimited tenure. (Uusitalo 1984; Pekkarinen 1989) This political and juridical position 

led to the BOF often having an upper hand over governments in economic policy; allowing it to 

frequently dictate the ends and means of policy, opposing running budget deficits and refusing to directly 

finance state expenditure, with standoffs between the two not unusual. The BOF’s policy conception 

and the ways it habituates those positioned in it to interpret the economy—because of its institutional 

function and the means at its disposal—emphasises the internal value of money, the situation of the 

current account, and the marks external exchange rate. In 1984 the sociologist Paavo Uusitalo (1984) 

argued that historically Nordic countries with more independent central banks (Finland and Denmark) 

had by the 1980s had a more monetarist propensity than Sweden and Norway and had focused more on 

prioritising their currencies’ value over other social objectives such as unemployment and productivity.45  

As briefly remarked, during the latter half of the 20th century the MOF’s power and resources within the 

bureaucratic field and society at large gradually but steadily amplified, not least due to its role in budgetary 

preparations and from the 1990s onwards in the preparation of the pre-determined spending limits for 

governments. Indeed, the political power of the MOF has been a well-remarked and discussed 

phenomenon in Finland, and its control within the bureaucratic field over other institutions has also been 

widely acknowledged—particularly by state officials themselves. (See Murto 2014, 81–89; Heikkinen & 

Tiihonen 2010, 472–479; Patomäki 2007, 21–22) 

The MOF’s authority grew particularly in the wake of the 1970s economic downturn, as the past policy 

conceptions within the bureaucratic field and the institutions that exemplified these conceptions, such as 

the great number of organisations created for economic planning, were discredited. Indeed, the 

“rationality crisis” not only provided space and legitimacy for alternative conceptions, but it also meant 

a very concrete shift of institutional power within the bureaucratic field, as the MOF—especially its 

economics and budgetary departments—grew in authority. Also, purely in terms of personnel, the MOF 

was one of the ministries that grew the most in the 1970s. Economic policy preparations were centralised 

to the ministry, which, not least through the efforts of the secretary of state Paavela, succeeded in gaining 

a coordinative role in economic and societal policy-making. According to Puoskari (1992, 182–187; 1987, 

 
45 Uusitalo makes the case, from a sociology of knowledge perspective, that the disinclination for strong counter-cyclical fiscal 
policy and utilisation of budget deficits has little to do with the economic structure of different Nordic societies since their 
economies have partly similar open economy structures with similarly vulnerable positions vis-à-vis the world economy. 
Rather he accentuates the strong authority of the BOF and the way it has conditioned interpretations of economic realities in 
Finland (cf. Puoskari 1987, 170–171; Pekkarinen 1989).  
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169; see also Heikkinen & Tiihonen 2010, 25–37), the policy-making rationality did no longer emanate 

from longer-term objectives of sectoral policies but the short-term, “stabilisation” oriented, and 

predetermined narrow, and restrictive macroeconomic frames of the state’s finances with budgetary 

governance the central method.  

Party Experts Without Political Nous 

But could it have been that the power of the bureaucratic field’s “right hand” was not merely intra-field, 

but also inter-field, cross-field effects developing from the interdependence between the political field of 

the SDP and the economic institutions of the bureaucratic field? Scholars have argued that the 

phenomenon of politically appointed bureaucrats becoming the functionaries of the bureaucratic field 

within the party has been particularly strong in the MOF’s case, noting that a sense of joint objectives 

and orientations is especially tenacious within it. Some have—somewhat facetiously—asserted that there 

exists a “Party of the MOF”, whose membership card is picked up by new employees, even partisan ones. 

In other words, it has been argued that the economic thinking within the MOF is shared by its officials 

regardless of party membership and that it is this shared orientation that tends to have the most significant 

impact on economic policies and developments. Sailas, for instance, has concurred with the idea that a 

common ethos exists within the MOF, one that surpasses possible party-political worldviews of civil 

servants, and that there can indeed be said to exist a “Party of MOF”. He asserted that the reason for 

MOF’s power in the state and society is its “apolitical” character and culture, exemplified by his—an 

“open social democrat’s”—position as the head of the budget department during a bourgeoise 

government. (Murto 2014, 88, 246–247; see also Heikkinen & Tiihonen 2010, 20, 476)  

While we cannot take Sailas’ remarks as inevitably exemplifying the ideas of MOF officials or the state 

economists in general, it well describes his habitus and ideas of the bureaucratic field. A 1990s study 

which interviewed almost 40 high ranking Finnish state officials—to whose appointments political 

factors had assertedly at least tacitly influenced—on the matter of civil servants’ political role hints that 

similar dispositions are common more generally. Most downplayed their political background, 

emphasised the difficulties of functioning as a higher state official if active in politics, asserted they had 

withdrawn from politics, and saw themselves primarily as neutral experts and professionals in their 

respective policy domains. (Mälkiä & Stenvall 1998) 

Indeed, the bureaucratic field connected party experts—the state economists—did not consider the 

political and strategic impacts of their truth-claims and interpretations. Instead, their foci were on what 

they perceived to be most beneficial for the national economy and the “general interest”, a perception 

that was conditioned by the knowledge structure of their institutional location. If the SDP’s party experts 

in the 1960s——the economic theoreticians—had risen through the party ranks and possessed a habitus 
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which incorporated economic knowledge with political-strategic intelligence, the proscriptive state 

economists were often relatively recent party members, in great part gaining their positions as party 

experts due to claiming privy to the workings of the economy but not possessing political-strategic 

acumen. The SDP’s economic theoreticians, much like those of the parties Mudge examines, provided 

truth-claims on “how to manage … ‘the economy’” yet tried to “translate that knowledge into something 

politically workable”, working “through parties and partisan networks, not just states” (Mudge 2018, 

374). The state economists hardly had such capabilities, political sensitivity, or propensity for strategic 

and intermediary endeavours, speaking of constraints and necessities for political efforts instead of 

possible recipes to achieve wished outcomes.  

For instance, when the party’s economic experts in 1982 conceived it to be vital to underscore the 

centrality and priority of tackling inflation to secure the international competitiveness of the export 

sector, they were disinterested in the political consequences of taking such a position publicly. On the 

contrary, their self-proclaimed primary worry was how to keep the government, which SDP continued 

to head, committed to such a position. To secure the commitment, they precisely deemed it best to go 

as public as possible with it, utilising the traditional Labour Day speech of the prime minister and party 

chair Kalevi Sorsa, drafting him a speech which highlighted the vital importance of maintaining a stable 

price level, securing international price competitiveness to keep employment up, and thus making sure 

the workers’ wage increases were merely reduced to index adjustments. (Hulkko & Pöysä 1998, 102) 

Experts and Sorsa were convinced of a necessity to scrap wage increases altogether, putting one of them, 

Sorsa’s former political assistant Eero Tuomainen, to the task of presenting such a proposal in public 

(Uimonen 1984, 343–347; Soukola 2011, 107). And when some party members pondered on the electoral 

and political consequences of continuing the economic strategy adopted in the late 1970s, Sailas played 

such worries down, asserting that “surely the people, better than economists, for example, know what 

the measures are about [that austerity is a necessity]” (SDP 1978). Such remarks speak to what Risto 

Alapuro has seen as the Finnish elite’s long lasting “state-populist” tradition in which a self-understanding 

of functioning as the interpreter of the “people’s” wishes and hopes is a central tenet (Alapuro 1997, 8).  

Indeed, more detailed examination of the habitus and ethos of perhaps the paradigmatic example of the 

state economist, Raimo Sailas, allows us to better illustrate this political-strategic insensitivity. In his 

biography—the fifth chapter of which is titled “State Economy as a Vocation”—Sailas has emphasised 

his patriotic disposition and disinterest in and suspicion of both the “theoretical twiddle” of academic 

economics and the SDP’s “fantasies of steering the economy”, preferring to work as a “pragmatic” civil 

servant for his patria. Indeed, for Sailas the SDP’s 1970s rhetoric of managing the economy and distrust 

of markets were mere “liturgy” that “represented a different reality than practical economic policy”, 
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hoping that the SDP would discard such pretensions and make way for an outlook that better understood 

the logic of private business. (Vesikansa 2016, 87–93; 109–110, 156, 159–160) 

When in 1973 he was inquired to work for the SDP’s party office on economic policy, Sailas refused, 

later citing the overly ideological and party-centred power struggle of politics as his reason to stay at the 

MOF, viewing the bureaucratic field as a more apt sphere of operation, one where he could reform the 

economic policy processes of the nation-state. His disdain for politics was evident in a 1982 interview, 

where he asserted that “when politics comes into the picture, things inevitably go irrational” and 

governments cease to deal with matters “as they should be dealt with” (Vesikansa 2016, 245). This 

appeared to be a hint to his discontent with some of the less austere and inflation-focused policies, such 

as the national pension reform, that the government with the lead of Koivisto as prime minister had in 

the previous two years advanced. Sailas was profoundly disappointed with Koivisto, leading to an ill 

relationship between the two. One of the central differences between the 1960s economic theoreticians 

and the state economists of the 1970s and 1980s is well exemplified in how Sailas changed his perception 

of Koivisto: “He was not so much a stern economic leader and an economic expert but a politician”. 

(Vesikansa 2016, 133, 249–257. cf. Outinen 2015, 101–102)  

For Sailas, unlike Koivisto, Linnamo, or Pentti Viita in the 1960s, politics and economics had nothing to 

do with each other. As his biographer Jarkko Vesikansa puts it, the question (and principle of division) 

of whose interest Sailas was trying to protect “the state’s, citizens’, or the economy’s?” made little sense 

from the viewpoint of Sailas—the three were equal. “He saw himself defending the whole. For him, 

unlike politicians, there were no separate interests. There was only Finland.” Sailas believed that the issue 

with politicians was that they did not take responsibility for the “nations’ economy”, “feeling” to be 

instead responsible for the electorate. Thus, for him, if state officials had party-affiliations, they had to 

remain staunch on their perception of what was best for the national economy against the wishes of their 

party. (Vesikansa 2016, 369, 480)  

In 1989 the SDP’s parliamentarian Liisa Jaakonsaari saw that whether the economy dictates politics or 

politics can manage the economy had once again become a decisive issue. Jaakonsaari did not seem too 

much in doubt of the answer, given her stress on how one had to “face the truth” that the economy was 

no longer an entity functioning within the sphere of national influence and that the Marxist division 

between base and superstructure should be given its due. But for Sailas the answer was crystal clear: 

“economy dictates politics, now as ever”.46 And troubles were again on the horizon, with “intensifying 

 
46 It is worth noting that the very distinction between the political and the economic is sensible only under capitalism, in which 
the two are demarcated as distinct spheres and units since production, extraction, and accumulation are privatised and realised 
without direct political, imposing, and forceful “extra-economic” means. This was not the case pre-capitalism under, e.g., 
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competition and curbing inflation” the sole solutions for such predicaments. (Seppä 1989) For the SDP’s 

party experts in the late 1970s and 1980s, politics was a hindrance against “economic necessities”. Indeed, 

in such an ethos not much is left of what the politics scholar Sheri Berman has argued as the key 

foundation of social democracy, namely the “primacy of politics” (Berman 2006). 

But there is also the vital question of how and why the state economists were able to muster the capacity 

and authority to make their way of interpreting the economy and the world, conditioned by the 

bureaucratic field, orthodoxic principles of action in the political field of the party—how they would 

have acquired the capacity for intervention in the SDP that is. First, as highlighted, economic knowledge had 

become the dominant and vital form of knowledge and expertise within the party from the mid-1960s 

onwards, forming the integrative element in the party’s wider answer to the question of what had to be 

done. As the party chair Kalevi Sorsa asserted at the party’s internal economic discussion in 1978: “Since 

our ideology is mostly economic, the matters discussed in the party board are predominantly economic 

likewise” (SDP 1978). And, as noted, not only is Finland a society in which the state more generally has 

tended to enjoy great legitimacy and influence, especially in economic matters, also the MOF had grown 

in stature during the postwar decades, both factors no doubt giving the state economists credence.  

Furthermore, it was also the fact that the SDP and the economic theoreticians (especially after gaining a 

position in the government) had interiorised many of the tenets of the bureaucratic field’s policy 

conception—such as “sound finance”— that perchance provided some of the capacity for the state 

economist’s interventions. In 1977 the economist Jukka Pekkarinen (1977; see also 1989, 330–332) 

attempted to account for the continuity of “economic cyclical defeatism” within the SDP, whose 

incapability to develop a tangible counter-cyclical economic strategy he conceived as an international 

oddity and whose deflationary policies adopted in the late 1970s he saw as a paradigmatic example of 

such defeatism. Pekkarinen believed that in the SDP’s case one cannot explain the continuity merely by 

referring to the economic strategy of employing deflationary policies to make away for capital 

accumulation and investments. Instead, he attempted to look for answers in the intellectual history of the 

party, positing that the SDP’s 1960s and early 1970s conceptions never represented a “true, consistent, and 

logical” reform programme nor a reinvention of its ideological disposition.  

Rather, for Pekkarinen it was merely a tactical and pragmatist approach made possible by a favourable 

economic and political conjuncture. For him the party’s “true colours” were laid-bare in the context of 

the 1970s crises, with the SDP’s “pragmatist wing” “shying away from active counter-cyclical economic 

 
feudalism or during 20th century “actually existing socialism”(see Wood 1995, ch 1.) Political economist Maximilian Krahé has 
recently illuminatively argued that this very separation enabled Western e to appeal to the “necessities” that this distinct sphere 
of the economy imposed when making the case that no alternatives existed for the economic policies of the 1980s. The elites 
in Eastern state socialist countries possessed no such possibility (Krahé 2021). 
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management” and the left-wing yielding to “Kautskyian” passivity. But this is in many ways a 

decontextualised and essentialising account. The continuity of a tradition does not function out of history. 

Rather one would do well to pay good heed to the concrete historical developments within the fields 

under examination and the circumstances of knowledge production. Conjecturally I would venture to 

postulate that the continuity has determinants also in the SDP’s connection with the bureaucratic field’s 

universalising economic institutions. (Cf. Vartiainen 1992) 

As we have seen, in the case of the SDP, unlike in Mudge’s account, what occurred within the SDP 

appears to have been not a fervent intra-field struggle between the old experts—the economic 

theoreticians—and new emerging ones—the state economists, even if there did exist some antagonism 

between the two. Indeed, instead of a sharp change between two completely different kinds of experts and 

a process where the old party experts were toppled by new ones, in fact, there was a substantial homology 

between the institutional positions of the economic theoreticians and the state economists in the 1970s. 

Despite their differences the subsequent similarities and continuity in their knowledge structures and 

principles of vision and division may allow us to understand how the latter gained its capacity for 

intervention in the SDP.  

5. Party, State, Expertise 

The above discussion then allows for a more detailed formulation of the hypothesis for an alternative 

account of the SDP’s neoliberalisation I have a few times alluded to. I postulate that in the (semi-

)peripheral and state-centric case of the SDP and Finland, instead of an interdependence and subsequent 

inter-field tensions and cross-field effects between the scientific field of economics and the political field of 

party, it was the interdependence, tensions and effects (especially manifesting in new party experts) 

between the SDP and the bureaucratic field that, contributed and were a necessary element—indeed an 

important driver—in the neoliberalisation of the party. The interdependence developed as the SDP 

embraced a growingly state-oriented conception47 of solving social and economic issues, the party gained 

power in 1966 and through political appointments the party manned the bureaucratic field with its 

members and sought to alter the previous bourgeoisie dominance within the state. Yet, conjecturally 

precisely the interdependence between the two fields, the SDP’s political appointments, and the view 

that the party had effectively “social democratised” the state could have led to an inter-field tension. Indeed, 

due to the interdependence the bureaucratic field’s policies of planning and directing capital and 

investments could have been perceived and presented by the now powerfully mobilised business and the 

 
47 In 1979 Pauli Kettunen and Jussi Turtola (1979) argued that Finnish social democracy’s ”concept of action” came to be—
in part due to the historical consequencues of the Civil War’s outcome—more intertwined with state institutions than, for 
instance, the SAP’s. One may perhaps argue that in tandem with the Finnish society’s wider Hegelian state-centrism this fact 
provided some of the preconditions for the interdependence with the two fields.  
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political Right (see esp. Wuokko 2016) as inherently politically motivated by left-wing inclinations, be 

discredited on these grounds as being against the “interest of the whole” and presented as a central culprit 

for the 1970s economic downturn—politicised that is.  

The conceptions of economic planning and increasing state control of many of the economy’s central 

elements—advanced indeed especially by the SDP—thus proved short-term as such ideas were done 

away with and the Finnish bureaucratic field’s economic institutions’ historical strategy on fostering the 

profitability and cost competitiveness of the export industries, fighting inflation, and adapting to external 

“necessities” was even more vehemently banked on. But the interdependence that had developed had 

further consequences for the SDP as it meant that the state economists gained authority within the party 

and ascended to a central and influential expert position in it. Through their position as party experts the 

state economists then made their ways of thinking and interpreting the economy and visioning and 

dividing the world an orthodoxy in the SDP. Above all, this institutional position conditioned the party 

experts to conceive their task as advancing the “general interest” of Finland and the monolithic mass of 

the “people”, not one particular segment of it. For the state economists, economics and politics were 

incompatible. Unlike for the SDP’s experts in the 1960s, economic advice was not, and could not, be 

provided on the basis of what would be beneficial for the party politically or by considering which 

measures would benefit the social groups the party represented but based on what benefited the economy 

of the nation-state as a whole. With the export-oriented businesses having made their interests 

correspond to that of the “interest of the whole” this meant the described economic ideas.   

Ambiguities and Silences 

Yet the context, scope, and form of a work always instil constraints on the author, not least in terms of 

the available time resources. So too in the case of this master’s thesis. Since many uncertainties and 

silences requiring further work remain, this alternative account must inevitably remain at the level of a 

new hypothesis. First, while I believe sufficient evidence exists on the matter of an interdependence between 

the bureaucratic field’s economic institutions and the political field of the party, this is not the case with 

regards to the inter-field tension, namely the politicisation of the interdependence and the influence of this 

process on the rationalities within the bureaucratic field. Some past works do hint towards such a tension 

and process (e.g., Puoskari 1992, 182–187; 1987, 169; see also Heiskanen 1983, 328), but empirical 

research on the question is nevertheless necessary. Further empirical work is also needed on the habitus 

and principles of vision and division of other state economists than Sailas. 

The SDP’s reassessment of its economic policy conception in the late 1970s has been much discussed by 

Finnish historians and social scientists. The reorientation and SDP’s collaboration with Finnish 

businesses has been conceived as the essential feature that enabled the “consensus spirit” which 
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characterised the Finnish society from the late 1970s onwards. The symbolic moment of this spirit was 

the so-called “Korpilampi Conference” convened in 1977, bringing together political and economic elites 

with the aim of depoliticising and dissolving the conflicts of interest between classes and social groups 

and to foster a common understanding on the “common good” of the country—price competitiveness 

of businesses and low inflation that is. (For a concise overview see Kärrylä 2019, 359–360).  

To my knowledge no analysis of the SDP’s reassessment has been offered from a sociology of knowledge 

perspective. No doubt, it is customary to point out the important role of MOF’s Paul Paavela. Moreover, 

as we have seen, already contemporaries in the late 1970s critiqued the state economists’ influence. And 

the social scientist Juho Saari, for instance, has emphasised that a key background for the “Finnish 

consensus” and Korpilampi Conference was both changes within the SDP and the MOF (Saari 2010). 

But—if the above presented hypothesis has any merit—the change in the former cannot be understood 

without the tight inter-field connection that developed between the political field of the party and the 

bureaucratic field and the subsequent cross-field effects that ensued, as there emerged new kinds of party 

experts with different backgrounds, positions, and relations, and subsequently with different ways of 

conceiving the economy and their role in politics. In explanatory and analytical terms central should thus 

be institutional location and occupation of the party experts and their habitus and principles of vision 

and division. (Cf. Mudge 2018, 215) 

The ways in which the state economist’s proscriptive policy ideas had become entrenched were at full 

play when the SDP organised a large-scale seminar on economic policy in 1989. Addressing the SDP’s 

leadership and experts, the then party secretary Ulpu Iivari believed that the key question for the seminar 

and the party had become the apparent dilemma that if one wished to please the electorate, the 

consequences of such action would be harmful to the national economy, since measures such as 

increasing wages apparently inevitably led to “intensifying inflation, growing foreign debt, high interest 

rates and thus bankruptcies and unemployment”. With the state economists having taken their places as 

key actors making truth-claims for the party, the party leadership no longer had access to an economic 

analysis that could also be politically viable. Thus, the party made a virtue out of an ostensible necessity. 

Indeed, Iivari emphasised that increasing competition in both public and private services together with 

how to finance the public services constituted some of the party’s key future challenges, requiring a focus 

on the price level and low production costs, not least since they secured the trust of markets. This was 

an argument that unsurprisingly found much resonance in the contributions of the party experts present 

at the seminar, with labour organisations’ wishes for wage increases castigated, inflation prioritised, and 

retrenching welfare services deemed necessary. (Seppä 1989)  
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In the very same 1989 seminar the question of the SDP’s stance to the notion of “markets” was explicitly 

brought up by Sailas, who believed that the party still needed to shred away any “emotional” attitudes to 

the term, with the SDP politician and Minister of Finance between 1987 and 1990 Erkki Liikanen—to 

whom state economists became important advisors in the late 1980s—deeming that the notion of 

markets was a fundamental concept of social democracy, adding that making markets effective was an 

important objective and that governmental intervention was fairly inutile vis-à-vis the economy. (Seppä 

1989; Vesikansa 2016, 306–307, 313) In another context Liikanen saw that the potential essence of social 

democracy could maybe be found from free markets (Outinen 2015, 228–229), while the future party 

chair Paavo Lipponen, who had also developed close relationships with many a state economist, had 

come to see markets as the social democrats’ vital ally (Lipponen 2014, e,g., 182, 377–379, 466). 

Indeed, we should recall that the task at hand was not so much to account for the change in the SDP’s 

economic policy conceptions towards deflationary policies and fostering primarily the conditions of the 

private sector but rather the broader and conjunctural change in its language and by inference its 

ideological disposition.48 Indeed, the problem at the centre of this thesis is the issue of the SDP’s 

neoliberalisation. I have defined the notion of neoliberalism as a set of beliefs at the kernel of which is a 

perspective on the world where market mechanisms and competition are, for many a reason, the best 

ways to organise a society and economy and that the state should merely facilitate and serve the workings 

of these institutions. While it is fair to say that the Finnish bureaucratic field’s economic institutions 

internal logic and strong rationalities have certainly conditioned the habitus of individuals within them, 

such neoliberal principles can hardly be conceived as the field’s institutions essential characteristics. 

The question then becomes how did such principles and ideas become hegemonic within the bureaucratic 

field’s economic institutions in the first place, subsequently leading to, through the state economists, 

becoming common sense in the party? How did state economists from the late 1970s onwards arrive at 

their particular diagnosis and remedies of proscription and prudence in addition to the Finnish state’s 

economic institutions, especially the MOF’s, long-standing particular “style of economics” and 

professional ethos, which had their basis on the more universal logic of the bureaucratic field habituating 

its functionaries to conceive the world from the perspective of the whole of society, a perspective itself 

conditioned by the hegemony of the export industries.  This is an issue that can and has been (in other 

contexts) approached from various perspectives and any comprehensive analysis of it is evidently out of 

the scope of this thesis. As Ryner has on the same matter in the Swedish context argued, it is nigh 

 
48 The evident fact that the state economists’ emergence as key expert did not transpose to changes in these two was obvious 
in the SDP’s new long-term political program which was developed also in the late 1970s: the program continued to emphasise 
the centrality of full employment, state’s economic planning, reducing the private ownership of capital goods, and thus a very 
profound transformation of the profit- and market-oriented capitalist system (Outinen 2015, 89; 106–112). 
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impossible “to isolate analytically any neat and clear-cut causal variables and patterns” (Ryner 2002, 174). 

Some remarks and non-mutually exclusive propositions on how neoliberal notions became rooted and 

perceived as rational in the bureaucratic field can and should, however, be offered.   

According to Pauli Kettunen (2019) a long-standing element in the Finnish elites’ thinking has been that 

of “peripheral gaze” (or a peripheral ethos), denoting the practice of “comparativising and reflexive 

anticipation”, a practice in which the elite’s horizon of expectations is placed towards the centre of the 

world economy and the “more advanced” capitalist “core countries”. Through this orientation the future 

of Finland has been anticipated and the necessary actions of “modernisation” legitimised. This is a gaze 

that habituates one to view the world through the lens of “externally determined threats, opportunities, 

and necessities” and has located Finland’s future position in the “West” and its social formations. Such 

a gaze easily makes whatever developments occur in these social formations reasonably cogent also for 

Finland. And as mentioned, the late 20th century was also characterised by the tendency of the increasing 

internationalisation of states. In the words of Robert W. Cox, this was a process in which states 

transformed into “a transmission belt from the global to the national economy” in a “transnational 

process of consensus formation” (Cox 1996, 30–31). Indeed, Heikki Patomäki (2007, 57—58) and the 

political sociologist Pertti Alasuutari (2006, 49), for instance, have argued that neoliberal notions such as 

increasing the scope of market mechanisms and reducing “market disturbances” entered the Finnish 

bureaucratic field in the early and mid-1980s through the state managers’ transnational connections to 

the “Western” institutions such as the European Community and the OECD, in which neoliberal and 

monetarist ideas had gained momentum during in the previous decade. 

But this of course leads to the issue where did the representatives of such organisations derive their ways 

of thinking and interpreting the economy, whether and how the broader changes in the field of 

economics affected it and should one thus in fact examine the neoliberalisation of the SDP through its 

indirect connect with what we may perhaps call the “transnational intellectual field”, hence “in the final 

instance” indicating a common origins yet a distinctive route for historical change with the parties Mudge 

examines. This also speaks to the ever-present conundrum of the “levels” of causation or “forces” to 

which a scholar directs their attention and attaches weight to and should changes or continuities within 

particular fields be inferred from external or “higher level” forces.  

Ryner also brings up the socialisation effects of transnational connections in his work on the Swedish 

case. Yet he underlines that one must be wary of emphasising these effects since according to him at least 

in the Swedish context it does not account for the consensual and non-contested reception of such ideas 

within the state. Instead, Ryner (2002, 175, 233 note 6) puts weight on the importance of the changing 

episteme within social democratic state managers from an ideological class-struggle focused episteme to 
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a more instrumentalist technocratic and finally to a utilitarian episteme, in great part caused by changes 

in economics. The last mentioned provided a background under which it was easy to be receptive for the 

novel truth-claims circulating about. Given what has been discussed thus far here, this does not 

necessarily seem a fruitful way to interpret the Finnish case.  

Instead, what I would here as well accentuate is both the content of the Finnish bureaucratic field’s 

historical “traditional” economic strategy and its fundamental principles of vision and division which 

habituated the thinking of state economists and the fact that there are more than a few elective affinities 

between these two and neoliberalism’s corresponding ones. With regards to the content, in both there is 

an emphasis on restraining labour’s wage increases and focusing on other supply-side factors and tackling 

inflation to increase or maintain cost competitiveness (cf. Pekkarinen 1989). In the case of neoliberalism 

such a content is derived from more fundamental principles, namely the emphasis on the necessity of 

putting society and the state in the service of the market and competition. Here too a great affinity is 

found with the inclination within the Finnish bureaucratic field to conceive the world in terms of 

“necessities” imposed by external entities to the to the state itself and to the workings of which the state 

must adapt to, be it the conditions of the national economy or the Soviet Union. In the neoliberal era, 

the adaptation became to indicate a need to provide as hospital an environment as possible to the 

increasingly global and transnational capital and corporations.  

For the state economist, politics and economics were incompatible; means could not be managed 

according to objectives. Yet, this was not so much because they, as the TFE’s of Mudge’s story, possessed 

a “neoliberal professional ethic” acquired from their positions and backgrounds in more finance and 

international oriented field of economics and transnational finance institutions. As has been discussed, 

their institutional and social positions and trajectories were quite different and they, unlike the TFE’s, 

were fairly firmly grounded in a domestic setting. Indeed, instead of the new party experts being 

spokesperson for the markets as such, rather they were the spokesperson for the Finnish nation-state. 

Their habitus was not a neoliberal one per se, but rather a something that may be called a patriotic habitus.  

The matter was not that the state economists perceived the world as constituting of “the territorially 

untethered market … out there” instead of “national economies”. (Mudge 2018, 238–239, 374) Yet the 

elective affinities between the ways of interpreting the world they developed in the bureaucratic field, 

which emphasised that the state was to be put in the service of the economy and was subjugated by 

external necessities, and the neoliberal ideas emphasising a very similar necessity, that the state was to be 

put into the service of the market, meant that they were receptive not only to the content of the neoliberal 

ideas but also the fundamental principles inscribed in them. These affinities combined with the increasing 

connections of Finnish state officials with the quarters advancing such ideas and the peripheral ethos no 
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doubt make up a relatively plausible gestalt for making the case that it was small wonder that the Finnish 

bureaucratic field’s officials adopted neoliberal ways of thinking.  

The affinities would also help us to understand why the SDP leadership and the state economists in the 

1980s perceived themselves to follow a very different road from that of neoliberalism, which they equated 

with Thatcherism and Ronald Reagan’s governments’ policies in the US and vehemently denied all 

accusations of them following their ideology, despite their increasingly and markedly market- and 

competition friendly policy conceptions, rhetorical form, and ideological disposition (Vesikansa 2016, 

284–286, 303–304; Outinen 2015, 116–119, 181–185). The state economists’ positions meant that such 

notions made sense even if they did not embrace them from similar principle as neoliberals or tried to per 

se advance a neoliberal change. And through their position as the SDP’s central experts, having firmly the 

ear of the party leadership, they arguably, in turn, “rendered market-friendly ways of seeing things 

sensible” (Mudge 2018, 16) also within the SDP, being the manifestations of a significant cross-field effect 

from the bureaucratic field to the political field.49  

The party experts’ insensitivity to and disregard of politics, a principle of division where their task was 

not to fit economic advice to political objectives but rather to offer prohibitions and proscriptions on 

what could not be done had evident tensions built into it. Many of the SDP’s politicians and parliamentary 

representatives turned against the party experts, denouncing their advice as unworkable, condemning 

their addresses as preposterous, and underlining how it would be hopeless to gain the trust and devotion 

of rank and file with the presented ideas (Seppä 1989; cf. Mickelsson 2015, 298). Indeed, the SDP’s 

politician’s ire with the state economists’ prohibitive truth-claims were a constant trouble within the party 

for a few years in in the late 1980s as many SDP politicians deemed their recommendations inapt and 

the successor of Kalevi Sorsa, Pertti Paasio (party chair 1987–1991) was not as amenable to their ideas 

as his predecessor (Heikkinen & Tiihonen 2010, 284; Vesikansa 2016, 334–335, 361–363). All the same, 

such annoyance hardly led to substantial outcomes and neoliberal principles became an orthodoxy in the 

SPD: in the 1990s when the second finance minister and the SDP’s cabinet member Arja Alho questioned 

 
49 One may conceive these cross-field developments as a part of a wider conjunctural process that may be fairly fruitfully 
understood through the Gramscian concept of “passive revolution”, denoting a dynamic when wide-ranging socio-economic 
reforms and a restructuring of capitalism are made in the absence of a “national-popular base” or initiative; an “elite-
engineered social and political reform” occurring as the state supplants society as the engine of social and economic 
development—a revolution without a revolution that is (Morton 2010; Buci-Glucksmann 2014[1979]). Such a “revolution 
from above” is not an uncommon mode of societal change in Finnish history and quite a few scholars have made similar 
interpretations of the neoliberalisation of Finnish society (see Alasuutari 2006, 45; Heiskala 2006; Patomäki 2007, 9–17), while 
however mostly referring to the rather ambiguous and in the final instance the empty notion of “elites”. Indeed, in line with 
the Finnish bureaucracy’s great historical authority we may understand the actions carried out by the state’s economic 
institutions and their growing stature and influence through a related notion, namely “bureaucratic Caesarism”, which signifies 
the way in which in the wake of economic disruption and the subsequent political struggles and issues faced by the state—
such as those of Finland in the mid- to late 1970s—undemocratic and unpersonal institutions presenting themselves as non-
partisan actors tend to reinforce themselves so as to mitigate the risk of destabilising the social order and to secure national 
unity (Kecheyan & Durand 2015).  
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the austere and liberal economic policies of the party led now by Paavo Lipponen, according to Alho 

Lipponen made clear that questioning the economic rationale amounted to “talking of the prophets [holy] 

beard”, which he would not allow (Alho 2009, 23). The prevailing belief was not to be disputed and 

alternative views were heretical. 

Yet the diminishing of the state economists’ influence in the late 1980s speaks to another tension innate 

in party experts being positioned in the bureaucratic or the academic field and echoes a similar dynamic 

that Mudge argued occurred in the party cluster she examines. The fact that the TFE’s were unable to 

link political objectives with economic advice led to economists’ relinquishing their authority as the 

central party experts, having the effect that public relations consultants emerged as new important experts 

speaking for “what wins”, as parties, seemingly no longer able to pursue socio-economic objectives based 

on their past worldviews, began to utilise such consultants to try and present their policies in a more 

favourable light (Mudge 2018, 375). Here space and the problem at hand forbid further examination of 

the developments in the case of the SDP. What is, however, important to underline is that this backlash 

evidently reflects their past authority in the party. Indeed, arguably the influence of the state economists’ 

interpretations and truth-claims to the SDP’s language and disposition had been secured in the preceding 

decade, the experts having paved the way for the SDP’s neoliberalisation. By the late 1980s, the party had 

begun to speak, as elsewhere, a language that was not theirs (Przeworski 2021, 17). 

6. Conclusions 

One should stress the importance and significance which, in the modern world, political parties have in the elaboration and diffusion 

of conceptions of the world, because essentially what they do is to work out the ethics and politics corresponding to these conceptions 

and act as it were as their historical ‘laboratory’. (Gramsci 1971[1929–1935], 335) 

A brief recapitulation of the arguments I have put forth is in order. In this thesis I have attempted to 

provide an explanation for the neoliberalisation of the Social Democratic Party of Finland at the end of the 

20th century; of the party’s process of embracing new market-oriented ways of thinking of the economy 

and society and internalising them as a novel common sense—an orthodoxy— subsequently adopting a 

corresponding rhetorical form and hence itself contributing to neoliberalism becoming a hegemonic 

ideology and altering the very disposition of Finnish social democracy. In this pursuit, and to attempt 

analytically distinguish a necessary part of an overdetermined causal whole, I have focused, drawing from 

the work of the historical sociologist Stephanie Mudge, my attention to the relationship between expertise 

and the political party. More concretely, the premise of my work was that party experts—those oriented 

towards articulating ideas and conceptions of the world for the party—affect how parties see the world 

and, because knowledge is socially conditioned, that their social and institutional locations are explanatory 

meaningful for these perceptions.  
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Instead of concentrating on events or moments of policy-formation, my focus has been on a more 

conjunctural change in language and thus by inference what I have called the SDP’s ideological 

disposition. I commenced my research from a hypothesis emanating from the conclusions of Mudge’s 

comparative work in other contexts. This hypothesis was that the interdependence between the scientific 

field of academic economics and the political field of the centre-left party—manifested in party experts—

was a key mechanism in the latter’s neoliberalisation. For Mudge, this interdependence itself developed 

from the tensions between the broader economic and political fields in the interwar “Polanyian moment” 

as capitalism teetered on the brink of complete breakdown and in many places there emerged an intense 

search for novel solutions for the problems of the day, leading also to academic economists entering 

centre-left parties. The tight interdependence between the two fields, however, allowed for the 

politicisation of the Keynesian field of economics, paving way for a substantial change within economics 

towards a more neoliberal propensity. Through the existing connection this change then came to 

influence the centre-left parties as new experts, carrying a “neoliberal ethic”, triumphed in intra-field 

struggles over resources and were able to make their ideas common sensical within the parties in question.  

However, in the case of the SDP, a party embedded in the peripheral context of Finland, one is hard-

pressed to discern such forces at play: the interwar economic ruptures were not as forceful as in many 

other societies and postwar economic development remained, as elsewhere, stable as the economic 

strategy adopted bore fruit. Furthermore, the Finnish field of economics was eminently “backward” and 

it “modernised belatedly” from the 1950s onwards, with the bourgeoisie dominance within the scientific 

field also likely conditioning the fact that the ideas of the “new macroeconomics” of the Stockholm 

School and Keynes did not find resonance in the Finnish interwar milieu. Between the wars the outcome 

of the Civil War in favour of the bourgeoisie also contributed to the SDP’s scarcity of intellectual 

resources. In the 1960s the party did indeed begin to extensively draw from social scientific and economic 

knowledge and economic experts became its key and most influential interpreters of the world. This did 

not, however, lead to an interdependence between the Finnish field of economics and the SDP nor does 

there seem to be evidence of a substantial politicisation of economics; of the party’s adversaries seeing 

and presenting the discipline as a stooge for the SDP. In fact, it was precisely the SDP’s party expert’s 

that were one of the academic economics Keynesian prescriptions most vehement critics.  

My work, instead, hinted towards a new hypothesis, namely that in the SDP’s case an interdependence 

between the bureaucratic field and the political field could perhaps better help one understand the party’s 

neoliberalisation. Some support was indeed found for this. The SDP’s—after it became the head of the 

left-majority government in 1966—intentions for a “representative bureaucracy” and to alter the past 

bourgeoisie hegemony within the Finnish state, especially through political appointments, led the party 

entangled with the bureaucratic field and particularly its economic institutions. The party also aimed and 
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managed to further conceptions of economic planning and state control of many of the capitalist 

economy’s central elements, with institutions for this end also created. Conjecturally, during the 1970s 

economic crisis such an interdependence could have provided fodder for the politicisation of the state’s 

economic rationales and strategies, hence also contributing to the change within this field away from the 

past notions while opening up space for novel, more market- and business-oriented, ideas, that already 

found resonance in the Finnish state’s historical economic strategy focusing on fostering the success of 

export-oriented businesses.  

As discussed above, this is a proposition that requires further work for many a reason. Yet, it was indeed 

the case that the connection between the two fields had the effect that new economic experts, bureaucrats 

who I have conceptualised as the state economists and who were positioned especially in the MOF, 

emerged on the scene and gained authority within the party, becoming the SDP’s important experts from 

the mid-1970s through the 1980s. A party having a strong connection with a scientific field and its experts 

drawing their truth-claims and interpretations from such a field is a condition with numerous ingrained 

tensions. So too is a tight interdependence between a left party and the bureaucratic field through a 

situation where the habitus and understanding of the economy and society of the party’s experts are 

conditioned by their professional position in the state. In a capitalist democracy, state officials must, to 

sustain their legitimacy and authority, try to conceive the situation at hand from the perspective of the 

whole—or at least uphold a façade of neutrality. For the state economists, their role in in politics was to 

further the “universal interest” of Finland and what benefitted the national economy, not to contemplate 

the nexus between economics, politics, and strategy or what would be beneficial for the SDP’s social 

base. In short this meant truth-claims that emphasised the necessity to foster the export businesses 

conditions of profitability and price competitiveness, deflationary policies and wage restraint that is.  

While one ought not to label such experts as neoliberals per se, due to the many affinities between both 

the policy prescriptions and fundamental principles of vision, division and action of neoliberalism and 

those that had held sway within the Finnish bureaucratic field, it is not difficult to see why they would 

have possessed great receptiveness to the market-oriented ideas they encountered. Arguably then, the 

state economists’ way of conceiving the world and economy became, as they mustered the capacity for 

intervention and authority within the SDP, a new common sense in the party during the 1980s. While 

the 1990s is sometimes presented as the decade of the “Third Way”, with Bill Clinton and Tony Blair 

rising to head the US Democrat’s and the UK Labour respectively, the SDP’s more conjunctural 

developments can be seen to have merely culminated in this period. Indeed, could the fact that the SDP 

has sometimes been presented by scholars as representing the avant-garde of the “Third Way” have much 

to do with the inter-field connection between the bureaucratic field and the party—a connection 
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embodied in its novel experts—and the mentioned affinities between neoliberal notions and the Finnish 

state’s rubrics and its economic institution’s policy conceptions? 

It is for the reader to decide the plausibility of the arguments and hypotheses presented vis-à-vis what 

has been discussed in the work. But as noted, further work on the issue will certainly not be to no avail. 

In addition to the open questions of the field of economics and the bureaucratic field’s economic 

strategy’s politicisation and discrediting on the basis of being motivated by the SDP’s purposes, there are, 

inter alia, the matter of further studying the state economists’ habitus and ways of thinking and their 

transnational connections and influences. In fact, much like Mudge’s account on the neoliberalisation of 

the parties she examines hinges on studying the party–expertise nexus throughout the 20th century, 

perhaps a similar longer time-scale study of the changing contours of this relationship is required also in 

the SDP’s case to make sense of the party’s late 20th-century metamorphosis. Moreover, comparative 

work, say with a party embedded in a society with reasonable similarity post-WWII, for instance the 

Social Democratic Party of Austria, may help to develop a more fully-fledged theory on the matter.  

This said, already based on the above a broader statement relating to the nexus between expertise, 

knowledge and political parties as an object of analysis can be made. Thus far, the literature especially on 

neoliberalism has mostly focused on experts in academia, states, international organisations, and so forth, 

mostly neglecting parties. For this Mudge (2018, 17—18) makes the case that without examining parties, 

one is hard-pressed to understand “political ideologies’ importation into governing institutions”. I share 

the sentiment of the importance of scholars attending more to parties, and indeed, one cannot understand 

how political-economic worldviews become common sense on the level of society without considering 

them. The hypothesis presented here also resonates with Mudge’s (2018, 372) own broader working 

hypothesis, namely that “historical change is grounded in the … development, and tension ridden 

interrelations between … social fields” that the “interrelations of fields, including cross-field effects that 

inter-field connections make possible, are among the most important drivers of social transformations”.  

Yet from the perspective of this work, I have some objections towards the (at least apparently) universal 

character of the first assertion. Rather, I would postulate that in peripheral societies and those with 

historically strong states the cross-field dynamics might, in fact, work the other way around, and scholars 

would do well to look at the bureaucratic field and its connections to understand how ways of conceiving 

the world and ideologies such as neoliberalism have been imported to society’s meso-level institutions 

such as political parties via the state.50 What I wish to say is that the analytical distinction Mudge (2020, 

362) designates between parties and states and between party–expert terrain and state–expert terrain 

 
50 While the state-knowledge relationship has been a relatively common research topic in historical sociology, it has – arguably 
– however focused primarily on the state employing knowledge, how it perhaps provides the framework for knowledge 
production, or how knowledge arrives into the state from society (see esp. Rueschemeyer & Skocpol 1996). 
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(emphasising the importance of scholars focusing also on the former), in state-centric and peripheral 

societies such as Finland might sometimes obscure rather than illuminate. Instead, if state officials gain 

prominent positions as party experts providing truth-claims for parties and the political field thus 

becomes fundamentally interconnected with the bureaucratic field, in some contexts the relevant 

relationship can perchance be one between parties and experts that are state officials and draw their 

expertise from their position in the bureaucracy.  

In any case, I wish to stress that the hypothesis outlined in this work should not be understood as a 

sufficient cause. Experts and their truth-claims are not, of course, some “locomotives of history”. Societies 

are open-ended systems and historical change knows no sufficient causes, invariant regularities, or “laws 

of history” (Steinmetz 2018). No doubt the capitalist world economy’s post-WWII processes and changes 

are central in making sense of social democracy’s transformation and, as elsewhere, the very pro-active 

and successful counter-mobilisation of business and capital against the increasing power of labour and 

the left (and the subsequent changes in the distribution of accumulated capital) (see Wuokko 2016) was 

also consequential for the SDP’s remoulding. All the same, the cross-field effects that emerged from the 

connection between the bureaucratic field and the SDP, embodied especially in the new party experts, 

the state economists, could be seen a necessary part of the process. And while the dynamics at play seem 

to be somewhat different from those that played out in Sweden, Germany, the UK or the US, the 

outcome was the same: the neoliberalisation of the party in question. Also, much like the TFE’s of 

Mudge’s account, the state economist was hardly able to carry out the intermediary role the party expert 

can have, as they spoke for the nation-state of Finland (and subsequently for businesses and markets) 

not the SDP’s social base and the groups the party claimed to represent.  

Production, not Reproduction 

Arguably the most momentous significance of understanding processes of historical change or continuity 

lies in them providing insights into our present day and future concerns, in one way or another. As the 

philosopher Beneditto Croce, for instance, well knew, the past only ever exists in the present—history is 

always inevitable contemporary history, motivated by our present-day concerns that is. There are various 

ways to approach the past from such a perspective.51 Here I have sought a particular path focused on 

attempting to account for historical change and continuity, including the consequences of the historical 

process which is the object of analysis, hence also aiming to acquire some knowledge for political and 

 
51 One may, for instance, consider the past not only as a “foreign country” but as a place for scavenging “resources for 
promoting human flourishing” in the present – as a site in which to “rummage through lost causes” “for the … pragmatic 
purpose of recovering ideas that might further progress” in the future (Satia 2020, 252). Alternatively, one might, following 
Rousseau, ask how we ended up in our contemporary predicaments and could the present be different, an approach 
exemplified by Foucault’s “genealogies of the present” or Stuart Hall’s work on the “present conjuncture”, on the present’s 
“anterior conditions of existence” and the “forces [that] are sustaining them” (Hall 2019 [2007], 312).  
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social practice in the present. It is a strategy that, by shedding light on certain dynamics and “lines of 

forces”, may lead to, if not necessarily the unity of theory and practice, of analysis and action, at least to 

their closer connection. (See Anderson 1980, 83–87; 97–99) 

But what, then, should we make of what has been discussed in the preceding pages? What kind of 

knowledge, if any, have we gained? What are the thesis’ implications for the contemporary conjuncture 

where the state, within a landscape of a devastating pandemic and a burning and extirpated planet, after 

decades of neoliberal rule and the subsequent policies focused on market solutions, price mechanisms, 

and commodification, is called upon to be both a protector from the devastations created by market-rule 

and the motor of socio-economic change? Lately, the proclamations of the death of neoliberalism as the 

dominant meta-ideology have, admittedly for the umpteenth time, increased in volume and intensity. 

What consequences does the above have in such a moment? Let us once more change registers. 

First, as Mudge too underscores, one of the important things at stake are the principles of democracy 

and representation. For most of their history centre-left and social democratic parties, including the SDP, 

have asserted to represent the social classes historically without representation: they have spoken on 

behalf of the working class and the underprivileged—the ones without voice or power. SDP’s 

neoliberalisation and embrace of market values meant that, to some extent, these groups—to whose 

representation truth-claims on economic matters are particularly important—were left without 

representation. (Mudge 2018, 35–36, 373–374; 2020) Moreover, the state economists’ emergence as the 

SDP’s important party experts, while not necessarily connected to the phenomena as such, should be 

considered in light of the more general process of parties in Western societies becoming closer to another 

and entangling with the state, a process the politics scholars Richard S. Katz and Peter Mair coined as 

the “cartelisation of parties”.  

The idea refers to the widespread tendency in the final decades of the 20th century of West European 

parties detaching from the rest of society, becoming growingly dependent on the state and becoming 

mostly electoral campaigning machines increasingly “defined by their institutional roles”. 52 Citizens were 

atomized, and collective organisation and party membership declined. Katz and Mair (2009; Mair 2013) 

argue that the state supplanted society as the driving force of party change and simultaneously the balance 

of power within parties skewed towards the party leadership and parliamentarians from the party’s 

membership and central office. As the mainstream parties were all more intertwined with the state, and 

 
52 Dependency was created for instance through state subsidies. In Finland, state subsidies to parties were introduced in 1969 
(by an SDP-led government), and they reached almost 85 % of all the income of parties in the next two decades. (van Biezen 
& Kopecký 2014, 173) As we have seen, party membership declined also greatly in Finland.  
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as the interests of the party representatives in government dominated the organisations, parties became 

more risk-averse and more indistinguishable from each other in terms of policy, rhetoric, and ideology.  

Parties exacerbated the corrosion of democracy as they neglected their historical tasks of representation, 

connecting disparate interests to collective ones, and articulating these interests. Instead of attempting to 

mould society pro-actively, they sufficed with “governance”, power-seeking and an appeal to an 

imaginary average citizen. Indeed, parties became “the government’s representative in the society rather 

than the society’s bridgehead in the state” (Andeweg 2000, quoted in Mair 2013, ch. 3), and with the 

combination of representation and governing abandoned they now only ruled a void where social groups 

once existed, trying to legitimise their actions in government as best they could.53 In short, it became, to 

say the least, questionable to what extent Gramsci’s words in the epigraph of this chapter any longer held 

true. After the financial crisis of 2008–2009, however, gradually an incipient “post-cartel politics” has 

taken shape as new parties emerged and set themselves opposite to the established cartel parties, and old 

ones embraced new, often more populist, political logics (e.g., Pique & Jäger 2020). 

Indeed, the matter of the relationship between parties, the state, and expertise is particularly pertinent in 

our present conjuncture, which is not only marked by corrosion of democracy and representation but 

also, arguably, an incipient breakdown of the neoliberal orthodoxy which, via the destructive market-

forces it has unleashed, has wreaked social, ecological, and economic havoc. The rejoinder to the ravages 

of the Great Recession of 2008–2009, stark inequalities, the devastations of climate change and other 

environmental breakdowns, and most recently a deadly pandemic—to the “satanic mill” (to use Karl 

Polanyi’s famous phrasing) that are the logics of markets, competition, and commodification—seems to 

be again the “self-protection of society” (Polanyi 2001[1944]). The political sociologist Paolo Gerbaudo 

has recently asserted in his book The Great Recoil (2021) that the pandemic, the neoliberal thesis, and the 

populist antithesis of the 2010s is leading to a synthesis of a broad ideological terrain of “protective neo-

statism”. Others have remarked how, geopolitical tensions, intensification of global competition, the 

Chinese accumulation model’s evident successes, and decades of economic stagnation in the West are 

making Western policy-makers, businesses, and international organisations to consider their options. 

Now an accumulation and growth model where the state is the central actor in overseeing, steering, or 

even possessing investment and capital—“state capitalism”—is growingly at least considered as a 

warranted and necessary strategy (Alami & Dixon 2021).  

Whatever the most apt way of conceptualising the social forms and politico-economic tendencies of the 

present moment, it appears that the state has restored prominence and legitimacy, as illustrated, inter alia, 

by the changes in the economic strategies of the UK and the US towards an embrace of a more 

 
53 In Finland, Pauli Kettunen (1989, 287) highlighted these very tendencies with great lucidity already in 1989.   
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“interventionist state” (see, e.g., Gerbaudo 2021, ch. 1). Even if neoliberal principles and elements will 

endure and linger in the institutions built during the past decades, it seems reasonable to argue that the 

state will growingly, relative to the past decades, be both involved in the economy, and it is the nature of 

this involvement that may form much of the landscape for political struggle. It is, of course, also true 

that the neoliberal political economy also counted on the state in multiple ways, not least depending on 

it to create and maintain markets. Yet, as Alami and Dixon (2021, 2) underline, the question for political 

economy is not “whether the state should intervene or not”, but rather the intervention’s scale, character, 

intentions, and forms. Currently, the intervention’s scale at least is growing, but the purpose and nature 

of it is a different matter altogether.  

A knee-jerk anti-statist mode of politics does find wanting in our present moment of great ills, to the 

tackling of which it is difficult to see other collective institutions mustering sufficient resources. As such 

social theorists as Antonio Gramsci and Nicos Poulantzas well knew, the state is the institution that holds 

society “together as a social formation” (Gerbaudo 2021, ch. 8). However, from the vantage point of the 

principles of democracy and representation—and given the more universal incipient metalogic of “neo-

statism” and Finland’s particular and historical state-centric characteristics—the “lesson” we can perhaps 

come away from the tentative claims presented in this thesis is nevertheless, once again, the perils of 

confusing the state with society and of the bureaucratic field dominating the political one. Party experts 

will be hard-pressed to acquire a capacity for doing the intermediary work between the party and the 

social base and the simultaneous articulation of new political worldviews and identities—both vital if the 

void between politics and society is to be filled—if their views of the world and economy emanate from 

the bureaucratic field. As noted, a connection between the two abounds with tensions. One central 

tension is evident in the fact that the bureaucratic field’s logics, rubrics, and determinants hardly provide 

convenient resources to be utilised for these purposes in politics, as state officials in economic institutions 

are conditioned to try and conceive the situation from the perspective of the ostensive and hegemonic 

“interest of the whole” and national unity, whatever that is at any given point in any time and space.  

And as Mudge’s work illustrates, a party’s interdependence with the scientific field through its experts 

tends to also be fraught with destabilising elements: those residing in such a field draw their authority 

from their status as “objective, credentialed scholarly professionals” claiming to have privy to questions 

over truth (Mudge 2018, 34). This standing and the knowledge and expertise they possess is easily 

questioned and politicised if they are heavily invested in politics. And as circumstances change and the 

knowledge and ideas the party has utilised are growingly challenged as incredible and political, problems 

ensue for the party in question. (Bickerton & Invernizzi Accetti 2021; Mudge 2020) Similar dynamics are 

not out of the question in a comparable situation between the bureaucratic field and the political field. 

And there is, of course, also the matter that the professionalisation of politics and its reduction to the 
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matters of expertise and competence tends to alienate citizens and narrow the sphere of politics, leading 

to what Bourdieu called “democratic dispossession” (Mudge 2020, 374–375).54 

These are issues worthy of remembrance in our current conjuncture in which the field of economics is 

growingly contested, as real-world developments have exposed the deficiency of many neoclassical 

assumptions and conceptions, and signs of a novel “paradigm shift” can be identified (e.g., The 

Economist 2020). At the same time, present-day Western politics is marked by a meta-logic what we may, 

following the politics scholars Christopher Bickerton and Carlo Invernizzi Accetti (2021), call “techno-

populism”, a political logic averse to the intermediation connected with representation, with appeals 

made simultaneously to both an abstract “people” and “expertise”, the latter argued to be utilised for the 

benefit of the former. In our moment expertise is fundamentally politicised, as the matter of whose 

experts’ truth-claims are accurate has become the kernel of party rivalry. Nearly all politics in Western 

societies seem to revolve around claims to truth and knowledge, with conspiracy theories flourishing and 

pundits being appalled of what is ambiguously called an era of “post-truth”. The pandemic has evidently 

exacerbated this trend.  

What we may gather even from the conjectural arguments developed in this thesis is perhaps then also 

the following. Even if the bureaucratic field, its orientation, and conceptions at a given moment seem to 

bias the objectives and propensities of a given party, the party’s politics are not on a stable footing if they 

even in some part arise from this field. Much like a party’s politics, knowledge, and truth-claims of the 

world ought not to spring from the scientific field (for a discussion see Sadowski & Ongweso 2021), nor 

should they spring from the state. A party should and must, of course, utilise the state for its objectives 

(much like it may utilise the scientific field and its findings for its purposes), but the party’s politics and 

knowledge should not—if it wishes to intermediate between politics and society or avoid the issues that 

the inter-field tensions create—emanate from the bureaucratic field. While “parties may fashion 

themselves in the image of the state” they ought not to “recruit experts purely on the basis of technical 

skill or merit”. Parties require experts that possess “strategic expertise” of “persuasion, communication, 

mobilization, negotiation and coalition building” not merely the specialised expertise “that is more 

characteristic of the ideal typical civil servant” (Mudge 2020, 355, 358). This seems to be a pertinent 

insight given how the work of some scholars has hinted to the rise of “post-neoliberal [economic] 

experts” within some parties of the left. According to such scholars, these experts, much like the state 

economists, see their task and duty not so much as an intermediary or the advocate for particular social 

 
54 There is also the matter that across Western societies, even if to a lesser extent in Finland than other countries, left parties 
have become increasingly the parties of the highly educated whose positions are more likely to be in the bureaucratic field, 
the academia, or the private sector, while this also speaks to the parties’ drift from their historical social bases (Gethin, 
Martinez-Toledano & Piketty 2021). 
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constituencies and interests, but rather—since there is an understanding of society as a shapeless 

population—to transcend “particularistic criteria” and to “act in society’s best interest”, only this time 

with a more statist, anti-austerity, bent (see Piquer & Jäger 2020). 

Yet as knowledge and analysis are of course essential for parties, is there a resolution for this conundrum 

between expertise and parties? As Mudge (2018, 375) emphasises, a key question “in the current 

Polanyian moment” is whether or not the inequalities and crises of the day “will give rise to new party 

experts with the intermediary capacity to return voice to the voiceless”. But what are the preconditions 

for the diachronic emergence of such experts and expertise? On the level of the whole of society there 

may be various ways to combine expertise with democracy, from making sure the make-up of state 

institutions is more democratic and representative to widening the scope of involving citizens in the 

discussion and evaluation over different policy options (Gerbaudo 2021, ch. 5). And at the party-level, 

the internal democratisation of party structures may lead to reducing the gap between political parties 

and society by making parties more attractive to citizens by empowering their membership (see Bickerton 

& Invernizzi 2021, 180–187). But such schemes do not provide an answer for the problem production of 

knowledge that is at the heart of the matter. The production of economic knowledge for instance in Finland 

and elsewhere is highly professionalised, tightly connected with either the dominantly neoclassical field 

of economics and its utilitarian episteme and methodological individualism or the bureaucratic field with 

its necessary conceptions of a homogenous single unit comprised of individualised citizens. “A crisis of 

critical knowledge production” (Jonker-Hoffrén 2021)—foremost a deficiency of the material means for 

such production—is palpable in the Finnish society. 

These remarks speak to the importance of parties’ need to conceive politics not only more broadly than 

as governance and competence but also more comprehensively than—however important—as electoral 

party competition, state power, or distributional measures. If parties are to acquire expertise that would 

make them “capable of formulating economic truth in a way that expresses, rather than suppresses, the 

needs, experiences, and demands of the people they claim to represent” (Mudge 2021) and to create a 

language and disposition that may close the gaps between politics and society, they should once more 

understand politics not as recreation or reproduction, but as creation and production—not least the 

production of knowledge and a new “common sense”. Perhaps only when parties direct efforts on 

producing knowledge and utilising modes of inquiry that openly acknowledge their politico-ethical 

assumptions and premises—features that are inescapable in all truth-claims and modes of inquiry—and 

specific answers to the question cui bono, who benefits, they may arrive in such venerable outcomes and 

at the same time at least in part do away with some of the tensions between party politics and expertise. 

In sum, political parties could do worse than begin anew to conceive society as their “historical 

laboratory” in its many meanings.  
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