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Executive Summary 
 
This report presents an external evaluation of research at the Finnish National Defence 
University (FNDU). The Report is based on self-evaluations completed in 2020 and 
interviews completed in January 2021. All work was conducted online. A site visit was not 
possible due to pandemic travel restrictions. The report is focused on what research is 
needed to meet the mandate of the institution. FNDU has three missions: Research, 
teaching, and public engagement. The evaluation does not compare research fields or 
researchers with each other nor rank them in order of quality. 
 
The central theme of this evaluation is the transition from disciplinary research fields to 
interdisciplinary research themes, which will focus on just two areas in the next five years 
—future war and Russia. Two cultural changes are implied by the report. The first is a call 
to action in the face of serious challenges to national defence capabilities occasioned by 
changes in the character of war. The second cultural change is required within the FNDU in 
order to combine the specializations of existing research fields. The three future research 
themes (FRTs) are intended to be established simultaneously and to be mutually supportive. 
However, this will challenge the existing distribution of resources. The Evaluation Panel 
does not recommend reorganization, but does suggest some changes in practice within 
FNDU, and making some changes to FNDU’s relationships with outside contributors/funders 
to improve communications and coordination.  
 
Chapters 1 and 2 explain the background and organization of the external evaluation.  
 
Chapter 3 reviews the strengths, development needs and recommendations for each of the 
existing ten research fields housed in three departments. From our analysis and evaluation, 
the Panel believes that the goal setting, implementation and monitoring of research is 
working. Research support could be developed by encouraging the development of new 
knowledge products and providing support to communications and creative services. 
Feedback to researchers might be improved with recognition and awards. Research 
management is generally effective, although personnel management might be improved in 
some fields. Partnerships appear ad hoc but effective. Research guidance appears to be 
working within the limitations imposed by academic freedom. The quality of existing 
research is generally good. 
 
The evaluation found good practices include tracking collaborations across fields, and the 
creative use of conscripts, graduate students and interns. More emphasis could be placed 
on outreach to the private sector and building links to civilian universities. International 
connections could be accelerated with more formal links to international institutions, and 
greater visibility could be given to existing contacts through international associations. A 
more formal liaison structure at the working level might improve contacts with outside 
stakeholders. 
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FNDU leadership seeks to break down silos in order to allow all fields to contribute to future 
themes and focus areas. However, our evaluation determined that it is not possible for the 
FNDU fields to conduct the full range of relevant research. Concentrating effort on future 
themes is one approach. Another is for some fields to focus on monitoring new 
developments, curating and disseminating relevant knowledge in a wide area rather than 
doing original research in a narrow area.  
 
Chapter 4 examines future research themes (FRT): FRT1 Changing Character of  
War; FRT2 National Defence; and FRT3 Unit-Leader-Soldier. The focus on future themes and 
focus areas represents a compelling change under the leadership of the Research Director. 
The diverse team of FNDU researchers seems remarkably supportive of the change.  
 
The success of the plan will depend on creativity in bringing the right people together on 
appropriate projects. The Panel’s evaluation identified the need for information 
management, changes in process, and management of risk. In practical terms, this means 
managing people’s time effectively, and providing an environment for productive work and 
interactions. 
 
All ten existing fields can contribute to and be informed by each of the three future themes. 
Not all fields can contribute to every study proposed within each FRT, however individual 
scholars may contribute as consultants, discussants and critics rather than primary 
researchers. The number of proposed studies – more than 30 simultaneously over five years 
– will be a challenge for both resource allocation and project management. 
 
Considering the existing expertise at FNDU and the future themes, some important areas 
were identified by the Panel as under-represented: climate science; cyber technology; 
information operations; artificial intelligence; robotics; and social cohesion and resilience. 
These areas may need more attention as part of the overall program. Not only military 
technology, but technology as a whole will affect future themes and technology experts will 
need to play an advisory role as the studies advance. The same is true of social changes. 
 
FRT1 Character of War and Battle—Past, Present, and Future is well developed, but includes 
21 separate studies. The Panel felt that resources are inadequate. One solution might be 
for teams of Staff College students to undertake the studies under expert committee 
supervision, over successive years with interim deliverables. 
 
FRT2 National Defence may have adopted a perspective too narrow for national needs. As 
described to the Panel, only FNDU has the capacity to shape research broadly on national 
security and the layers of national defence. However, the eight studies listed seem less than 
comprehensive. Some should be broadened to encompass a whole-of-government or 
whole-of-society perspective, while others should remain focused on military defence, but 
in close cooperation with FRT1 and FRT3. 
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FRT3 Unit-Leader-Soldier provides a clear framework but projects are undeveloped. 
Practitioner research and experimentation using FINCENT and CASS may be appropriate in 
light of FRT1 and FRT2 findings.  
 
As the three themes interact, incentives and new work habits will be needed to ensure 
collaboration. Partnerships will have to be developed with civilian universities to fill 
research gaps, and some work will continue within disciplinary silos because that is the most 
effective way to produce essential work. Strong but collaborative individuals will be needed 
to lead each future theme, but the resources of dedicated departments may be required to 
provide project management and administrative support. The Panel suggests: 
 

• FRT1 – the Department of Warfare, especially RF2 Strategic Studies and RF3 Art of War 

• FRT2 – the Department of Military Technology, especially RF8 Capability Development 

• FRT3 – the Department of Leadership and Military Pedagogy, especially RF5 Leadership 

 
Chapter 5 addresses internal and external engagement. The Panel suggests that succession 
planning ought to be instituted to help manage military academic talent. Annual updates 
with external stakeholders will keep FNDU on track and prepare the transition to the new 
research themes after 2025. Networked library resources and access to unpublished 
professional materials (grey literature) are important. Public Affairs represents a valuable 
support for publicizing research. More coordination with service research agencies may 
allow FNDU to focus upwards to whole-of-government and whole-of-society defence 
issues. Graduate students and faculty exchanges could be used to build connections with 
civilian universities and the private sector. FNDU has an opportunity to continue its leading 
role in the International Society of Military Sciences.  
 
Chapter 6 provides recommendations for institutional leadership. FNDU is a national asset. 
The new research strategy will demand cultural rather than organizational change to 
integrate the existing research fields, and track progress. Reviews in five categories are 
recommended: progress of thematic studies; internal engagement; FDF engagement; 
university and private sector engagement; and international military engagement. Support 
to researchers and gender equity will be important. 
 
In closing the Panel would like to express their appreciation to all the members of FNDU 
who gave generously of their time and ideas to contribute to this evaluation. It has been a 
privilege to learn from such an extraordinary and historic institution.  
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Chapter 1 Introduction 
 
This report presents an external evaluation of the current state of public research, its 
impact, and the potential for the future success of the research focus identified by the 
Finnish National Defence University. Discussions covered all FNDU research. Materials and 
discussion were kept at the unclassified level. 
 
The report is focused on the direction and capacity for research to meet the mandate of the 
institution. Quality assurance (QA) processes were evaluated in 2011 in the first audit by 
the Finnish Education Evaluation Centre (FINEEC). The second research evaluation was 
conducted 2011-2014, with an interim self-evaluation in 2014 and a strategic leadership 
review in 2017. This was the second FINEEC review. Another intermediate self-evaluation 
was conducted in 2019 and provided to the Panel. This evaluation prepares for way for 
KARVI II, anticipated in 2023. KARVI II, the third FINEEC audit, will evaluate the quality of 
research and education, societal impact, and innovative new methods to enhance research 
quality.  
 
The key idea of this evaluation is to assist the existing organization of ten research fields to 
combine their focus on three phenomena (future research themes) in order to address the 
focus areas: changing character of war; and Russia. This transition depends on the 
mobilization of expertise within the FNDU, but also building effective links to stakeholders 
and supports in the Finnish Defence Forces and in civilian universities.  
 
FNDU has three missions: Research, teaching, and public engagement. This is comparable 
to Finland’s 13 other universities, which receive guidance and funding from the Ministry of 
Education. FNDU funding, however, is from the Ministry of Defence. Seventy percent of the 
FNDU budget goes to teaching activities, but its research program is a high priority, guided 
by the MoD, with academic freedom of both military and academic researchers. The small 
scale of FNDU allows it to operate as a matrix in which research supports teaching, and 
students see the same teachers at each stage in their progression from bachelor to master 
and doctoral programs for some.  
 
Figure 1 Strategic Research Themes, Departments and Fields 

 

Department of Warfare 

• RF1 military history 

• RF2 strategic studies 

• RF3 Art of War 
Department of Military Technology 

• RF8 Capability development (mil econ) 

• RF9 Military technology 
Department of Leadership and Military Pedagogy 

• RF4 physical performance 

• RF5 leadership 

• RF6 military pedagogy 

• RF7 military sociology 

• RF10 educational development 

Figure provided by FNDU 
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Central to this evaluation is the evolution of the 2015-2020 research areas and means of 
combining work across departments and themes to support future research themes and 
focus areas. The starting point of this evolution is illustrated in Figure 2, provided by FNDU. 
The five strategic themes in the first column of Figure 2, plus basic research on military 
sciences have been expanded to encompass ten current research fields or research areas, 
but then concentrated on three future research themes (phenomena) with just two focus 
areas. The ten research areas and existing departments remain unchanged, but the work is 
to be focused on the future research themes (also referred to as phenomena) and the two 
focus areas.  
 
Figure 2: Transition From 2015-2019 to Strategy 2025 
 

Research Areas 2015-2019 Research Fields 2020-2025 Future Research Themes 
(phenomena) 

2020-2025 

Focus Areas 
Strategy 2025 

1. National Defence 

2. Comprehensive Security 

3. International Crisis 

Management 

4. Russia 

5. NATO 

Basic Research on Military 
Sciences 

1. Military history 

2. Strategic studies 

3. Art of war 

4. Physical performance 

5. Leadership 

6. Military pedagogy 

7. Military sociology 

8. Capability development 

9. Military technology 

10. Educational 

development 

1. Warfare and battle – 

past-present-future 

2. National defence 

3. Unit-leader-soldier 

1. Changing Character of 

War 

2. Russia 

 

 
The evolution from a larger number of fields to a smaller number of research themes is 
necessary because a small number of researchers at FNDU represent a wide range of 
expertise and have distinct patterns of working and links to teaching. The success of the 
strategy will depend on creativity in bringing the right people together on appropriate 
projects. This will be a major theme of the research evaluation, as it identifies needs for 
information management, changes in process, and management of risk. In practical terms, 
this means managing people’s time and providing an environment for productive work and 
interactions.  
 
Table 1 Research personnel, 2020 

Titles Civilian Military Notes 

Professor 5 3  

Assistant professor 3 1  

Joint professor/assistant 
professor 

16  Includes research director 

Senior researchers 5 
3 senior researchers are currently assistant professors; 
their senior researcher positions are unfilled 

Researchers 14 Primary labour goes into research 

Adjunct Professors 87 Part time, working from outside FNDU 

Researchers (external funding) 6   

Total 140  
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The majority of civilian researchers anticipate more than 10 years of service remaining, 
while the majority of military researchers have just five to ten years of service remaining. 
Table 1 summarizes research personnel. 
 
The staff available to the three main departments includes military, civilian, and adjunct 
professors and researchers, as well as conscripts who may have special skills valuable to the 
research agenda. The effective use of conscripts has contributed to FNDU’s research output. 
The widespread use of adjunct professors has also extended capacity to research and 
supervise beyond the expectations for a small university.  
 
Research resources are divided among the researching departments as illustrated in Table 
2. Those listed are primarily committed to research (function 2300) although may have 
other responsibilities. There is some overlap between positions, and the Panel notes that 
four research positions of a total of 17 are unfilled. Staffing issues are discussed further in 
Chapter 3. 
 
Table 2 Distribution of Research Personnel by Department 

Department of Leadership and 
Military Pedagogy 

military professor of leadership,  
professor of military pedagogy, professor of military sociology,  
joint professorship of sport and exercise physiology,  
assistant military professor of military pedagogy,  
assistant professor of crisis management,  
chief of the research group,  
1 post of a senior researcher (unfilled),  
3 researcher posts 
39 adjunct professors 

Department of Warfare 3 military professors (operational art and tactics),  
professor of military history,  
professor of strategic studies,  
assistant professor of strategic studies,  
assistant professor of military history,  
assistant professor of Russian security policy,  
chief of the research group,  
3 research officers,  
5 senior researchers (3 unfilled positions),  
2 researchers.  
30 adjunct professors 

Department of Military 
Technology 

professor of military economics,  
professor of military technology,  
joint professorship of operations analysis,  
1 senior researcher,  
2 researchers,   
2 conscript researchers on average  
12 adjunct professors 
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Chapter 2 Organising the Evaluation  
 
The External Evaluation Panel (hereafter, the Panel) was selected by the FNDU on the 
recommendation of the Research Director, Dr. Hannu Kari. The Terms of Reference for the 
evaluation are summarized at Appendix A.  
 
The Panel initially included eight members but was reduced to seven when Dr. Annukka 
Jokipii recused herself on the grounds of newly funded research collaboration with FNDU. 
Biographic notes for the seven members of the Panel are included at Appendix B. Support 
to the Panel was provided by Colonel (Retired) Harri Niskanen, Matti Muhli, and Matti 
Höysniemi.  
 
The Panel includes four civilian professors from Finnish universities and three Panellists with 
military and academic experience from other countries (Sweden, UK, and Canada). 
Panellists contributed equally, but with different emphasis. Civilians drew on their 
experience of research and development in Finnish universities, while military Panellists 
were able to comment on the content and focus of military research. 
 
Due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, all aspects of the evaluation were conducted 
virtually. Members of the Panel have visited FNDU campus in the past, but none visited for 
the purposes of this evaluation. Documents and presentations were provided on the FNDU 
Learning Management System, Moodle, and meetings were conducted on Zoom.  
 
FNDU hosted a virtual familiarization day (FD) on 26 October 2020. The Moodle platform 
was explained. The on-site evaluation event was replaced with a virtual event. Additional 
information requests were handled by posting documents on Moodle. All documents 
provided to and submitted by the Panel were unclassified. 
 
By 15 November the Panel had formed sub-committees reflected in the table below and 
provided additional questions to the organizers. Sample evaluation reports were 
considered from Uppsala University, Aalto University, and the University of Eastern Finland. 
The Panel agreed that the final report should more succinct than the research evaluations 
of the larger universities taken as points of comparison.  
 
The evaluation event (EE) consisted of video (Zoom) interviews 25-28 January 2021. 
Tuesday, 26 January entailed dividing the Panel between two meetings to allow more time 
to discuss each of the existing research fields.  
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Figure 3: Division of Panel for Evaluation Event, Existing Research Fields 

Group A Group B 

RT1 Military History 
VK, BA, DL 

RT8 Capability Development 
RT, KV, HJ, PE 

RT2 Strategic Studies 
PE, BA, RT, VK 

RT9 Military Technology 
HJ, KV, DL 

RT3 Art of War 
BA, VK, RT 

RT10 Educational Development 
KV, PE, HJ, DL 

RT4 Physical Performance 
BA, RT, PE 

RT6 Military Pedagogy 
DL, KV, HJ, VK 

RT5 Leadership 
PE, BA, RT 

RT7 Military Sociology 
VK, HJ, KV, DL 

(Panellists divided as indicated. Leads in bold) 
 
Unable to complete a site visit, the Panel sought additional information from interviews 
with: 

• FINCENT, the Nordic Peacekeeping Training Centre collocated with the FNDU on 

Santahamina Island 

• ICT, the Department of Information and Computer Technology supporting FNDU 

• CASS, the exercise facility for command and staff training at FNDU, and  

• The Military Museum 

The Panel’s deductions and notes from these interviews are included in chapter 5, treating 
them as additional assets to advance the proposed research agenda. They are not evaluated 
in their own capacity. 
 
Cancellation of the onsite evaluation precluded familiarization with classified materials 
(ToR, 4.3). 
 
Criteria and grading of existing Research Fields (ToR, 4.4) presented a dilemma. The fields 
are to be graded according to the ToR, but “the evaluation does not compare research fields 
or researchers with each other or rank them in order of quality.” (Tor, 2). The resolution to 
this dilemma was that only the qualitative conclusions from the combined judgements of 
the Panels are presented. Detailed bibliometric data and impact factor analysis were not 
available to the Panel and have not been used in the evaluation. 
 
Self-evaluation reports were provided for the FNDU as a whole, for each of the 10 existing 
Research Fields, and for each of the three Future Research Themes. These reports were 
completed in 2019-2020 and translated into English by October 2021, allowing an 
opportunity for minor updates before distribution. Interviews provided a more recent view 
of the perspectives of researchers in each Research Field and have been given precedence 
in our report. 
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Chapter 3 Evaluation of existing Research Fields 
 
“A research field refers to an entity created around a specific research topic or topics, and 
it is a community of the researchers of the field in question.” (ToR, 3.3). This chapter treats 
each of the ten existing research fields independently as they exist now, evaluating their 
work over the preceding period 2015-2019. The recommendations in each case are aimed 
at enhancing the strengths of the existing field, applied to the future research themes. In 
Chapter 4, Examining Future Research Themes, we will consider how the contributions 
made by the fields could be made in a more integrated way. 
 
The Panel is alert to the contributions that the FNDU research fields make to the Finnish 
Defence Forces (FDF), Finnish Defence Research Agency (FDRA), the three service research 
agencies, and questions of the national staff. FNDU does not operate in isolation. Coming 
from civilian Finnish universities and international defence universities, the Panel will use 
this broader perspective to comment on the possible connections the FNDU could make to 
the wider research community.  
 

Evaluation Criteria 
The evaluation guidelines in the Terms of Reference (4.4) call for judgement of the research 
environment, the quality of research outputs, and the potential for justifying further 
investment in the research field.   
 
The judgements that are offered by the Panel were made independently on the basis of 
information provided from both the self-evaluation and the interviews. Each panellist 
contributed to an anonymous online evaluation of the ten existing research fields using the 
criteria in the terms of reference: conditions for success in the research environment, 
quality of output, and suitability for further investment. These evaluations were combined. 
 
Interpreting conditions for success first, the greatest obstacles are faced by RF10 Education 
Development, and the greatest advantages are enjoyed by RF9 Military Technology and RF3 
Art of War.  
 
In our subjective evaluation, the quality of research does not fall in the same order as 
conditions for success. In some cases (RF10 Education, RF8 Capability) an improvement to 
the research environment might help the quality of the research products. In other cases 
(RF7 Sociology) a less-than-ideal research environment has nevertheless produced better 
than average quality of research, according to the Panel’s estimate. 
  
As for where to invest, the Panel seemed to favour reinforcing success. The top three were 
RF9 Military Technology, RF2 Strategic Studies, and RF3 Art of War. Not coincidentally, 
these three fields play a major role in the future research themes. Our assessment of the 
existing research fields was driven partly by consideration of future research themes. 
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Of the 10 research fields presented below, only eight are listed in the Terms of Reference. 
Capability Development is described as Military Economics, and neither Physical 
Performance nor Educational Development are mentioned. Each research field is a virtual 
matrix that includes interested researchers from the three departments, although the 
general distribution is as listed in Table 2. This means that the number of research fields can 
be expanded or contracted according to the interests of the faculty and the resources made 
available.  
 
Interdisciplinarity is not sought for its own sake, but for the contribution that it can make 
to dynamic and useful research. The theme of the evolving research program is “out of the 
silos” – implying that each of the existing research fields can contribute to the future 
research themes, and that the research program will be stronger with more interdisciplinary 
engagement. The Panel agrees with this premise and seeks ways to support this research 
objective. 
 

RF1: Military history  

This research field has only two full-time professors, but 22 doctoral students, with a 
production rate of 1-2 graduates a year. Four of the doctoral candidates are listed as “long 
term” which the Panel understood to represent retirement projects by senior students.  
 

Current research strengths 

Military History at FNDU focuses on the historical development of Finnish military 
organizations, defence system, and the nature and logic of warfare in the 20th century. As 
is usually the case in historical research, the main form of publication is the book 
monograph. With a staff of only two permanent positions, the publication record is 
impressive, consisting of several large book series and other research publications. This is 
made possible by collaborations with the external research community on military history 
as well as the productivity of the large and dynamic group of doctoral students. For good 
reason, Military History takes pride in its doctoral program and monthly research seminar. 
On the other hand, teaching, supervision and administering the research projects takes 
roughly 70 to 80 % of the faculty’s work time.  
 
Military History has a strong and stable position inside the FNDU community, which has 
made it possible to engage in long-term planning for the discipline; currently, plans are 
being made all the way till 2025–30. Military History is popular among the officer-students, 
which is visible in the scope of the doctoral program. Military History also seems to strongly 
support the task of educating “analytically thinking officers” as stated in the self-evaluation 
report. Regarding the future research themes, Military History recognizes a direct link to 
the FRT 1 Character of War and has a research plan that is aligned with this theme: “Altering 
Character of Warfare”. 
 

Development needs 

As the self-evaluation report acknowledges, there would be advantages to developing 
closer contacts with the international research community in military history, as well as 
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developing a stronger emphasis on international, peer-reviewed publishing. Yet meeting 
these demands may be difficult to achieve with this small workforce, which is committed to 
large, Finnish-written, research and publication projects, as well as teaching plus 
supervision. Cooperation with the Military Museum would also seem natural – yet this 
seems difficult due to the Museum’s uncertain status at the present. Paradoxically, the 
commendable long-term planning that has been conducted independently by Military 
History may risk colliding with the university’s strategic planning.  
 
With 22 doctoral dissertations in progress the ratio of 1:11 seems challenging for 
supervision. More use might be made of adjuncts or professors from other disciplines as 
second supervisors. The long-term production rate of doctoral graduates has been leisurely 
but seems to be improving over recent years. Most universities expect completion of a PhD 
in four years full time or six years part time study, but some of the doctoral candidates in 
military history are retired officers who work at greater leisure.  
 

Recommendations 

The military history research field seems to have a somewhat defensive attitude towards 
the future research themes as they take shape. This may be due to a lack of information 
about the process and its final aims. The Panel has determined that Military History could 
support the future themes in substantial ways. Military history is integral for several aspects 
of FRT 1 and 2, and we would recommend a more proactive effort to recognize the 
relevance and contribution of military history for the future research themes.  
 
The Panel suggests that in order to resolve the lack of international contacts, Military 
History could make a voluntary research period abroad an integral part of the doctoral 
program. Generally, there is international interest in Finnish military history – and there are 
some exceptional source materials and research traditions in Finland. This would be an 
opportunity for FNDU to develop academic relationships with Sweden and Germany, as well 
as the Baltic States. We believe it would be possible to compile peer-reviewed international 
journal articles summarizing the Finnish-written monography series and research projects. 
We also believe that Military History can continue to make a major contribution to the 
strong public interest in World War II and in the post-Cold War period in Finland thereby 
enhancing the societal impact and outreach of FNDU.  
 
In the transition to future themes, RF1 Military History should be engaged particularly in 
FRT1 Character of War. Funds should be made available for international cooperation with 
Sweden, Germany, and the Baltic States. To support future themes, RF1 will have to extend 
research beyond the Cold War period. The monograph series in Finnish should be 
accompanied by peer-reviewed summary articles in English.  

 

RF2: Strategic Studies 

The Strategic Studies research field has three full-time and one part-time academic staff 
and 15 doctoral candidates plus another four in the Russian research group. It is housed in 
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the Department of Warfare. The field is unique amongst Finnish universities in its focus on 
contemporary military operations and through its connection to J5 and FDRA sections 
conducting strategic research.  
 

Strengths 

The Strategic Studies field seems to have a well-established position within the FNDU and 
believe they have strong connections to one of the new research themes, Future of Warfare 
(when understood widely, as it develops further). They also expressed that they have good 
working relationships with the Russia group that operates partly in their department and 
partly outside the FNDU (the Aleksanteri Institute). Their research is well integrated within 
their teaching with their doctoral students considered a key resource. 
 

Development needs 

The strategic studies research field told the Panel that, while covering a wide area of 
research topics important to the FNDU, they experience two major challenges: the lack of 
resources and external research funding and the lack of research contacts and networks 
outside the FNDU and Finnish universities.  
 
The field seems to have a number of ‘customers’ and respective goals that should improve 
the FDF-wide situation picture and decision making. For example, public affairs might 
connect the field to wider society’s awareness of Finland’s strategic situation through media 
engagement. MoD and FDF might rely on FNDU strategic studies for situational awareness. 
Even other research fields within FNDU might find strategic awareness useful in prioritizing 
their research.  
 
Currently, there is no tracking system to guide and secure strategic studies goals. This could 
be a major development area for the future. New goals might be developed to update 
doctoral education practices and the integration of doctoral research projects with the 
wider research programmes. National and international research networks, which did exist 
in the past, could be re-developed. 
 

Recommendations 

A system for tracking challenges and opportunities in meeting the various goals should be 
put in place. This recommendation might also involve other research fields and future 
research areas, in which case, a joint effort at the university level would be useful. In order 
to maintain their central position within the FNDU, the Strategic Studies field would benefit 
from the competence and experiences of those research areas that have been able to 
maintain/develop their external networks and attract external funding (e.g., the Leadership 
field). Contact with other defence universities might lead to the identification of new 
research needs/programmes in the Strategic Studies field. For example, neighbours of 
Russia, China, and even the US might be said to confront the problem of large neighbours 
with uncertain intentions. Rapid production of short and accessible products like bulletins 
and blogs about current strategic issues might build a constituency that would support 
networking. 
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RF3: Art of War – Operational Art and Tactics 

The Art of War research field has two full time military professors housed in the Department 
of Warfare. One addresses operational art and tactics, especially the Finnish art of war, 
while the other focuses on general military theory. Research resources include staff college 
students examining operational art and tactics, 13 adjunct professors, and 34 doctoral 
students.  
 

Current research strengths 

The Art of War field is divided into the study of national (Finnish) operational art and tactics 
and research on future operational art and tactics more generally. It has a good track record 
in attracting graduate students. The research field is multidisciplinary and uses multiple 
methods. FNDU describes this field as unique without any corresponding curricula in civilian 
universities. The Panel agrees with this assessment. The field seems to have a close 
cooperation with the Aleksanteri Institute. The field also cooperates with other 
international staff colleges and defence universities. Military experts from the field are 
quite often visible in the Finnish media. Regarding the future research themes, Operational 
Art and Tactics recognizes a direct link to all the new themes, but especially to FRT1 and 2. 
The field has been involved in the transition process and has a good picture of the future 
themes. It states that its future research covers the new themes from the present to 2025–
30.   
 

Development needs 

The Art of War field could increase efforts to develop closer contacts with the international 
research community in “military sciences” as well as increase their contributions to 
international, peer-reviewed publishing. There is an opportunity to increase their 
cooperation with Finnish civilian universities, providing education to, and research outside 
the military profession, offering their expertise in multi-method research, the application 
of research results to professional development, and sharing their experience with 
publishing for the profession of arms.  
 
With 34 doctoral students, this research field may be overburdened for adequate 
supervision. Providing better supervision in a variety of specialized subject areas and 
research methodologies might be an opportunity for more international collaboration. 
Given the number of current doctoral candidates, the field might seek to host postdoctoral 
students with specific mandates. 
 

Recommendations 

It is important that the Art of War research field encourages future cooperation with other 
research fields within the FNDU, with civilian universities, and with staff colleges and 
military universities. There is an opportunity to develop content for teaching officers. Due 
to the interest shown by the Finnish media, Operational Art and Tactics could make a major 
contribution to the societal impact and outreach of FNDU. Efforts to increase its 
international, peer-reviewed publishing could further the FNDU’s international outreach. 
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Exchange of researchers, teachers and doctoral student could also be an area for 
development as a result of increasing international outreach.  
 
This field may be central to all three future themes and might therefore be one of the future 
theme leaders, particularly FRT1. Connections with RF1 Military History and RF2 Strategic 
studies should be developed to support all three future themes.  
 
Consider the possibilities to use both the Command and Staff Simulator (CASS) and the 
Finnish Defence Forces International Centre (FINCENT) as sources of data and tools for 
practitioner experimentation.  
 

RF4: Physical Performance 

One of the smallest research fields in terms of personnel, RF4 has one joint professor, four 
adjunct professors, and three part-time PhD students housed in the Department of 
Leadership and Military Pedagogy. However, the self-evaluation lists 16 people conducting 
research in addition to their other duties, although not all at FNDU. The great 
accomplishment of this research field has been to map and develop the field of sport 
science since 2005.  
 

Current research strengths 

Within the FNDU the field of Physical Performance is a part of the Military Pedagogy 
discipline. Physical Performance at FNDU focuses on comprehensively ensuring and 
developing soldiers’ physical performance. The field also applies medical and 
epidemiological public health science to different areas of study, for example Conscript 
Fitness Tracking and Musculoskeletal Diseases. The field also looks at the interaction 
between conscripts and reservists and the different military operating environments from 
the perspective of physical performance. The Cooperation with the well-ranked sports 
science department of the University of Jyväskylä, and the joint professorship, gives the 
field an opportunity to cover more aspects of and perspectives on the field. The cooperation 
also enhances the quality of the research, offers possibilities of international cooperation, 
and offers opportunities to use the civilian infrastructure for testing and analysis. Other 
strengths of this field are its dedicated and motivated research personnel, the number of 
publications and the external funding it has obtained. Regarding future themes, Physical 
Performance recognizes a direct link to FRT 3 (Unit, Soldier, Leader) and the field has been 
involved in the transition process from the beginning.    
 

Development needs 

According to FNDU, research needs to be improved by introducing the perspective of 
officers and reserve-officers. Since the Physical Performance field has a strong focus on 
soldiers and reservists, its potential for inclusion in other fields’ education is strong, leading 
to further cooperation within the FNDU. At present, it seems that this field has a stronger 
relationship with the FDF and the Defence Research Agency than within the FNDU. It also 
seems the field is very Army-orientated, which is a weakness if the Navy and Air Force are 
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not able to cover their own physical performance research needs. If the field increases its 
span of attention to cover the other services, it may require more researchers.  
 

Recommendations 

Research on Physical Performance is relevant to all three future themes. Expanding beyond 
the current focus on the army and conscripts and contributing to broader education will 
require more staff or more partnerships. The field’s excellent tradition of national and 
international cooperation should be encouraged, and similarly, its ambition to increase its 
output of international peer-reviewed publications. The field could also benefit with a 
facilitated dialogue on how the Physical Performance research field should be covered 
between the FNDU, the FDRA, and service research centres.  
 
Some specific recommendations for the transition emerged from discussions. International 
cooperation with Nordic military centres engaged in sports science may be useful. Consider 
bringing the perspective of officers and reserve-officers into research to increase the 
relevance to future themes.  
 
Consider broadening the definition of physical performance to consider mental health. Use 
existing data on Finnish youth to analyse physical and mental health status. This should help 
forecast the number of personnel suitable to the FDF in the future.  
 
For areas that are important to the FDF—but where the field does not have adequate staff 
for original research—the focus might be switched to collection and curation of useful new 
knowledge, in cooperation with information management specialists. 
 

RF5: Leadership  

The Leadership research field has two professors and a research officer, two of whom are 
military. Eight doctoral students have graduated with PhDs in leadership-related fields since 
1997, all supervised by one professor.  
 

Strengths 

It became evident to the Panel in both the self-evaluation report and the oral presentation 
that the major strength of the Leadership field is its extensive domestic and international 
research networks, especially with civilian universities in leadership, management and 
organization research and crisis management. Success in producing a good number of 
academic publications and in attracting external funding for research (especially from the 
highest-ranking Finnish funding body, the Academy of Finland) is an outcome of long-term 
networking activities. 
 

Development areas 

The Leadership field told the Panel that they are challenged balancing their academic 
research activities with the research needs of the FNDU. They have concentrated on 
academic activities and have been extremely successful in that, but they believe they should 



Research Evaluation Report, Finnish National Defence University, 2020–2021 
 
 

 19 

also invest in making a stronger connection between their research and the needs of the 
FNDU, especially concerning the future research themes. It remained somewhat unclear to 
the Panel to what extent they had been involved in developing the Unit, Leader, Soldier 
research theme and what would be their future role in developing the theme. In principle, 
their research area is a good fit with RT3, especially if they pay attention to the future needs 
of the FNDU.  
 
There are relatively few doctoral students in RF5. Leadership is an area of military 
importance, and FNDU can provide good access to data. Attracting students, linking to RF2, 
RF3 and RF7 for research objectives, and using available data from the FDF to attract 
students might enhance this field. The field also has a good number of adjunct professors 
to help in supervision; this offers the potential of increasing the number of graduating PhDs. 
Finally, the expertise of this field in teaching seemed not to be well-utilized even though 
military leadership is a key area of interest in FNDU. The self-evaluation (p.6) noted that 
there is “no ability to systematically support the development of the researchers or to 
support their career development, but the development rests on the individual’s own 
activity to seek new posts.” Balancing the military and academic careers of military 
researchers may be a wider issue for FNDU. 
 

Recommendations 

RF5 Leadership should maintain its strength in academic research through networks, 
continued pursuit of external funding, and publications on a broad spectrum of topics. Its 
expertise should continue to include military leadership, military management, military 
organization studies, crisis management, and influencing through social media. The 
Leadership field should engage in discussions within the FNDU on how to become more 
connected with other research areas, especially concerning future research and teaching. 
For example, the project on leadership in comprehensive security should be important for 
FRT2 National Defence. Work on emergency supply for total defence seems a logical fit with 
RF8 Capability Development. 
 

RF6: Military Pedagogy  

The Military Pedagogy section has lost resources since the completion of the self-
evaluation, and now has only one Associate Military Professor (Director) nominated for a 
five-year period, while his permanent position remains head instructor in Pedagogy. A 
Deputy Director / Head Instructor, and one civilian researcher complete the staff. Active 
PhD students, university interns, and adjunct professors augment the resources of the 
section. 
 

Current Research Strengths 

The greatest strength of the section appears to be its access to the dynamic research 
environment of defence training and education which is in demand amongst pedagogical 
researchers. The demand for research services and analytical and training products, and the 
good record of the section in producing these in the past, may help to overcome the current 
shortage of resources. The section’s ability to attract high quality adjunct professors and 
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partnerships with other government agencies and the FDRA also count as strengths. The 
fact that the research agenda is clearly driven by clients in the FDF and other government 
agencies should help to attract resources necessary to continue research. The section has a 
good rate of publications. Regular student interns and five to six current PhD students 
suggest a good environment for skills development. Current staff are good at generating 
data and have access to both qualitative and quantitative collection methods. 
 

Development Needs 

The most urgent need appears to be full staffing and renewed funding. If this is not 
forthcoming in the near future, a change in direction for the section may be required, as it 
appears to have declined since the completion of the self-evaluation in 2019. The 
connection with Military Ethics in Europe (Euro-ISME) was a good link but seems to have 
been lost. On expiry the contract of the civilian professor of Military Pedagogy, the position 
was converted to a military position, which has been vacant since 2019. The end of the 
Winlandia Project funding meant the loss of three research associates. Efforts to find new 
external funding will need institutional support. There is some doubt about the ability of 
the section to ensure adequate supervision of its six PhD students with its limited internal 
resources. On the other hand, the dynamic research environment and access to data can 
attract external researchers if managed well. Clarifying the focus of the limited resources 
will help. Identifying the relative priorities of the following would be helpful: FNDU 
pedagogy (quality assurance and student achievement); FDF training effectiveness and 
support to FDRA; whole-of-government activities. As the focus moves outwards, specific 
projects may become a focus to mobilize additional resources, including visiting or 
exchange professors from other government departments. Gender and diversity studies do 
not seem to have been addressed. 
 

Recommendations 

Institutional support is needed to replace personnel and find external funding if the 
previous pace of research is to be continued. Without more personnel and external funding, 
the section might usefully shift from conducting research towards commissioning and 
coordinating research related to specific FDF and other government needs.  
 
The digital learning environment should be taken seriously and planned as part of the future 
research program. Connections with external agencies should be prioritized for the existing 
staff. This might entail specific liaison roles to FDRA and FDF staff cells.  
 
More effort should be made to publicize research results and technical reports. This might 
entail assistance from interns or administrative staff to lighten the load of the small number 
of researchers and faculty. Partnerships with adjuncts seem to work well; these might be 
encouraged as specific routes to publication, with FNDU researchers feeding data and 
adjuncts seeking peer-review publication.  
 
Pedagogy and education development seem to have at least partially parallel goals; they 
could contribute together to FRT2 National Defence. 



Research Evaluation Report, Finnish National Defence University, 2020–2021 
 
 

 21 

RF7: Military Sociology  

This field includes one civilian professor, 2 term personnel, 2 adjunct professors, 7 PhD 
students, and an annually renewed university intern. Personnel are housed in the 
Department of Leadership and Military Pedagogy.  
 

Current research strengths 

Military Sociology at the FNDU presents a small but dynamic research team. The professor 
and the researchers are actively participating in both the international and the Finnish 
academic community, and their publication record is very good. The Military Sociology 
field’s main focus is studying the citizens’ relationship with the (Finnish) armed forces. This 
is a well-grounded emphasis, also relevant for the future: as long as the Finnish national 
defence system is based on conscription, this will be a fundamental research issue. 
Consequently, Military Sociology sees itself firmly connected to FRT2 National Defence. The 
researchers have strong expertise in scientific research methods, and they are highly 
motivated to offer this expertise to the whole university. Inside FNDU, military sociologists 
are responsible for most of the gender studies approaches, which is relevant for the whole 
national defense system and its societal role and relations. There is an active military 
sociological research community in Finland, which supports the work done at the FNDU.   
 

Development needs 

The situation of Military Sociology as a part of the FNDU’s overall research and teaching 
architecture does not seem to be ideal. There is very little opportunity for teaching and, 
consequently, the recruitment of doctoral students has been difficult. With only one 
permanent position, much of that person’s energy goes to applying for external funding. 
Precarious short-term positions do not allow for necessary long-term planning. There was 
a suggestion that sociology conducted by civilians at FNDU might get less respect as a “soft” 
or “civilian” field. Nevertheless, it is clear that as civilian researchers, the people in Military 
Sociology find themselves in a tension between their purely scientific needs and the more 
applied requirements of FNDU. The resources are scarce to cover many different demands. 
Furthermore, there is a question whether military psychology should be included in the 
FNDU’s future planning. There is also an identified need for digital and quantitative methods 
to receive more attention. Emphasizing quantitative methods would make the sociology 
profile “harder” and more interesting for the researchers in other RFs. 
 

Recommendations 

There is a certain feeling of isolation among the Military Sociology personnel in relation to 
other research fields at the FNDU. This is something that should be solved, and the 
researchers’ suggestion of offering methodological expertise and training to other 
disciplines is commendable. Similarly, the idea of interdisciplinary research seminars is very 
good and would help to recognize joint research themes and fields of cooperation. This 
should be easy to organize on an annual basis. Military Sociology needs more support to 
recruit doctoral students and support to offer teaching for both the students and the 
research staff. Almost every research team at FNDU has pointed out their need for extra 
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resources; yet in the case of Military Sociology, with only one permanent position, the lack 
of resources is acute and hinders the long-term development of the field, despite a good 
track record in scientific performance. There is potential here for a stronger presence and 
contribution inside the FNDU. Finally, as the core of military sociological research at FNDU 
is in civil-military relations, the societal impact of this research could be considered a 
valuable asset worth underlining. 
 
There is a gap in gender and diversity studies at FNDU, which might be filled with university 
partnerships and using the expertise in RF7. Although diversity and inclusion issues belong 
here there is a risk that they will become isolated from the areas in which they need to be 
integrated, including RF5 Leadership, and all three future themes, particularly FRT3 Unit-
Leader-Soldier.  
 

RF8: Capability Development  

The field has one professor of defence acquisition, three teachers with some research 
responsibilities, and six doctoral students. 
 

Strengths 

The Panel got a good understanding of the focus areas of the group, which seems to be 
analysis of complex systems and Industrial Management. Their aim is to support national 
defense and provide research support for future themes, particularly FRT1 the changing 
character of war. The interview demonstrated that the members of this research group 
have a strong background in the field of industrial management. Recently they have put 
their efforts into research on security of supplies in collaboration with Turku University and 
Handelshögskolan (Hanken). The group also has links to NATO research via the Partnership 
for Peace (PfP) program. The group sees their major client as the FDF, with about half or 
their research dedicated to its needs. In the self-evaluation, they mentioned that the library 
service functions well at the Defense University. 
 

Development areas 

In the interviews, and from comments written in the self-evaluation report, the Panel 
perceived that this research group is experiencing a number of frustrations. They are 
concerned that they are unable to meet the expectation to obtain external funding. For 
example, they are not members of the JUFO platform, and they have had negative 
experiences in applying for research from the Finnish Academy. They believe that their 
application was rejected due to a lack of theoretical content. Their research is conducted 
by civilian staff, but it is not a priority of the military, and at the moment there are no 
research officers in the group. The group also has challenges in modern networking with 
digital tools. 
 
Compared to other RFs this RF produces a lot of journal articles published in civilian journals. 
They stated that this research field mostly publishes in military journals.  
 



Research Evaluation Report, Finnish National Defence University, 2020–2021 
 
 

 23 

Recommendations 

The Panel feels that the group should improve the theoretical underpinnings of their field 
and increase the theoretical content of the education of their doctoral students. Maybe 
some extra studies could be made in civilian universities in the fields of applied 
mathematics, econometrics or other supporting disciplines. Military research officers or 
civilian post-doctoral appointments might combine studies at civilian universities in 
programs like industrial management and applied mathematics (systems analysis) with 
research at FNDU. This would support the group in networking.  
 
Capability Development is a Research Field that needs to be connected to external 
stakeholders and strategic thinking in order to do research about strategic management of 
capabilities. Capabilities are not just materiel; rather they are systems of doctrine, 
organization, training, materiel, leadership, education, personnel and facilities (DOTMLPF 
in the NATO argot). This research field therefore could play a vital connecting role, 
interpreting future needs and connecting the capabilities closest to deployment to the 
research programs in military technology, strategic studies, art of war, leadership, and 
physical performance. Research on security of supply, robustness and vulnerabilities of 
alternative technologies, and strategic implications of capability gaps should be explored in 
the context of future research themes. 
 

RF9: Military Technology  

RF9 has four full time faculty, 10 adjunct professors, and makes good use of about three 
conscripts per year and also interns. It has five PhD students, and collaborates with 11 
research partner scientists. 
 

Strengths 

The Panel’s general impression is that the military technology research group is well 
developed in many ways. The main research areas – command and control systems and 
mathematical modelling of complex systems in extreme and singular conditions – are core 
to the FNDU. The group produces about eight scientific publications per year with some of 
them published in international journals. The group has also obtained external funding and 
has a relatively wide cooperation network including e.g., FDF Defence Research Agency, 
companies, Finnish and foreign universities and research institutes. Additionally, it has 
created several good practices especially in the management of personnel resources and in 
linking research and teaching. The group has joint professorships with two Finnish 
universities. 
 

Development areas 

Although the group has been able to access external funding in the past, funding should be 
further developed with a systematic survey of funding opportunities and with cooperation 
from its network. There is an opportunity to increase the amount of experimental research 
in civil universities, which would support further networking and collaborations. The Panel 
thinks that this group could be more efficiently linked to other FNDU groups to encourage 
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multidisciplinary research and a broader understanding of the university’s research 
capabilities. Similarly, as with other groups, the Military Technology field could also benefit 
to wider access to electronic journal database services.  
 

Recommendations 

The Panel recommends that the Military Technology field creates collaborative networks to 
support their theoretical finding with their experimental research. There should also be a 
focus on increasing the publication of scientific journal manuscripts, but not at the expense 
of conference papers since both of these provide visibility to research results. Both journal 
articles and conference papers are important at many levels. They attract talented doctoral 
students and collaborative research partners. The Panel also understood that the group is 
interested in creating feasible performance indicators based more on quality than quantity. 
 

RF10: Educational Development 

The research field has no full-time faculty, but works as a matrix with three principal 
researchers, each also assigned to other duties.  
 

Strengths 

The Panel recognized that the virtually organized group for education development has 
selected a strong topic for its core work: integrating artificial intelligence and simulation 
into education. This is a challenging task for a group with limited resources, but a 
worthwhile pursuit. The Panel was introduced in a separate session to the simulation 
environment of the Command and Staff Simulator (CASS) and were informed about the 
application of simulations. CASS is used about 17 to 24 weeks annually, each exercise lasting 
about 5 days. This should be a valuable source of data and a platform for experimentation. 
The members of the group are highly motivated despite working part-time in this field. One 
of the main activities of the Education Development field is to write a textbook for students 
in NDU. From the reference list the Panel saw that the group mainly published in civilian 
conferences and journals. 
 

Development areas 

The Panel was concerned about how the virtual organization of the group could succeed. 
The group did not seem quite coherent. There is a potential link to the Military Pedagogy 
research field. The Panel thinks that the group would benefit from modern facilities, like 
classrooms designed for group work, as well as the possibility of implementing online-
learning. More people should be linked to this group so that interactions between other 
research fields and the Educational Development field could stimulate further research.  
 

Recommendations 

The Panel suggest that the educational group should be re-organized at least by establishing 
a regular working model, for example regular monthly meetings with other groups. The 
Panel thinks that some kind of steering group on Educational Development would be a 
solution, the members of the steering group coming from all research groups; this could 
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help the management of education contents and integrating of the core topics (like 
simulation and artificial intelligence). The Panel also recognizes the possibility to embed the 
Educational Development group in the Military Pedagogy group. Links to more technical 
studies like computer science, data analytics and applied mathematics could be emphasized 
as an opportunity to those teachers and students who are interested; co-operation with 
civilian universities in these areas is highly recommended. 
 
There is an international network of military and civilian educators using simulations to 
improve study of peace and conflict (https://paxsims.wordpress.com). RF10 might make 
use of these connections. Having cohorts of military students with similar experiences at 
different stages of their careers opens the potential for mentoring or at least awareness 
between bachelor, master and doctor levels. An effort might be made to track and improve 
the degree to which advice from one level is accessible to other levels to raise the quality 
of research student output. Some military universities have specialized honours programs 
to accelerate the education of promising undergraduate students. An academic advisor 
system might be instituted to ensure that each student at every level meets with an 
appropriate academic advisor at least once a year or perhaps once a semester. These 
meetings would be an opportunity for two-way communication, allowing the institution to 
learn from student experience as well as allowing the students to confirm their own 
progress.  
 

Research Evaluation Questions  
The following questions were provided in the terms of reference and have been addressed 
here against the background of both interviews and self-evaluation reports. We consider 
first the research environment, and then the current state of research. The future outlook 
is addressed in Chapter 4.  
 

Research Environment 

Does the goal setting, implementation and monitoring of research work?   

The clarity of the FRTs and the clear sequence from 2011 to 2025 suggest that goal setting 
is effective. The Panel’s comments on current fields suggest areas for more guidance on 
transition to FRTs, which will be easier for some fields than others. The wide range in ratio 
of doctoral students to faculty, and the differences in time-to-graduate for doctoral 
students in current fields may reflect more than divergence of disciplinary norms; consider 
closer monitoring of supervision ratios and time to graduate. The Bologna process suggests 
that, “The degree usually requires three to four years of study, mostly as a period of 
research.”1 
 
How should research support be developed? 

The Panel found that traditional library services are well respected and effectively used. It 
suggests two forms of enhancement for research support.  

                                                        
1 European Community Academic Encyclopedia, ECA, “Doctorate Degree” 
http://ecahe.eu/w/index.php?title=Doctorate_degree   

https://paxsims.wordpress.com/


Research Evaluation Report, Finnish National Defence University, 2020–2021 
 
 

 26 

New knowledge products: FNDU is similar to other universities in being a repository for 
more knowledge than it makes available. Reward for scholarly publications which are not 
widely disseminated or read means that much research doesn’t get to end users, 
particularly in the military.2 If accurate, this suggests that research support should be 
developed to enable researchers to produce “knowledge products” that get research out 
quickly, targeting key audiences with digestible but validated research results, e.g., 
bulletins, podcasts, blogs/vlogs, and short-burst seminars and discussions. 
 
An “office of communications” might help with special techniques like podcasts and vlogs, 
perhaps using interns from civilian universities for technical support, e.g., Norwich 
University Office of Communications, and strategic creative services, 
https://oc.norwich.edu. The function might be shared with FDRA or a nearby university. 
 
How can the researcher-feedback system be developed? 

The Panel understands this to mean feedback to researchers about the impact, utility, and 
direction of their research. Without much information about researcher satisfaction or the 
extent to which researchers get feedback from FNDU command and leadership, awards 
might be useful: annual nominations and awards for research, teaching, and service, so that 
FNDU military and civilian faculty would see who was being rewarded and for what. This 
would help set a standard of excellence (e.g., Cowan Prize for Research Excellence, 
https://www.rmc-cmr.ca/en/division-graduate-studies-and-research/cowan-prize-and-
commitee). 
 
How is the continuity of research taken into consideration?  

There are two aspects to this question: continuity in projects and continuity across fields. 
Continuity in time suggests that a research project within a field should be carried through 
from conception to delivery of results without interruption of staffing or funding. RF7 
Military Sociology faces short term contracts limiting the kinds of projects it can undertake.  
RF1 Military History has long-term commitments – perhaps too much continuity at the 
expense of agility to address FRTs. Continuity across fields implies that the whole range of 
necessary research is addressed, without major gaps. This suggests that there should be 
some overview of the “universe” of research subjects relevant to the FRTs against which 
existing projects and timelines can be aligned to identify gaps. Director of Research should 
have some sort of reporting mechanism to judge continuity of coverage but be cautious 
about imposing onerous reporting layers; use existing reports rather than developing new 
ones. 
 
What are the areas for improvement in research management? 

Research management implies strategic direction, project management, personnel 
management, and financial management. Strategic direction appears clear and effective as 
evidenced by this process and the clear guidance provided for future research themes. 

                                                        
2 Henrik Paulsson, “The Irrelevance of Military Journals in the Internet Age” ISMS 2017 

https://oc.norwich.edu/
https://www.rmc-cmr.ca/en/division-graduate-studies-and-research/cowan-prize-and-commitee
https://www.rmc-cmr.ca/en/division-graduate-studies-and-research/cowan-prize-and-commitee
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Project management ensures good use of resources. We saw no evidence of wasted 
resources; existing fields produce impressive quality and quantity of work with very limited 
resources. FNDU may be at a peak here, with a risk of losing effectiveness if it tries to 
squeeze more production from limited resources. Personnel management implies that the 
right people are available for the work and have adequate security of employment to focus 
on the tasks at hand. This is a problem for RF7 Military Sociology because of short term 
contracts. In other fields, it is a problem because military research officers are assigned to 
other tasks or deployed, leaving gaps in the structure. In a defence university, this is caused 
by other priorities which impinge on effective research management. Financial 
management ensures effective use of funds. We saw no evidence of poor financial 
management, but experience suggests a risk of subdividing funds into too many separate 
fields rather than concentrating them in areas of greatest return on investment. Our 
understanding is that this is the intent of the future themes, and therefore a step towards 
potential improvement in resource management. 
 
Is the connection between teaching and research visible?  

Areas where the Panel identified opportunities for more contributions to teaching by 
researchers include RF5 Leadership, RF7 Military Sociology, RF8 Capability Development 
and RF10 Educational Development. Areas where the Panel identified opportunities for 
teaching to be linked to greater research effort included the use of the command and staff 
simulator and its successor for teaching and leadership research, and the use of public 
affairs data as a subject of national cohesion/national narrative research. Some 
ambivalence about increasing teaching loads would be understandable given the ambitious 
research agenda.  
 
How are partnerships planned and developed? 

The concept of integration or pan-domain operations is current in doctrinal discussions but 
has not been adopted as a principle for organization of research projects. Multi-domain 
operations imply the linking of distinct domains (land, sea, air, cyber) while pan-domain 
operations imply the seamless integration of domains which cannot function separately. 
Pan-domain understanding may be more easily achieved in smaller forces that take 
advantage of mutual confidence across domains. Partnerships seem to be mainly cultivated 
along personal lines, first within FNDU, and then with adjunct professors. Adjuncts seem to 
be selected for their engagement in research and teaching at FNDU, but the Panel did not 
get a good sense of how they came to be connected—some filled advertised positions, 
others met colleagues at conferences. The growth of the Russia focus area may stand as an 
example. The ISMS conference of 2015 included a special focus on Russia, and the growth 
of FNDU-Helsinki University connections on the subject of Russia can be traced at least to 
2015, although connections with the Aleksanteri Institute predate that conference. 
Planning partnerships for independent researchers is necessarily an organic process but use 
of regular conference opportunities and targeted funding can help focus resources on areas 
where there is FDF and government demand. 
  



Research Evaluation Report, Finnish National Defence University, 2020–2021 
 
 

 28 

What are the strengths and areas for improvement of the research environment? 

Using the aggregated views of the Panel on the research environment questions the 
strongest research environment was RF9 Military Technology (3.5/4). RF3 Art of War was 
also strong (3.0/4). Areas for greatest improvement might be RF10 Educational 
Development and RF7 Military Sociology. The strongest research environments are 
characterized by critical mass, a mix of military and civilian researchers, and good exposure 
to the professional military students. Moving to more concentrated research themes might 
convey some of these advantages to the weaker research environments.  
 

Current State of Research 

These questions were addressed through the self-evaluations and the interviews conducted 
in January. A general point is that there is a trade-off between directed research and 
interest-driven research. FDRA conducts directed or commissioned research to solve 
specific problems or address specific concerns. FNDU has the academic freedom to pursue 
areas of interest. The trade-off is that if an organization doesn’t know what it doesn’t know, 
it won’t be able to direct research to fill the gap. For this reason, most ISMS members seem 
to have a mix of free research and directed research, with a variety of mechanisms to nudge 
the interest-driven research into areas of interest. 
 
How successful has impact goal setting been, and are the used methods and impact 
measuring tools relevant? 

Impact measuring tools include scholarly publications, impact factors of journals, 
participation in conferences, and total production of technical reports and classified reports 
(classified reports were not available to the Panel). The Panel discussed with researchers 
whether generic measures of impact were appropriate, or whether measures more tailored 
to specific disciplines should be developed. No clear consensus emerged. The survey of 
Panel members on research quality suggests a measure of impact goal setting (see answer 
below). Overall, the Panel finds that impact goal setting has been useful. It has encouraged 
individual researchers and departments to view their performance critically and seek to 
improve. 
 
How well are customer groups or research target groups, and their needs, identified? 

The connections from J5 and FDRA to FNDU seem sound, but the Panel didn’t get a sense 
of how granular their visibility is. This really goes back to the research environment. It may 
be that FNDU has a better sense of where the research gaps need to be filled than J5 or 
FDRA, because they get regular feedback in a neutral environment from a wide range of 
professionals and civilians on career courses at different stages in their careers. The 
transient population of FNDU students might be tapped by regular exit surveys that link 
what they learn on FNDU courses to where they think the knowledge gaps might be for their 
future careers. Over time, this would help build up a picture. Tracking where graduates go 
and following up to see if their views change might also be helpful and might be framed as 
practitioner research in support of FRT3 Unit-Leader-Soldier.  
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How well does the research guidance work? 

We can consider this question by comparing the previous evaluation from 2011 provided 
by a Panel member, the progress from 2015 to 2019 and the self-evaluations that the fields 
provided to the Panel. Overall, our impression is that the focus has shifted incrementally 
over the decade, so there has been some response to research guidance. However, 
comparing the evolution of research guidance from 2011 to 2015 to 2020 to the 
publications listed in the 2020 self-evaluations, the titles would not be out of place in the 
earlier lists. This leads us to ask whether the research guidance resulted in any significant 
change to research practice and publications. The answer is subjective, based on 
interpretation of the research products, and FNDU researchers are better judges of that 
than the Panel. This may be an unfair question, because it takes us back to management 
strategies. FDRA does commissioned research, while FNDU research is governed by 
academic freedom. It is also possible that the more focused FRTs will yield a tighter grouping 
of research products, but if it does, it will be a matter of judgement whether the tighter 
grouping better serves Finnish defence needs, and that question is outside the scope of this 
research evaluation. 
 
Figure 4 Evolving Research Guidance 

2011 External 
Evaluation Report 

summary of areas of 
military science 

research 

General focus of 
research on future 

threats and 
development of the 

defense system, 2011 

Research Areas 
2015-2019 Research Fields 2020-2025 

Future Research 
Themes (phenomena) 

2020-2025 

1. War history 

2. Strategy 

3. Operational skills 

and tactics 

4. Leadership 

5. Military 

pedagogy 

6. Military 

Sociology and 

Psychology 

7. Military 

technology 

 

• Image of war and 

warfare 

development 

• Military 

development in 

Finland's 

neighboring areas 

• The Defense Forces 

as part of Finnish 

society 

• Finland as part of 

the international 

security 

community 

1. National Defence 

2. Comprehensive 

Security 

3. International 

Crisis 

Management 

4. Russia 

5. NATO 

6. Basic Research 

on Military 

Sciences 

1. Military history 

2. Strategic studies 

3. Art of war 

4. Physical performance* 

5. Leadership 

6. Military pedagogy 

7. Military sociology 

8. Capability 

development* 

9. Military technology 

10. Educational 

development* 

• War and battle – 

past-present-

future 

• National defence 

• Unit-leader-

soldier 

*New research fields not included in the 2011 review 

 

Given a starting point with academic freedom, the tools that are available to guide research 
include selection of personnel, internal funding of research, nominal rewards such as 
recognition, commendations or prizes, and adjustment of teaching loads and other duties. 
The Panel can see room for some improvement in the use of these tools to guide research 
but is unsure whether applying them would actually improve research results or the focus 
of research within areas to which researchers are guided by the research strategy.  
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What is the quality of the research? 

The Panel assesses the overall quality of research as good, or “fit for purpose”. Aggregating 
the views of the Panel suggests that research quality and impact has been highest in RF4 
Physical Performance (3.5/4) RF9 Military Technology (3.3/4) and RF7 Military Sociology 
(3.3/4).3  
 
Research quality and impact may leave the most room for improvement in RF10 Military 
Education, and RF8 Capability Development.  
 
What are the strengths and areas for improvement regarding research quality and impact? 

The greatest strength of the research program is a clear sense of purpose and narrower 
focus than in the past. This suggests the possibility of mobilizing limited resources for very 
specific ends. Other strengths include: 

• the integration of civilian and military researchers  

• the availability of FDF resources as research subjects relevant to the research focus  

• a clear plan that implies specific activities 

• an effort to engage all researchers in a common focus area 

Areas for improvement regarding research quality include: the need for better 
communication across research fields; and inter-disciplinary cooperation in the supervision 
of doctoral students. One Panel member asked whether the institution of comprehensive 
field exams for doctoral candidates might be useful. On the whole comprehensive exams 
privilege absorbing established knowledge over generating new knowledge, and therefore 
would probably not contribute to research quality and impact.  
 

Recommendations and conclusions 

Drawing from the practices of each of the research fields, and with a view to moving 
towards the future research themes, the following summary recommendations might apply 
to all of the research fields. Resources are constrained at FNDU as they are at any institution. 
Unlike civilian universities, FNDU is mandated to cover the breadth of military sciences yet 
focus in order to produce high quality research.  
 
One measure of whether the approach of research fields is working is to look at the number 
of researchers collaborating in more than one field or working across departmental lines or 
outside the department in which they are housed. With the move to three future themes, 
all researchers should be engaged across disciplinary and field lines but the form of that 
collaboration will vary. 
 
Some research fields may have insufficient resources to maintain a full research program 
and might usefully revert to a collection and curation role or might cease to produce work 
independently and refocus their efforts on the future research themes.  

                                                        
3 In accordance with discussion of terms of reference, scores and direct comparisons may be omitted from 
the final report. The Panel will accept direction on this. 



Research Evaluation Report, Finnish National Defence University, 2020–2021 
 
 

 31 

Some research fields make good use of conscripts, interns, and graduate students to 
augment research resources, and some attention might identify best practices for doing 
this. RF9 seems particularly effective, but each field seems to have its own tactics, and a 
workshop to share ideas might be useful.   
 
Several comments focus on improving international connections. Travel funds are often a 
barrier to better international networking, but the acceleration of online working tools and 
growing familiarity with them may help people to work across international boundaries 
more effectively. Better visibility of international contacts might be encouraged by a “virtual 
rolodex” or web site links to other defence universities which would help colleagues to 
identify people working in related fields. Asking the question, “who do we know who is 
doing this?” could result in widening the circle at specific points in the life of research 
projects. This could be formalized as a project management step that brings researchers 
together across fields.  
 
More internal communication and mutual awareness is a good thing but there can be too 
much of a good thing. The Panel discussed the limits of interdisciplinarity. Some worthwhile 
projects require concentration and time within a single field; effort to reach out and work 
across disciplines may detract from quality and timely delivery on narrower projects. 
Coordination and cross-field communications for the sake of mutual knowledge may just 
slow researchers down by eating up the limited time not consumed by teaching or service.  
 
Stakeholders outside FNDU are important for all the research fields but the contacts with 
them seem to be haphazard. A more formal liaison structure, points of contact, or routine 
briefings might be helpful, if it is not administratively onerous.  
 
The Panel was unanimous in rejecting the idea of reorganization to address future themes. 
Several members have experienced unproductive reorganization, and all recognized that 
the existing department and field structure of FNDU is functional and effective. It takes time 
to build effective research relationships and to develop a credible and quality research 
program. The strengths of existing research fields must be mobilized rather than 
reorganized.  
 
The RFs should continue their research work focusing the doctoral dissertations in their 
strongest areas and still trying to maintain generic knowledge with a wide scope, bachelor 
and master theses can address the wider scope of a field. Better networking between the 
fields and also between FNDU and civilian universities will improve teaching, advising and 
examining doctoral research. More publication in civilian journals will generate more 
feedback and peer evaluations for the research. 
 
Looking towards the future research themes, the Panel perceives an effort by research 
leaders to redirect research towards an urgent and historical problem. Finland may be at 
war and under attack now, or in the near future, in ways that we do not currently 
understand well. FNDU must provide the intellectual leadership to understand and meet 
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that challenge. Whatever the strengths of current research, the perception of imminent 
threat calls for more than incremental change to established practice. In this perception, 
the hour is late, the situation is grave, and resources are thinly spread. 
 
The situation requires a dramatic integration of FNDU assets to lead an intellectual 
renaissance of military capabilities for the new style of war and enhanced national defence. 
The plan for new work on the character of war can be read as a call for cultural change in 
institutional attitudes towards war both within the FDF and in society at large. This cultural 
change will be hard and will require rethinking the way that civilian and military researchers 
currently work in their research fields, and they way that they communicate their findings 
to FDF, government, and society. We turn to the change towards future research themes in 
Chapter 4.  
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Chapter 4 FNDU Future Research Themes 2022-2026 
 
Each of the three future research themes is represented by a paper and a presentation. In 
the words of the Research Director, “this is the story we tell ourselves about where we are 
going. Is it convincing?”   
 
The Panel believes the future themes are a compelling call to action, but one that leaves 
serious gaps due to the small number of researchers available to answer the call. The details 
in the descriptions of future themes leave room for development and interpretation, which 
will enable researchers at FNDU some choice. Developing capacities, acquiring materiel, 
bringing it into service, and enhancing operational capacity occurs elsewhere in the FDF. If 
FNDU is focused on the oval in Figure 5, it may need better awareness of rapidly developing 
operational capabilities in other parts of the world, which may inform military development. 
Even within Finland, a greater situational awareness of evolving technology may be 
valuable. 

Figure 5 Timeline for Capability Building 

 
 
Reviewing the comments of the Panel in Chapters 3 and 4 together, FRT1 is the most 
frequently referenced, and clearly engages all ten existing fields. RF4 Physical Performance 
is the least frequently mentioned, being directly associated only with FRT3 Unit-Leader-
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Soldier. Upon discussion, however, and reviewing the specific studies listed, the Panel 
questions the representations in Figure 6, suggesting that every field could contribute to, 
and be informed by, each of the three future themes, though perhaps not in every study 
within each theme. 

Figure 6 FNDU Mapping of Current Research Fields 

 
 
To cite just one example, RF4 Physical Performance might helpfully contribute to at least 
nine of the 21 studies listed in FRT1. Researchers from RF4 might be consultants, 
discussants, and critics rather than primary researchers, identifying human factors 
important to the character of war in the past, present, and future. Understanding that those 
contributing to all FRT represent departments and those limited to just one or two themes 
are constrained by resources we describe below and in Chapter 5 the need for additional 
resources or external collaborations to address gaps in the implied tasks of the research 
themes.  
 
Table 3 Identification of Current Fields with future themes (Chapter 4) 

Research field FRT1 Character of War FRT2 National Defence FRT3 Unit-Leader-
Soldier 

Military history * *  

Strategic studies * *  

Art of War, Ops & Tactics * * * 

Physical performance   * 

Leadership * * * 

Military pedagogy  * * 

Military sociology  * * 

Capability  * * 

Military technology * * * 

Educational dev’t  * * 

Panel / Presenters 9/5* 5/9* 5/8* 
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Table 3 was constructed by summarizing the Panel’s references to each research field-FRT 
connection in Chapter 4 and comparing these mentions to the descriptive chart provided in 
the evaluation event (Figure 6).  
 
In Table 3 the light shading indicates general relevance - the Panel agreed that all fields are 
relevant for all future themes. Dark shading represents specific mention of the field in the 
Panel’s analysis of future themes in Chapter 4, based on the presentation of the future 
themes. The asterisks represent the tentative mapping of the research fields and current 
research activities, provided by the presenters at the Evaluation Event. Dark shading 
without an asterisk therefore indicates an important contribution for a field which the Panel 
identified, but which was not identified by the future theme presenters. An asterisk without 
dark shading identifies a key role for a field which the Panel did not identify based on the 
presentation.  
 
Table 3 should not be interpreted as a contradiction of the future theme presentations. 
Rather, it represents areas where the Panel had a different interpretation of the main focus 
of future theme research. For example, military technology clearly impacts all three future 
themes (three asterisks) but in the presentation, we noted a heavy emphasis on FRT1. These 
discrepancies might be useful to keep in mind for communicating with researchers and 
stakeholders. A further deduction from Table 3 is that the Panel’s understanding of the 
presentations and documents provided by the three future themes suggested that FRT1 
would engage the most research effort from the existing fields (9/10) while the presenters 
suggested that FRT2 (engaging 9/10 fields) and FRT3 (8/10) would eclipse FRT1 (engaging 
only 5/10 fields). If FRT2 National Defence constitutes the reaction to the intersection of 
the focus areas—Russia and war—then it would logically be the central locus of effort as 
described in Figure 6. 
 
To meet the call to action, FNDU will have to use all internal resources efficiently and 
effectively and mobilize external resources to fill gaps in research capability.  
 
This will be challenging because there are limited means available to direct individual efforts 
in the absence of a widely perceived threat, and because generating a wide perception of 
threat might be counterproductive. Experience suggests that new hires will be constrained, 
yet major areas of research are not obviously covered. If they are to be addressed, it will be 
through better national and international collaboration.   
 
Conceptually, the existing research fields contribute coherently to the three future themes, 
as presented to the Panel. In practice, the Panel identifies areas in each future theme that 
cannot be readily addressed by researchers currently at FNDU. This demands reinvestment, 
in gathering of Finnish expertise, and outreach beyond Finland for world class research. As 
Chapter 5 will address, it also requires engagement of Finnish society and international 
actors at several levels. 
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Table 4 Possible Gaps in FNDU Research Capability summarizes some of the areas where 
the Panel did not note significant resources at FNDU. Notwithstanding these gaps, the Panel 
believes that the future research themes can be addressed best, and perhaps only, at FNDU. 
In the following sections, we will address each future theme from the perspective of the 
existing research fields, highlighting their contributions, the practices that we believe will 
maximize these contributions, and the gaps that remain. In Chapter 5 we will explore 
institutional outreach that might be planned in order to fill these gaps and maximize the 
contribution of FNDU.  
 
Table 4 Possible Gaps in FNDU Research Capability 

Potential Research and Resource Gaps Key Future Themes 

Climate science, impact of change on society, technology, geopolitics FRT1 

Arctic research, changing patterns of trade, management of Northern security FRT2 

Cyber technology and cyber-kinetic operations – use of IT infrastructure to attack physical 
capabilities 

FRT1, FRT2 

Information operations and “sharp power” linked to social resilience and cohesion FRT2, FRT3 

Artificial intelligence and “hyper war” – the application of AI to the conduct of operations to 
shorten decision loops beyond human reaction time 

FRT1 

Comprehensive security (human, national, international + social resilience and cohesion) 
including national leadership development 

FRT2 

Impact of technological change on existing methods of warfare, including robotics, nano 
technology, and space warfare (loss of satellite assets) and undersea warfare (cable-cutting) 

FRT1 

 

 

Future Research Theme 1 The Character of War and Battle – past, present, & future  
FRT1 is the broadest and most well-developed of the three future themes, providing an 
opportunity for every current research field to contribute. FRT1 is both derived from, and 
contributes to, the central issue of concern to Finland—the problem of challenge from 
Russia. While the focus is on the future, the past is a foil and point of comparison, and the 
implicit question concerns the durability of the present. The framework for understanding 
the character of war includes threat scenarios, the character of war and armed force, 
technological change, and the resources available and in use for operations. This may be 
too narrow. Examples of confrontation, indirect attack, and erosion of state power must be 
included in this framework, without “securitizing” everything in society at large. In other 
words, the past, present, and future of the character of war must be understood in social 
context. History, political science, international relations, sociology, and economics are all 
contributing disciplines. 
 
The research plan for FRT1 lists 12 main research questions or information needs that span 
theoretical to practical issues. These are listed in Table 5. How are war and battle defined 
and conceptualized? How have strategies evolved? What are Finnish, Russian, and Western 
perspectives on the character of war? What are the roles of humans and machines in war? 
Speculative questions about the future character of war will be particularly difficult to 
research. From the 12 broad and overlapping research questions, 21 research projects are 
enumerated. The connection between the research questions as specific information 
requirements and the research projects, each described in some detail, is not always clear. 
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More problematic, perhaps, is the range of resources that might be required to support 21 
ongoing research projects over five years, interacting with projects in each of the other 
future themes. 
 

Table 5 FRT1 Research Questions and Individual Studies  

 FRT1 Research Questions Identified  FRT1 Individual Studies  

1.  

2.  

3.  

4.  

5.  

6.  

7.  

8.  

9.  

10.  

11.  

12.  

How are the theory and concepts of the character of war 
and battle defined? Perspectives Finnish, Russian and 
Western understanding of the character of war.  
What kind of starting point does the character of war and 
battle in 2020 form? How has it been achieved?  
What is Finland’s strategic operating environment like and 
how is it evolving?  
What kind of position does Finland have as part of the 
strategies of the Western countries?  
What kind of requirements do the operational 
environments (i5D; LAND-SEA-AIR-SPACE-CYBER-INFO) 
set and what kind of changes take place in them?  
What is the character of war considered to be like when 
we reach 2050?  

a. What are the key drivers of change in the 
security environment that will significantly 
affect the character of war in the future?  

b. How will strategies and the most important 
doctrines of the armed forces affect warfare in 
the future?  

c. How will developments in weapons technology 
and changes in technology affect warfare when 
we reach 2050?  

d. How will the ground forces of the leading 
Western countries respond to the change in the 
character of war when we reach 2050?  
(Fighting in built up areas)  

The impacts on operational art and tactics by the drivers 
of change in the character of war and battle?  
What kinds of views of the character of war and battle are 
there in the Finnish Defence Forces?  
The role of humans and machines? Importance and 
relationship?  
How does the change in the character of war affect the 
change in the military theory?  
What factors related to the change in the character of war 
have a mutual interactive and interdependent 
relationship?  
How does the discussion relate to the Revolution of 

Military Affairs (RMA) guide research on the changing 

character of war?  

1. Finland in Western Strategies  

2. Drivers of change in defence – historical context  

3. Russia as an actor in 2035  

4. Russia’s military security – armed forces in 2040  

5. Theory of military art and its development 

(→network)  

6. Impact of future warfare on national defence  

7. Russia’s disruptive weapons systems  

8. Random phenomena in systems technology  

9. Correlations in coherent quantum systems (FDRA, 

int’l)  

10. Smart technologies  

11. Impact and use of AI in forming a situational 

picture  

12. Views of the character of war and battle in the FDF  

13. Support for decision-making in a complex and 
timecritical threat environment  

14. Human behaviour in model-based decision-making 
and problem solving regarding future threat 
environment  

15. Victory or doom in 2050 – threats faced by Finland 
in 2050  

16. Research project on complex security environment  

2050 (victory, doom, deterrence sub-entities)  

17. Pandemic as part of a manifold threat and 

response  

18. Knowledge gained from military operations in the 
2020s and the perspective of the character of war 
and battle  

19. Developing research methods for studying the 
character of war and battle  

20. Estimated impact of technological developments 
on the character of battle in 2050  

21. Future of China’s grand strategy and the character 

of war in China  

  

Conceptually, every research field might be called upon to support each of the 21 FRT1 
studies. In practice, some are likely to be more engaged than others. The Department of 
Warfare might be assumed to lead FRT1, and the research fields housed within the 
Department—RF1, RF2 and RF3—might logically be the most heavily engaged. The 
willingness of researchers to follow directions rather than pursue their own interests 
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represents a further challenge. Under these circumstances, instructing mid-career officers 
to do the work as part of directed research for a staff college or masters project might be 
the most attractive option. Over four years, four successive officers or groups of students 
might approach each study under various supervising committees consisting of experts 
within the fields from which input is deemed to be most useful at that stage of the project’s 
development.  
 
Returning to Table 2 Distribution of Research Personnel by Department, we might expect 
the Department of Warfare to provide the lead authors or supervisors for most of the 21 
projects. Three of 19 positions are currently unfilled in the Department of Warfare, and 
teaching responsibilities at bachelor and master level and for the command and staff 
courses are likely to limit time available for the ambitious research plan involving an 
intersection of the three future themes. Assigning primary responsibility to individuals in 
the department raises questions of academic freedom, and risks narrowing the focus of the 
scholars who are being relied upon to integrate the themes. An alternative approach would 
be to assign these studies to mid-career officers attending command and staff college, with 
a committee of supervision constructed to keep the larger picture in mind. This might be 
organized as problem-based learning, drawing military pedagogy and educational 
development expertise (RF6, RF10).  
 
Using the detailed FRT1 study descriptions provided, the Panel attempted to identify how 
each current field might contribute to each study within FRT1. The resulting table was 
deemed potentially misleading. For example, Study 18, Knowledge gained from military 
operations in the 2020s and the perspective of the character of war and battle, might only 
engage RF1, 2, 3, and 5 at some stages, but could draw on other fields in order to develop 
deductions about lessons from contemporary conflict. On the other hand, Study 10. Smart 
Technologies almost certainly draws on all the existing fields, but the degree of engagement 
over time will be greater for some fields than others. The Panel concluded that assigning 
resources to individual studies over the four years of the Research Strategy was a difficult 
problem for project management. Given the different level of detail presented for the three 
future themes, the Panel felt it unwise to recommend any resource allocations either to 
future themes or to specific studies. 
 
It is unclear what incentives are available to mobilize adjuncts to support the research plan. 
Travel and research funds might be offered if budgets permit. Honours, awards, and letters 
of appreciation from important people might induce some external contributors to 
cooperate. A sense of confidentiality, a special mission, and insider status might persuade 
others.  
 
Technology plays an important role in FRT1. The breadth of new technologies—from 
cyberattacks and robotics to nano technology, low yield high-precision nuclear warheads, 
chemical and biological weapons, and hypersonic technology to name just a few—makes 
even identifying, let alone tracking and forecasting new technology problematic. 
Forecasting—and betting on—the impact of technological change is vital for military 
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research and development. We did not note technological forecasting as a research 
strength. Surveys of technology forecasts will help to steer technology research, but this 
demands outside expertise. It is unwise to rely on large powers, whose perceptions of 
possible (and desirable) technological futures may diverge from those of smaller states.  
 
Because of the subject matter and content of the research studies, the lead for FRT1 
probably belongs to RF2 Strategic Studies or RF3 Art of War in cooperation with RF9 Military 
Technology, with support from foreign defence universities and civilian universities 
addressing international relations and conflict trends. RF1 is engaged in a relevant project. 
RF5 Leadership identified research in information influencing through social media, crisis 
management, comprehensive security, and emergency supplies as part of total defence. 
These areas should be developed in the context of the changing character of war, and 
emerging technology. Experimentation with tabletop exercises and social mobilization 
might be the subject of practitioner research to address new security scenarios.   
 
Nonviolent civil resistance (NCR) initiatives can be investigated for their impact on 
deterrence and national survivability. This could include military sociology, leadership, and 
pedagogy of teaching NCR. International outreach to neighbours already investigating NCR 
would be useful. Estonia comes to mind.  
 
To understand the changing character of warfare, it is necessary to understand the wider 
global, societal, and military impacts that cause the changes. History is a study of change in 
time – and RF1 Military History should be integrated in FRT1 in this capacity. This could 
mean the actual substance of historical changes (e.g., the development of infantry tactics 
or the changing perceptions of military threat) – or a more general analysis of what factors 
constitute change in warfare, and how military institutions have responded to change in 
history. As the research resources for Military History are very limited, this might be done 
by allocating extra teaching and supervision resources to free research time for the two 
professors. A cost-efficient way to bring historians into discussions is to invite presentations 
and discussion in joint interdisciplinary seminars at the FNDU. Furthermore, the planning of 
the “Altering Character of Warfare” project in Military History should be closely coordinated 
with the planning of FRT1 to have maximum synergy.  
 
Changes in warfare often reflect wider societal changes, e.g., in the changing ideas of 
citizenship or human-computer interaction. While the research fields of Military Sociology 
and Military Pedagogy have their core focus elsewhere (see FRT2), they also have expertise 
and access to conscript data for understanding and explaining societal change. Sociological 
expertise might be employed in a similar way as Military History with joint seminars and 
Panels. Military Sociology researchers also have methodological knowledge, which could be 
used to develop the research staff of other disciplines as well. 
 
Some of the concepts discussed here under FRT1 Character of War might be interpreted as 
more properly falling under the FRT2 National Defence. For the Panel, defining new forms 
of actively hostile contention, whether kinetic or non-kinetic, properly fall in the Character 
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of War, and military research will have to lead in the search for whole of government 
responses. Research on the management and direction of those responses properly falls in 
FRT2 National Defence. 
 

Future Research Theme 2 National Defence 

In the graphic presented by FNDU, FRT2 engaged 9/10 existing research fields. The Panel’s 
analysis was only able to identify 5/10 (see Table 3). A more expansive description of the 
objectives might be useful. National Defence is “focused on developing new doctrinal 
solutions to military challenges” in the frame of comprehensive security. The Panel felt that 
this was too narrowly military. 
 
One way of conceiving the relationship between FRT1 and FRT2 is to think in terms of 
analytic or diegetic red teaming. While Character of War explores new kinetic and non-
kinetic threat scenarios that change the requirement for armed (and whole of society) 
defences, National Defence considers the responses that will be necessary in the face of 
these changes. Clearly these themes will be closely related. FRT3, in turn addresses the 
details of organizational response with leadership as the unifying theme. While the 
Department of Warfare is a logical lead for FRT1 and the Department of Leadership and 
Military Pedagogy is a reasonable lead for FRT3, The Department of Military Technology is 
not obviously the lead for FRT2. Strategic management in its broadest sense probably 
describes the discipline necessary to lead this research theme, but the narrower concept of 
capability development (sotatalous) in the sense of war economy or military economics is 
probably too confining to manage the research projects proposed. The Panel believes that 
leading this research theme will probably require skills from existing fields in all three 
Departments. Finding the right individual with breadth of vision and a sense for stakeholder 
needs will be important. 
 
There is a natural preference to focus on military defence elements at FNDU, as described 
in the interview on FRT2, because that research is not being done in civilian universities. 
Nevertheless, conclusions from the changing Character of War are likely to drive research 
and practice towards greater integration of the seven components of National Defence:  

• defence capability, 

• internal security,  

• population income security and performance (human security),  

• functioning economy and infrastructure,  

• state management (governance),  

• mental sustainability (psychosocial resilience), and  

• international cooperation.   

As the only national defence university, FNDU must take the lead in integrating these 
concepts, and providing a platform for national security research that goes beyond defence 
capability. 
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Doctrinal solutions to military challenges cannot focus on defence capability at the expense 
of the other six components. The Panel deduces that the research plan must bring in civilian 
experts as part of the research design. The integration of national military defence, defence 
capability, and comprehensive security in the context of the seven components of national 
defence and the strengths of the Finnish Model are the starting point for this research 
theme. Prior work on comprehensive security will be helpful. 
 
The Panel believes that the eight research studies proposed for this research theme are too 
narrowly constructed to meet the objectives of national defence unless they actively involve 
civilian whole-of-society partners in the formulation of research plans and knowledge 
products. Some comments on each of the eight studies proposed are relevant to the Panel’s 
main comment about FRT2. 
 
1. Study of the operation and organisation of headquarters at the level of services and 

formations in the Defence Forces (ESTO). The “services and formations” listed in the title 
seems to have been reduced to formations and brigades in the description of the research, 
narrowing the subject to an army comfort zone. The integration of service and formation 
with societal responses is likely to be more useful and more in keeping with the factors 
listed.  

2. Leadership in the comprehensive security environment (KOTU). With the objective to link 
together national, regional and global security for strategic anticipation and leadership, this 
study probably focuses on the strategic level, and would usefully engage the Government 
of Finland, including crisis response and situation management in its remit.  

3. Conscription in Finland in 2035. Demographic data should already be available for the 
conscripts of 2035, so the important questions are about education, socialization, and 
integration in society, making this essentially a problem for RF7 to lead, possibly with input 
from RF4. 

4. Security of supply (2020–2030). As currently conceived, this is a problem for RF8, but there 
is a lot of civilian expertise on supply chain management that might be helpful. Again, 
broadening the question may make it easier to answer and will certainly make the answer 
more relevant. 

5. The impact of machine learning, interactive data-analysis and cyber warfare on national 
security (2025–2035). The growing experience of cyber-attacks might permit practitioner 
interviews and field studies in places that have experienced costly physical consequences 
of cyber-attacks.4 The widespread economic costs should encourage private sector actors 
to contribute to research costs and protocols for national “hardening” of critical 
infrastructure. This should be a high priority for applied research, and links to the concept 
of strategic leadership for change management. 

6. Principles of deployment and compositions of troops that will be established later. Studies 
6 and 7 seem to be force development research. Force development can be pursued 
experimentally with real units, tabletop exercises, use of KESI and its successor, and student 
or strategic leaders as part of the Delphi focus groups.  

                                                        
4 Greenberg, A. (2020). Sandworm: A New Era of Cyberwar and the Hunt for the Kremlin's Most Dangerous 
Hackers. Anchor. 
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7. Impacts of future warfare on national defence. This study refers to prior FDRA work on the 
character of war, which presumably is linked to FNDU’s FRT1, but the objective seems more 
applied, focused on producing situational awareness and contributing to teaching and 
decision making. There is a very low level of resources (a tenth of a person year, or about 
five weeks of work) attached to this study, with a vague range of methods suggesting low 
expectations.  

8. Operational-level art of war and operational art in future. With very few resources and 

based mainly on partnerships, this study seeks to address theory and practice of operational 

art and joint operations in built up areas. Nevertheless, there is an expectation that 

mathematical models, machine learning, simulations, and Delphi analysis would be applied.  

As they are described, studies 1 to 5 are narrower than the full range of national defence 
subjects and focus on the core military defence. The Panel feels that partnerships should be 
developed to expand from the inner core of national military defence to the outer rings of 
defence capability and comprehensive security. Studies 6 to 8 are more narrowly military 
and might be effectively addressed in close cooperation with FRT1 and FRT3.  
 
The Finnish national defence system has very strong roots and is closely integrated with 
practically all the spheres of civil society. While this strong establishment provides a solid 
base for military-civilian relations, it may also lead to taking the relationship for granted. 
Such developments as digitalization, fake news campaigns and populist movements (just to 
name some) may have surprising consequences for the societal security environment. If 
properly resourced and supported, the research fields of Military Sociology and Military 
Pedagogy can offer core expertise in recognizing the changing concepts of citizenship vis-a-
vis military service and the challenges and opportunities they may pose to the national 
defence system. RF5 Leadership is also well connected to civilian universities and external 
funding and might help connect to useful social research in with civilian colleagues. 
 
The Finnish system is still based on all-male conscription and the analysis of gender is 
crucial: both for the gendered nature of citizenship and military service and for the male-
male and male-female relations in the army, which is also important for Military Pedagogy. 
Military Sociology may also provide gender studies expertise and teaching to other research 
fields. Furthermore, every year over 20,000 young men and women do they conscript 
service in Finland, which can provide unique, up-to-date data on contemporary attitudes 
towards the army and the society among the young adults. This is a great asset for research, 
if there are resources to utilize it (or is this rather something that falls into the Research 
Agency’s responsibilities?). In any case, both the Military Sociology and Military Pedagogy 
would require some investments to be able to fully contribute to FRT2. In Military Sociology, 
this would mean solving the precarious situation of the research staff; in Military Pedagogy, 
the empty vacancies should be filled. This would be the right time to make these relatively 
modest investments, in order to direct the research towards the new areas identified in 
future themes. 
 
Military History has studied the historical development of the national defence system, 
especially from the perspective of military institutions. This can be useful also for the FRT2. 
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At the same time, there is quite a strong tradition of studying the wider social and cultural 
history of conscription in Finland and elsewhere. While this has not been a focus for Military 
History at the FNDU, military historians can act as intermediators of this extensive research, 
if relevant for the development of FRT2. Similarly, Military Sociology has strong contacts to 
civilian universities in this respect, which should be useful. A historical and sociological 
perspective on national defence would underline that there is no “natural” way to organize 
national security but that it is always based on political choices, societal influences and 
competing alternatives – and this will be the case also in the future. 
 

Future Research Theme 3 Unit, Leader, Soldier 

FRT3 uses the lenses of individual, organization, and leadership to examine the changing 
character of war and the problems of national defence. The military leader is construed as 
the link binding other phenomena. “The research theme brings together the different 
branches of military science and, on the other hand, combines the perspectives of the 
research fields and subjects into an entity in which the problem can be examined either 
from the individual (soldier) towards the organisation (unit) or vice versa.”  
 
Presumably “the problem” concerns operational effectiveness in the context of the 
changing character of war. Unlike technology, which is likely to change dramatically in the 
next thirty years, human behaviour under duress can be assumed to be more consistent. 
Linking the characteristics of the military leader—regular or reserve—to the changing 
characteristics of a society under threat presents interesting research opportunities. If we 
assume that undermining the cohesiveness and will of a society to resist foreign pressure is 
going to have an identifiable sociological footprint then research might try to link that 
footprint to new challenges of leadership and organization for whole-of-society response.  
 
The Panel found this the least well-developed of the three future themes. It seems to be 
primarily focused on RF5 Leadership, but clearly involves RF7 Military Sociology, RF4 
physical performance and the others. There are unresolved questions about the 
implementation of the research, the knowledge products that would result, and the 
audiences that would find them useful. We appreciate that the Research Director is looking 
for feedback on how to approach the multidisciplinary nature of this challenge.  
 
Finland’s use of conscription makes the unit-leader-soldier theme a whole-of-society 
problem. A national advisory committee representing different geographic regions of 
Finland, generations, and occupational groups in society might help to focus this theme 
against the background of the other two. To take just one example, pre-conscription youth, 
civilians or older reservists with special talents or interests might be identified and provided 
with opportunities in experimental development units under the right kind of leadership to 
address new challenges such as cyber, AI, robotics, information warfare or any area not well 
served by current structures. Treating the entire Finnish population as leadership and 
labour suggests applying specialised recruitment, engagement and human resource 
management techniques derived from whole-of-society needs. Comparative work on militia 
and civil defence systems in other countries might help to identify pitfalls and best practices. 
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Rather than data collection, the unit-leader-soldier theme might explore practitioner 
research and experimentation as tools to develop new solutions in light of the changing 
character of war and battle. 
 

Interaction between themes 

This is an appropriate point to address questions raised for discussion by the presenter for 
FRT1 in the interview on 27 January. How can cooperation be secured between the three 
interdisciplinary future themes? What kinds of cooperation should be pursued outside 
FNDU, with whom, and for what benefit? And perhaps the critical question, how can each 
theme ensure adequate resources (people and funding)? 
 
How can cooperation be secured? If we think of the three future themes as mutually 
dependent, then there is a risk that the theme with the fastest start might eclipse and steer 
the others. The 21 projects of FRT1 and the 8 studies of FRT2 could quickly absorb more 
resources than are available. Cooperation can only be secured between the three future 
themes if researchers see them as mutually dependent. The presentation of FRT1 
highlighted Russia in 2035, theory of military art, and impact of technological change. Taking 
those as starting points, FRT2 studies would have to rely on FRT1 to paint a picture of the 
emerging environment. That picture would also inform FRT3, which would contribute to 
FRT1, particularly studies 6, 7, and 8. How would this work in practice? One could imagine 
timelines or project plans associated with each of the studies listed in FRT1 and FRT2. The 
timelines would be driven by researcher availability and external resources, but regular on-
campus meetings, perhaps two or three times in an academic term, would serve as check-
in points for exchange of research results. Some guidance on project management and 
milestone deliverables, e.g., short written pieces for general audiences, might help to keep 
the three themes synchronized. It is important for the overall project to keep the future 
themes connected, because there are inadequate resources to address each theme 
separately, let alone the sum of the projects.  
 
What kind of cooperation should be pursued outside FNDU, with whom, and for what 
benefit? The FRT documents suggest government, civilian universities, NATO, international 
contacts. Partners are selected for specific contributions to the research plan and should be 
actively recruited through their institutions. Cooperation must be mutually beneficial or 
funded. If funds are short, then creative inducements must be found. Visiting appointments, 
unpaid fellowships, titular honours might help, e.g., research fellows at the Security 
Institute for Governance and Leadership in Africa.  
 
How can each theme ensure adequate funding and research staff? There are not enough 
researchers to carry out more than thirty projects in three separate themes over five years. 
The totals of reading, data collection, analysis and writing are unreasonable. But there are 
more than enough researchers to produce a concentrated body of work on two focus areas. 
Some of the individual studies and projects, one assumes, will be subsumed in the larger 
body of work. Cooperation will make resources available to complete the most urgent work. 
This suggests collaborative teamwork which less common in most academic disciplines than 
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solitary work. Incentives to collaborate might include special awards, pay incentives, or 
explicit criteria for promotion. 
 

Research Evaluation Questions 

Finland’s national circumstances offer a sense of urgency to FRTs and focus areas. Finland 
is more under threat than many countries and has a long history of self-sufficiency and 
successful defense. FNDU plays a critical role in future security and must see the future 
focus areas of war and Russia in the context of a changing global alignment and emerging 
challenges to human and national security. This involves more areas than are currently 
included in the specific studies.   
 

Future Outlook 

The answers below address the ten existing research fields in the context of the future 
themes. 
 
How does research respond to the data needs (both identified and unidentified) of clients or 
target groups? 

The Panel assumes that the target groups for the future themes are the officer corps of the 
FDF educated at FNDU, the Government of Finland through the J5, and collaborators at 
FDRA with specific research problems. In the larger sense, the client for the focus areas—
changing character of war and Russia—is Finnish society. Identified data needs are demands 
for studies that will guide force development, training, education, and procurement.  
Unidentified data needs can be interpreted as the widespread need to make sense of 
confusing and complex reality in a way that galvanizes people for appropriate action. The 
focus areas of Strategy 2025 and their supporting future research themes accomplish this. 
Involving Finnish society as the ultimate client will require outreach using public affairs and 
short knowledge products to stimulate engagement. 
 
Is the goal setting successful? How original, innovative or ambitious is the goal setting? 

Looking back to 2011, the FNDU research program has taken a dramatic turn towards 
concentration. The effort to break out of research silos after two five-year cycles of 
incremental change is ambitious and original. From that perspective, setting the goals has 
been successful. Less clear is whether the FRT plans actually achieve the intent of the goals. 
Interviews suggested some residual doubt about the contribution of research fields to FRTs, 
and FRT3 in particular will need further development.  
 
Are the plans relevant? 

The Panel detects a sense of urgency in the shift of focus. Finland is in a unique position 
with respect to Russia and has a long history that puts it at the centre of strategic 
considerations. It is a good bet that Russia will continue to be relevant. Less obvious in the 
research plans are changing factors, including the rise of China, the opening of the Arctic, 
the growing power of private corporations, and the decline of a rules-based international 
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order. Finland will be affected by these developments, but the plans are founded on 
reasonable assumptions and the focus areas will likely continue to be relevant.  
 
Is the use of resources sensibly planned, or has something been missed? 

The Panel does not have full visibility of finances over time and found it difficult to assess 
total numbers of staff likely to be available over the five-year life of the plan. The small 
number of full-time researchers will be stretched to deliver a large number of research 
projects – more than 30 studies – which can only be achieved by pooling resources. The 
missing ingredient might be a project management plan to commit unruly and habitually 
independent academics to a common project.  
 
Is something lacking, from the perspective of research risk management?  

Research risk is usually taken to be the possibility of harm arising from the conduct of the 
research, balanced against the potential benefits from the results of the research. There are 
some aspects of the plan which might benefit from field research or practitioner research, 
and these carry some risk, but this would be assessed through normal research ethics 
processes. Less easy to assess are the implications of a major concentration of research 
effort. Is there a risk that vital research areas will be unattended while efforts are mobilized 
for the focus areas? The Panel assessed this risk as low, although notes the gaps identified 
in Table 4. The work of the research fields will continue in the future themes. Researchers 
could be reassigned for urgent problems. The risk of misdirection or stalling on the size of 
the task might be reduced by regular steering committee meetings, perhaps including the 
coordinators of each FRT with the Research Director. Even the recommendations for 
steering committees carry potential risk of diffusing the concentration of effort on the 
future themes and focus areas. 
 
A second area of risk concerns dependence on partnerships. Without active means to find 
and develop partnerships both with civilian universities in Finland and military institutions 
abroad, there are likely to be serious deficiencies in the 2021-2025 research plan. 
 
How resistant are the plans to changes in the operating environment? 

If we consider the operating environment to be characterized by factors, actors, and 
conflicts (summarized in Figure 7) the plans may fail to address some specific strategic and 
technological changes recently demonstrated. The rise of China, climate change and the 
opening of the Arctic, shifting patterns of global trade with the Belt and Road Initiative, the 
growing power of corporations in comparison to states, the decline of a rules-based order, 
and acceleration of dependency on technology are some factors that will impact the 
operating environment. However, none of these changes is likely to obviate a continued 
investment in the future research themes over the next five years. The future research 
themes seem robust. 
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Figure 7 Summary of thinking about future operating environments 

Factors Actors Conflicts  

- Complexity 
- Urbanization 
- Climate change 
- Telescoping of strategic, 

operational and tactical 
levels 

- Interdependence  
- Globalization + rule changes 

(neo-liberalism and state 
capitalism in conflict) 

- Technology and innovation 
leading to disruptive change 
(cyber, ICT, robotics, AI) 

- Demographic shift, with 
global south as centre of 
gravity by 2050 

 

- US in relative decline 
- China’s rise and 

assertiveness 
- Multi-polarity at regional 

and global level 
- Less salient and capable 

international organizations 
(but more necessary) 

- Weak and failed states  
- OSCE-NATO as two track but 

NATO weakness without US 
- Non-state commercial 

actors increasingly 
important 

- Non-state political, 
ideological, and religious 
actors 

- Criminalized political 
structures 

- Conflicts over global 
commons 

- Instability from… 
- Economic and demographic 

disruption 
- Environmental disruption 
- Mass migration for survival 

and a better life 
- Governance challenges  
- Hybrid and unconventional 

wars, shifting war/peace 
boundaries 

- Threats to civil populations 
- Pandemics 
- Weapons of mass 

destruction or mass effects 

Compiled from Bazin (2017); Gizewski (2009); Canada (2014); OSCE (2017); Stoltenberg (2016); Qi Dapeng 
(2015); Karlin (2018). Table reproduced from Last, Morris, and Dececchi 2019.  

 
Is the selected way for producing the research plans for phenomena a relevant method for 
dismantling silo mentality? 

The Panel is optimistic that the result of this ambitious plan will reduce work in silos. To do 
so, however, both individual researchers and groups in research fields will have to change 
the way that they work. We think this will require continued institutional leadership and 
adaptive practices, including experimentation with meetings, reports, institutional 
incentives, and all the other tools of cultural change. Changing organizational cultures is 
hard. 
 
The Panel has a caution about dismantling the silo mentality. Some research is best done 
within a disciplinary framework. This is not a “silo” in the sense that it is not isolated but 
connected to other scholars in the discipline and judged in that context. The university 
leadership should be sensitive about fields of expertise that may not fit FRTs but may 
represent unique knowledge traditions and professionalism. If the FRTs come to dictate the 
future allocation of research positions vital knowledge and skills may be lost. Research 
leadership determines how much leeway each research field will have in defining its own 
aims and paths – but some leeway is certainly necessary. It is important to recognize that 
some of the approaches, objects of study and data at the FNDU are exceptional in global 
perspective. The Finnish conscript army is a special institution, the comprehensive study of 
which can only be done at the FNDU.  
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What are the strengths and areas of development in research, leadership and guidance 
when considering the future? 

The Panel has been impressed by the clarity of the leadership and messaging from the 
research director. The leadership for each of the future themes might need developing. 
Although they are all seasoned and competent researchers, and institutional leaders in the 
context of the research fields, the Panel did not sense confidence in their presentation of 
FRTs. Some details of the FRTs need development, and the theme leaders are probably 
aware of these gaps. To nourish confidence, small and achievable goals might be 
established early in the research plan, to demonstrate the feasibility and utility of the focus 
area concept.  
 

Recommendations  

The FRTs will need strong leadership. FNDU is fortunate to have strong and stable leadership 
over the course the next four years. The majority of civilian researchers anticipate more 
than 10 years of service remaining, while the majority of military researchers have just five 
to ten years of service remaining. A succession plan should be prepared to ensure that the 
best leaders are available for each FRT over the next four years. 
 
The interaction of the FRTs and the contribution to the focus themes probably needs more 
thought and some experimentation to get the right mix of incentives and productive 
practices.  
 
Public affairs might be mobilized to make generic overtures to Finnish universities, including 
faculty and graduate students who might be potential doctoral candidates with specific 
research focus. Small scale, target-oriented workshops on topical issues with the option of 
preparing vlogs or press releases for wider publicity might be helpful.  
 
With limited resources, doctoral theses constitute a major part of the research at FNDU. A 
more systematic way to coordinate selection and supervision of topics that support the FRTs 
should start immediately, since new theses will normally take four years to complete. This 
may already be in hand under the direction of the recently engaged planning officer. 
 

Finding the right combination of researchers for each FRT will be difficulty, because it may 
vary as the FRT projects progress. Both push and pull systems should be in place. The push 
system involves individuals within each research field deciding where their research focus 
is best placed. The pull system requires FRT coordinators to entice the people they see 
making the greatest contribution. Although the plan calls for fields to contribute to FRTs, in 
reality the contributions will be made by individuals, and individuals may already be 
assigned to more than one research field.  
 
The FRT research plans are heavily reliant on external partnerships. Many of these will be 
found with Finnish universities, but others will require international travel. Sufficient 
resources should be available for international networking. Resources may be in the form 
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of travel grants or support for organizing workshops or seminars at FNDU. The final chapter 
turns to the development of partnerships and outreach. 
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Chapter 5 Future Outlook – Engaging the Research Environment  
 
In this chapter we consider the approaches necessary to support the shift to future themes 
and focus areas. We consider engagement practices within FNDU, with the wider FDF, with 
Finnish universities, and with international military academic institutions.  
 
The short-term outlook for FNDU is covered by the five-year research plan (2020-2025).  
The Panel assumes that budget and personnel allocations are fixed in this period. In the 
medium-term we expect retirements and replacements according to strategic priorities. 
The Panel has no information on this. The long-term prospects include possible changes in 
all aspects of the research environment. Although beyond the scope of this evaluation, 
some preparations for the medium- and long-term outlook are possible.  
 
Talent identification and succession planning are important at every level but inherently 
precarious at lower levels. Talented and energetic young officers may want to stay on as 
researchers, but commanders may have other plans. Deployment or posting doesn’t 
preclude return, and institutional memory about talent and future prospects will serve 
FNDU well. Coaching for administrative functions and mentoring for academic leadership 
roles should accompany talent identification and succession planning. If one prospect in 
three is returned to FNDU, this is a good return on investment.  
 
Good intelligence about changing priorities and budget pressures is essential for 
institutional agility. Cultivating mutually beneficial informal links across organizational lines 
is a characteristic of effective academic leadership. The regular flow of senior officers 
through FNDU puts it in a good place to understand its environment. Notwithstanding the 
effort behind strategic plans, they can be abandoned quickly in the face of changing 
circumstances but should not be abandoned lightly. Building institutional allies will help 
insulate plans from budgetary and other pressures.  
 

Internal Engagement 

The Panel spoke to organizations collocated with or supporting FNDU research and 
teaching, including the library, public affairs, language centre, academic affairs, FINCENT, 
CASS and the military museum. This is a valuable ecosystem of specialized talent. In this 
group the Panel also noted the work of the doctoral admissions committee, supervisor 
management, and senior planning officer. 
 
Specialized librarians are vital to research efforts, and often underused. FNDU’s librarians 
appear to be well connected to the research project and linked to university and 
international libraries. This is important for developing specialized bibliographies and 
environmental scans of new research to support the focus areas. - Networked library 
resources are very valuable, wider access to unpublished but professionally relevant 
materials (grey literature) can support research; more communication between librarians 
and researchers will help develop online access to these sources. 
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Public Affairs also offers a valuable skillset which may be underused by researchers. 
Knowledge of broadcast and social media can help to make findings immediately accessible 
and build bridges to private sector and civilian university partners. The Norwich University 
model of an Office of Communications might be something to aspire to. In the meantime, 
annual briefings from the Public Affairs office might help with awareness of the importance 
of communications to the broader public.  
 
The language centre is small but serves the whole FDF and MoD. Russian language skills are 
particularly important for the focus area, and the Panel heard that Russian studies skills are 
diminishing in the Finnish population at large. Although it is an important asset, the centre 
has limited capacity to support research. This might place a premium on selecting for 
Russian language ability, or even increasing the priority on language training early in 
careers. Another option to improve Russian language availability is exchange researchers 
from the republics of the former Soviet Union.  
 
Academic Affairs is an administrative function which maintains contact with graduate 
students at FNDU. In some defence university systems, academic affairs offices include an 
alumni cell to track and maintain contact with graduates, particularly those from foreign 
countries who might eventually be strategically useful. Computerized record systems 
should make it easy to maintain records. It might be possible to add fields for supervisor 
notes to track talent or special research areas. Pedagogy currently uses the alumni records 
to find mentors and special projects officers amongst the retired alumni.  
 
FINCENT is a lodger unit collocated with FNDU, which occasionally shares resources. The 
flow of international officers is a potential research resource for Delphi studies and 
simulations drawing on different cultural backgrounds and reflecting different military 
training. Adjusting the access to FINCENT, for example increasing the number of 
participants from PfP states of the former Soviet Union and perhaps extending their time in 
Finland might be a cheap way of accessing foreign research discussants, particularly those 
with experience.  
 
The Command and Staff Simulator (CASS) is the brigade training simulator, collocated with 
FNDU. The hardware and software are old and due to be replaced, but the centre maintains 
an impressive training schedule. It is a significant resource for participant observation and 
operational and tactical experimentation, including for joint operations. It is unclear 
whether the new software will accommodate play with new technologies like cyber 
disruption and drones.  
 
The military museum might be a significant asset at some point in the future but is currently 
suffering from uncertainty about its future home. 
 
Doctoral admissions are approved by the Scientific Council, consisting of all professors, 
department heads and representatives of other faculty (teachers and researchers) and 
student representatives. All professors therefore have a say in admissions and presumably 
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a stake in the success of candidates. The application process is continuous rather than tied 
to the academic calendar. In other universities, annual intake allows a comparison and 
ranking of candidates. The right to take on graduate supervisions is a jealously guarded 
academic privilege in many institutions, and the prospect of central control over PhD 
admissions in order to serve a research agenda might occasion some opposition. Good 
leadership in the Scientific Council should be able to manage these pressures.  
 
FNDU needs about six military doctoral graduates a year to fulfil its own requirements, and 
is currently a bit short, but admissions are higher now than five years ago. One of the 
problems, common to many defence universities, is that it takes a long time to produce a 
doctor, but there is no specialized career path that ensures their employment in FNDU or 
FDRA. There is some disgruntlement about the loss of good graduates to FDRA, particularly 
when they would rather be teaching. Canada uses position annotations to try to steer 
people with special qualifications to the places where those qualifications are needed.  
 
Supervisor management is a recently centralized function which required hiring a second 
planning officer to coordinate the doctoral program and joint studies towards the doctoral 
degree. Doctoral candidates are provided with a first and second supervisor. Supervision is 
by professor-level appointments expert in the research field. Optional second supervisors 
may be adjuncts. The planning officer assists the Research Director to monitor the quality 
of doctoral supervisions. Second supervisors are becoming more common amongst PhD 
candidates, but D.Mil.Sc frequently have only one supervisor. 
 

Engagement with the FDF 
The Panel spoke to representatives of the Ministry of Defence, J5-Defence Staff, and FDRA, 
but did not hear from the service research centres for army, navy, and air force.  

Figure 8 FNDU links to external research agencies 
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There were some indications that FNDU military research is heavily army-centred and there 
might be scope for collaboration or sharing of resources with service research agencies, 
particularly when addressing FRT2 and FRT3. Although it is understood that the service 
research agencies have specific missions to support their services, there is a long tradition 
of operational experimentation on which both service research centres and FNDU FRTs 
could draw. This sort of cooperation might also be an attractor for civilian researchers, 
including anthropologists and sociologists seeking to understand the changing character of 
war (FRT1).  
 
Recent graduates of the doctoral program illustrated the connections that research can 
establish both with FDF and with the private sector. Technical skills brought from a civilian 
university and reserve unit, to graduate research, and back to the FDF are an excellent 
illustration of the synergy possible through careful selection of candidates.  
 

Engagement with Finnish Universities and the Private Sector 

The FNDU cannot cover all the fields of expertise that are relevant for its future research 
themes. Close liaison and networking with Finnish civilian universities is necessary to fill the 
gaps. The impressive number of adjuncts already engaged speaks well of the attractions 
that FNDU holds for civilian colleagues.  
 
Actively recruiting fields of necessary expertise in civilian universities will require some 
attention and resources. This may be best accomplished by specialists within each research 
field, but a common picture of the desired timeline and knowledge products will help 
manage expectations.  
 
Graduate students might be used to forge bridgeheads and develop contacts in civilian 
university programs. On a case-by-case basis, some students will have prior contacts, and 
others might be sent to another university for a semester as part of their studies. Per diem 
expenses or small stipends might be made conditional upon reports and links developed 
through the visit. 
 
Organizing small-scale workshops or expert seminars on topical issues at FNDU, inviting top 
civilian scholars incurs some expense, but might be a good investment. Civilians are often 
impressed by military establishments. Assigning cadet or military student to host guests can 
help them to understand the function and challenges of FNDU as a “university with a 
difference”. Selecting the hosts carefully, briefing them before the visit, and following up 
after the visit can multiply the effect. 
 
Semesters away for researchers and graduate students, as part of an exchange rather than 
sabbatical can help to cement nascent relationships with civilian universities. Online 
teaching opens a number of possibilities: FNDU teachers can be at another university and 
still cover their existing classes and supervisions. Students and professors at other 
institutions can be invited into FNDU classes for specific events or entire courses. Public 
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affairs—or an expanded office of communications—can maximize the impact of these 
exchanges with adroit use of social media. 
 
Beyond universities, consider the private sector as a parallel and perhaps larger field for 
potential partnerships. The Panel heard from one successful graduate who moved to the 
private sector. Alumni networks can be a powerful tool to support university programs. A 
small investment in clerical resources or good use of conscript labour might allow RF8, for 
example, to track significant developments in the Finnish private sector – either small actors 
with innovative approaches or large corporations with research and development sections. 
There may also be a section in MoD, FDRA, or elsewhere in government with a related 
mandate for monitoring domestic industries and essential private sector infrastructure. This 
could help share the burden. 
 
Awareness of general scientific and technical developments needs to be filtered through 
the lens of national capability and need. This might be achieved through a joint civil-military 
university committee and through international partnerships to broaden perspectives 
beyond the traditional hard sciences. Many countries have a defence science advisory 
board. Finland’s equivalent is the Scientific Advisory Board for Defence (MATINE), operating 
from the Ministry of Defence, and including FDF, civilian scientists and defence industry. 
With a network of more than 300 participant, including the FNDU Director of Research, this 
is an important asset for connecting FNDU research to stakeholders and future needs. 
 
Although two members of the Panel have experience with MATINE, we were unable to 
judge whether it provides adequate advice to FNDU, FDRA, and the service research 
institutes on technological advances in both hard sciences and social sciences. RF9 Military 
Technology is quite strong, and technological forecasts might be easier than understanding 
social and doctrinal changes affecting the changing character of war. If MATINE does not 
fulfil this need, then FNDU might establish a special committee of the Advisory Board with 
responsibility for specific questions. 
 
Best Practices for doctoral and post-doctoral researchers will have payoffs in supporting the 
future themes. Rather than continuous admissions, an annual admission cycle would allow 
places to be advertised and candidates could compete for a limited number of places. 
Exchange arrangements with other defence universities—for example in the ISMS 
network—might allow for international experiences of a semester abroad for all doctoral 
or post-doctoral researchers. Co-supervisions or international committees from the same 
network would broaden the experience available to FNDU and would be a unique value 
proposition, setting FNDU apart from civilian universities. 
 

Engagement with International Military Actors 

FNDU has two sorts of peer institutions. It is a Finnish university with 13 peer universities in 
Finland, resembling or complementing it to varying degrees. It is also the only defence 
university in Finland, but one of a growing number of defence universities in small 
democratic countries. The current Research Director was instrumental in founding the 



Research Evaluation Report, Finnish National Defence University, 2020–2021 
 
 

 55 

International Society of Military Sciences (ISMS) as a collaboration for mutual improvement 
of small defence universities, operating outside the constraints of NATO and major power 
politics. Finland has access to NATO Centres of Excellence through the Partnership for 
Peace. 
 
FNDU has made a major contribution to ISMS, and benefited from the Society, by hosting 
two conferences, holding doctoral workshops, publishing proceedings, and finding authors 
and editors for its internationally indexed and peer-reviewed publication, Military Science, 
and its series of monographs, Finnish Defence Studies.5 ISMS now offers regular business 
meetings of research centres, military librarians, and military journal editors. There is an 
opportunity for FNDU to shape the practices around these meetings to enhance the FNDU 
research agenda. The Panel understands that the Journal of the FNDU is undergoing 
transition, and this might be a useful point at which to cooperate with other international 
journals and editors in the ISMS network—Canadian Military Journal (which also has a new 
editor), the Scandinavian Journal of Military Sciences, in Poland the War Studies University’s 
Security and Defence Quarterly, and others.  
 
At the undergraduate level, the International Association of Military Academies (IAMA) runs 
a biennial conference for entry-level pre-commission military academies, which would be 
potentially relevant to all three future research themes. The International Symposium on 
Military Academies (ISOMA) was hosted by Sweden in 2019 and will be hosted in 2021 by 
Norwich University in Vermont.  
 
NATO centres of excellence and NATO’s Scientific and Technical Organization are useful 
sources, albeit with a tendency to reflect large-country interests and expertise. Making best 
use of access to them may require an academic reconnaissance and scheduling events to 
coincide with their specialized offerings rather than responding to announcements as they 
come up. 
 
NATO’s Defence Education Enhancement Program provides an opportunity to engage with 
professional military education institutions in other PfP countries, which are generally in 
the borderlands of Russia. FNDU has a lot to contribute but can also gain from regional 
insights and contacts with other neighbours of Russia with long experience of Russian 
military thought and action.  
 
Conferences of Commandants and regional forums are useful ways to track major issues 
that are concerning other countries. These might be related to national defence and the 
changing character of war but are often driven by major players.  
 
Cooperative outreach to military education institutions and security research centres in 
Russia, China, and other members of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) might 
start slowly through online cross-posting of materials. Closer liaison and occasional 

                                                        
5 Military Science. https://maanpuolustuskorkeakoulu.fi/en/research 
https://maanpuolustuskorkeakoulu.fi/en/search?q=military+science  

https://maanpuolustuskorkeakoulu.fi/en/research
https://maanpuolustuskorkeakoulu.fi/en/search?q=military+science
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exchanges with Russia and members of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization may make 
an important contribution to the overall research program and to confidence and security 
building in specific areas.  
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Chapter 6 Conclusion 
 
In the conclusion we address general observations for FNDU as a whole, and 
recommendations for the institutional leadership. The Panel has understood the transition 
of the research within the FNDU as a part of the FNDUs New Strategy 2020-2025. It is not 
clear what other activities support the New Strategy and, if so, how these activities interact 
with the transition of research. Other activities might include planned conferences, 
publications, scholarships, competitions, or new hires, and would also require attention 
from the institutional leadership and resources to achieve the ambitions with the New 
Strategy.  
 
FNDU is an extraordinary national asset. It is unique in Finland, of course, but also quite 
unlike many of its international counterparts. As a national institution, it has a unique 
responsibility in preparing for the future challenges of national security. The future research 
themes and focus areas identified in the 2021-2025 research plan set FNDU on the path to 
fulfil that responsibility. The theme of achieving focused effort by breaking out of silos and 
combining the efforts of disparate researchers in many disciplines and fields is plausible and 
courageous. However, it may face institutional obstacles.  
 
Obstacles to achieving the objectives of the research plan include lack of resources, 
competing agendas, and the friction of organizational management. 
 
Throughout the evaluation, the Panel was impressed with the productivity of FNDU fields 
drawing on few resources. Ultimately it takes people to do research, and each person can 
only do so much. For example, a study allocating .1 person over a year will have to be 
circumscribed yet may be described in expansive terms. This may reflect competing 
agendas of researchers with teaching responsibilities and external stakeholders with 
unrealistic expectations. Reorganization is not a solution. 
 
The Panel judged Organizational changes to be unnecessary. Organizational changes may 
require a transition period detracting from individual productivity and focus. Given the 
problems of change management it is preferable to keep the existing organization of 
departments and research fields. Rather than organizational change, the transition to future 
research themes requires cultural changes or cultural shifts, and these go all the way from 
the institutional leadership to the mindset of the researchers. Cultural changes in 
organizations are difficult and maybe more difficult in organizations endowed with 
academic freedom. 
 
The Panel has identified two major cultural changes that demand the attention of FNDU 
leadership. These are collaborative integration of research fields and continuous 
assessment. The two focus areas, “Changing Nature of War” and “Russia” should be generic 
for all researchers and a responsibility for the whole organization. During the coming period 
it will be important for the leadership of the FNDU to address the centerpieces in the new 
strategic direction regularly. Where are we going? Why are we going in this direction? What 
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should we achieve? How should we achieve it? For whom should we achieve it? Do we have 
the necessary knowledge? What kind of cooperation do we need?  
 
This kind of transition needs dedicated and persistent leadership with a comprehensive 
vision of what is to be achieved. A succession plan is always an important tool to ensure 
long-term strategic leadership both from a “best leader” and from an academic point of 
view. Senior leaders will need to be open to researchers and staff within FNDU and to 
actively engage stakeholders and contributors outside FNDU to seek insight on how best to 
achieve and maintain the leadership for cultural change.      
 
The researchers themselves should identify those future themes to which they are best able 
to contribute and the methods to do so. This will probably be an individual decision-making 
process. The lead for each future theme should be selected from among the strongest 
contributors, and this will be independent of department. Nevertheless, departments have 
resources which each FRT will call upon, so it might be advisable for each existing 
department to be responsible on one of the themes (three depts – three themes). We have 
suggested above that the following arrangement might work: 

• Department of Warfare – FRT1 Character of War and Battle 

• Department of Military Technology – FRT2 National Defence 

• Department of Leadership and Military Pedagogy – FRT3 Unit-Leader-Soldier 

The FRTs provide an important opportunity to change the culture of departments, 
improving cooperation, sharing best practices, and building institutional knowledge. But 
this will hinge on new campus-wide practices to support collaboration. The Panel can only 
guess at what this might look like: collective coffee breaks, sociable seminars, mutually 
supportive publicity for events and faculty accomplishments, and greater faculty-student 
interaction across departmental lines. Whatever it looks like, it will be shaped by existing 
organizational and cultural preferences which may be difficult to change. 
 
Two points should be made about support to the staff, researchers, and students.  
 
First, students need support to plan studies and research and to launch academic and 
military careers. For those following an academic path, whether in uniform or not, more 
active contact with civilian universities by FNDU professors would provide a wider picture 
of career possibilities. A system of military and academic career advisors might follow 
individuals from the bachelor to doctoral level. Career planning discussions for those 
interested in combining scholarly and military careers should involve both military branch 
advisors and academic experts in order to keep expectations realistic, and to make an 
institutional bid for the best military academic talent available.  
 
Second, civilian roles in research fields should be strengthened and civilian careers should 
be valued equally with military careers. Gender equity should seek to include female 
civilians in the hard sciences and military female researchers. Equity will maximize the 
intellectual talent available. 
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Keeping the transition on track will require regular reviews by FNDU leadership. These 
continuous or periodic reviews might be broken down according to the follow categories: 

Thematic studies. The studies proposed within each of the three future themes will 
require adjustment as research progresses and as the availability of resources 
changes over the coming four years. Will leadership decide to drop some studies 
and reinforce successfully progressing ones? How responsive will FNDU be to 
changing demands from external stakeholders? 

Internal engagement. A university is a complex system with many existing 
committees, boards, and processes. Each staff member or researcher plays many 
roles, and some of these roles may detract from research productivity, while others 
are vital for institutional health. Periodically asking about the level of effort 
demanded by various activities and setting a termination date or end-state 
conditions for new groups might help to focus efforts. 

FDF engagement. FNDU has the advantage of regular inflows of mid-career and 
senior officers, and these should form an informal sounding board, perhaps using 
lunch and learn or other forms of periodic engagement for two-way learning. 
Sending researchers, in uniform or not, to units and headquarters with specific 
missions related to the future themes will help to keep the research fresh and 
relevant. FINCENT and CASS are important bridges to regular training missions and 
can be used as experimental resources by several research fields in support of the 
new themes. 

Finnish University and Private Sector engagement. It will take some experimentation 
to get right the liaison and exchange arrangements that will maximize the flow of 
information and expertise from the private sector and civilian universities. FNDU 
leadership should review and adjust these arrangements from time to time. 

International Military engagement. Both NATO and non-NATO states can contribute 
to Finnish research goals, through existing diplomatic and defence diplomacy 
channels, and through academic liaison and foreign student exchanges. Using 
available tools strategically will require oversight and occasional intervention on 
behalf of individual professors or students who can make key contributions.  

Regular adjustment of the membership of FNDU oversight committees or reports and 
returns in each of these categories might help to keep all the forms of engagement fresh 
and relevant as the future research themes progress. The self-evaluation documents were 
particularly useful for the Panel and might be models for shorter updates to check the 
direction and integration of the future research themes. Prepared for publication as short 
summaries of research progress, they might also serve to spur external engagement, as 
practiced by think tanks. 
 
In closing, the members of the Panel would like to thank the leadership of FNDU and all the 
researchers and staff who contributed to the evaluation. We have learned a lot from the 
process, and hope that the results are useful.    
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Appendix A: Summary of Terms of Reference 
 

 Task Comment Pages 

1 Background Two current Research Fields, RF4 Physical 
Performance and RF10 Educational 
development are not listed in the ToR, p.2 but 
were included in the evaluation. 

16, 23 

2 Purpose and Goal of Evaluation 
- Constructive, inclusive, motivating, 

forward looking 

- Evaluate current standing and facility 

for future success 

- Generate data for basis of developing 

research 

- Increase cooperation, create synergy, 

enable multidisciplinary research 

“The evaluation is a qualitative peer-review, 
where the numerical data is used to support 
the qualitative evaluation”  
“The evaluation does not compare research 
fields or researchers with each other or rank 
them in order of quality” 

 
 
 
10 

3 Organization of the Evaluation Col (Retired) Harri Niskanen and Matti Muhli 
were our main contacts for the evaluation. 
Questions were referred to the Research 
Director. 

9 

3.1   Steering Group The Panel did not have direct contact with the 
Steering group 

 

3.2 Project Working Group  “…the project working group is supported by 
experts from the Department of Academic 
Affairs, the NDU library, the Defence Language 
Centre and the Public Affairs Unit.”  

14, 21, 26, 
42, 46 
 

3.3 Evaluated Units Each unit was evaluated using the ToR criteria 
through an anonymous survey, the results of 
which were compiled in tabular form. In 
accordance with serial 2, the numerical 
evaluation is made available to the Research 
Director but is not included in this Report 

11-25 

3.4 Evaluation Panel “The panel members have expertise in 
international military sciences research and in 
the Finnish university system” 
 

9, 58 

4 Implementation of the Evaluation “The evaluation is a peer-review meant to 
improve the target's knowledge of the state of 
their research, to give them suggestions on 
research fields that have future success 
potential, and to provide them with 
suggestions for research development.” 

 6-11 

4.1 Evaluation Documents:  
self-evaluation reports written by the 
evaluated units 
- basic information about research in the 
NDU, containing at least the following: 
general information about research tasks 
and projects 
external funding: foundations and 
competitive funding 
publications 
media monitoring 
the curriculum of the doctoral programme 
and number of graduates 

The Panel relied primarily on the self-
evaluation reports, presentations of and 
discussions with the research fields and leaders 
of the future themes. 

6-11 
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a general command briefing about the 
National Defence University and its strategic 
focus areas 

4.2 Panel Tasks 
The members of the evaluation panel 
- are experts in their field who bring their 

skills and vision to the panel for the 

evaluation 

- will carefully familiarise themselves 

with the evaluation documents 

- will participate in the evaluation panel 

meetings and in the evaluation visit 

- are responsible for creating an open, 

positive and supportive evaluation 

atmosphere. 

Using a template created by the project 
working group, the evaluation panel will 
write an evaluation report that contains 
development suggestions 

The panel adapted the template provide in 
consultation with the Research Director and 
Col. Niskanen. 
 
 

6-11 

4.3 Implementation of the Evaluation Only unclassified information was reviewed. 
 
Site visit and in-person events were replaced by 
online interaction only. 
 

6-11 

4.4 Criteria and Grading 
     Research environment 
     Research quality 
     Future outlook 

The Panel used an anonymous online survey to 
allow each member to provide input on each of 
the criteria for each Research Field according to 
the definitions provided. The numerical 
summaries were attached to an earlier draft 
but have been removed from the final Report in 
accordance with Serial 2 above.   

25-31 
 

5 Evaluation Report 
     Research Environment 
     Current state of research 
     Future Outlook 

Detailed answers to each of the evaluation 
questions have been provided for existing 
Research Fields and Future Research Themes 

42-46 

6 Utilization of results 
- Areas for further improvement will be 

recognised based on the results,  

- actions to be taken will be included in 

the activities planning of the next few 

years 

Recommendations are provided for  
- each existing Research Field, 

- future themes, 

- external engagement, and 

- FNDU leadership 

 

 
12-23 
32-41 
47-52 
53-55 
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Appendix B: Biographic Notes and Expertise of Panel 
 
Chair, Associate Professor David Last, Royal Military College of Canada 

Commonwealth Scholar (1982-1984), PhD London School of Economics, Fulbright 
Research Chair in Peace and War Studies (2016). Served in the Canadian Army for 
30 years, including NATO and UN operations, peacekeeping, research, international 
teaching missions, and NATO DEEP scoping. Teaching at the Royal Military College 
of Canada for 20 years, since 2007 as a civilian. Served as Registrar, Department 
Head, Programme Chair, and professor at RMC and Canadian Forces College, in 
graduate and undergraduate courses. Secretary to the International Society of 
Military Sciences.  

General Bengt Axelsson, Swedish Defence University 
More than 40 years (1976-2017) of employment in the Swedish Armed Forces. 
Experiences from different unit positions as Brigade Commander, Regimental 
Commander and Commander of a garrison. Also experiences from different 
positions in the SwAF HQ including COS Joint Education & Training and Director 
Personnel. More than 8 years as Vice Rector for the SEDU (2008-17). Since 2018 
Strategic Advisor in the SEDU for Societal Security. Since 2016 running his own 
consultancy on strategic leadership, change management and psychological 
coaching (Executive Leadership Coaching).  

Professor Päivi Eriksson, University of Eastern Finland (UEF) Business School 
Graduated in Marketing and Management (MSc.) in 1985 and Lic.Sc. in 1988 
(University of Tampere) and D. Sc. in Management in 1991 (Helsinki School of 
Economics and Business Administration. Worked in Stanford University, USA 1991-
92 and University of Warwick, UK 1994-95. The main research topics focus on 
management and organization, innovation management, collaborative research and 
qualitative research methods. 2006 nominated as full professor (chair) in 
Management at the UEF Business School. Leader of the Innovation Management 
research group since 2010 with ~20 employees. Member of the multi-disciplinary 
NEURO Research Community at UEF. 

Professor Heli Jantunen, University of Oulu 
Graduated in Physics (M.Sc.) in 1982, Electrical Engineering (M.Sc.) in 1989 and D.Sc. 
In 2001 after being in industry for ~10 years. The main research topics relate to 
materials and devices for sensing, energy harvesting and telecommunication 
technologies. 2006 nominated as a full professor in Technology Physics, Faculty of 
Technology. Leader of Microelectronics Research Unit since 2008 with ~45 
employees with different scientific backgrounds and nationalities. Research and 
education assessment duties for universities and international study programmes.  

Adjunct Professor (Title of Docent) Ville Kivimäki / Tampere University 
Senior Research Fellow and a historian of World War II and its aftermath. Finished 
his PhD thesis at the Åbo Akademi University in 2013. Has worked as a researcher at 
the University of Helsinki and Tampere University and studied abroad at Yale 
University, University of Tübingen, Charles University in Prague and Max Planck 
Institute for Human Development in Berlin. Currently a leader of “Lived Nation” 
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research team at the Academy of Finland Centre of Excellence in the History of 
Experiences (HEX) at Tampere University. 

Professor Rod Thornton, King’s College London/ At UK Defence Academy 
Associate professor at Kings College London, teaches at the UK Defence Academy at 
Shrivenham. Spent nine years in the British Army before pursuing an academic 
career. First degree in Russian and Serbo-Croat and then, via two master’s degrees 
on defence and security issues, completed a PhD on peace support operations. Now 
specialises in the Russian military and on forms of contemporary warfare. Author of 
a book on Asymmetric Warfare and many articles relating to defence and security 
issues. Most recent published work on Russian military use of cyber warfare and 
artificial intelligence. Currently working on Russian military strategy, particularly as 
it relates to hybrid warfare/sub-threshold warfare.   

Professor Kirsi Virrantaus, Aalto University 
Graduated as Architect (MSc Tech) in 1977, Licentiate of Technology (Cartography) 

in 1982 and Doctor of Technology (Cartography) in 1984. Specialized in spatial 

applications of computer science, applied mathematics and computational 

methods; special focus on computational applications of crisis and emergency 

management and situational awareness in them. Spent one academic year (1979-

1980) in Delft TU as research fellow. Worked in private and public sector (1984-

1987) and appointed to a professorship (Digital Cartography) in 1988. Worked since 

that at Technical University of Helsinki/Aalto University as professor and since 2013 

as vice dean on education in the School of Engineering. 
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Glossary 

CASS - Command and Staff Simulator. From the presentation, the Panel understood that 
KESI refers to the functions performed by the Command and Staff Simulator, and 
GESI refers to the particular configuration of hardware and software, which is in the 
process of being replaced. In this report, CASS is used to refer to the combination of 
KESI and GESI. 

Department – the three administrative units of the FNDU are the Department of Warfare, 
the Department of Military Technology, and the Department of Leadership and 
Military Pedagogy. The research fields are grounded primarily in one of these 
departments, as illustrated in Figure 1 Strategic Research Themes, Departments and 
Fields, although most engage resources from other departments and outside 
stakeholders. 

External Evaluation Panel (The Panel) – the collective authors of this report, listed at 
Appendix B. 

FINCENT - Finnish Defence Forces International Centre, a lodger unit collocated with FNDU, 
which occasionally shares resources. As a point through which international 
students pass for days or weeks at a time, it is a potential research resource. 

Quality Assurance – the NDU participates in a quality assurance system audit done by the 
Finnish Education Evaluation Centre (FINEEC) every six years. The research 
evaluation is not a quality assurance process for education. (ToR, p.1) 

Research Evaluation – The purpose of the NDU research evaluation is “to evaluate the 
current state of both public and classified research, their impact, and the research 
fields’ facilities for success in the future” (ToR, p. 2) 

Research field – “A research field refers to an entity created around a specific research topic 
or topics, and it is a community of the researchers of the field in question. A research 
field may have both public and classified research. Several researchers work in the 
research field and at least one of those researchers is employed by the NDU. There 
may also be actors from other research organisations: from the Defence Forces, 
from other universities or research organisations, or doctoral students or thesis 
writers. The evaluation participants will decide the evaluated research field. The 
goal is that all research conducted by the National Defence University will be 
evaluated. The research fields are research entities that exist within the NDU.” (ToR, 
3.3) 

Research Themes – “A research theme is a multidisciplinary research entity planned around 
a specific phenomenon, and the theme is based on the data needs identified by the 
individual researchers or research groups. The intention is to fulfil the data and 
information needs through a research project. The goal is that in the future the 
research themes will tie together the various research projects of the National 
Defence University.” (ToR, 4.4) 
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Stakeholders – groups and individuals critical to the mission and continuing relevance of the 
FNDU, including those who rely upon, or are expected to rely upon, its research. 

Future Research Themes – also referred to as phenomena, these are the future of war, 
national defence, and unit-soldier-leader.  

Focus Areas – the future focus areas are limited to the changing character of war and Russia. 

NDU – National Defence University, explicitly Finnish National Defence University. 
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