b 4 L. e (;( Je,(t‘l‘b"t’\ (‘me‘ (:ﬂ ﬂ—'ﬂ’)’ '

! ﬂ»(‘,nfc\{fc Tnirecl §Tn\[u.-aiwuql BLL.(; o .

g vel xv, Mo & 550 _\
" 10764
The Illusory Nordic Alternative to Eurepe

RO STRATH .
Department of History, University of Gothenburg

Strath. B. The Husory Nordic Alternative to Europe. Cooperation and Conflict, XV, 1980,
103-114.

E I

Debate and rescarch on Nordic governmental cooperation has for long been premised on
the assumption that the impelling forces behind such cooperation are to be found inside the
Nordie countries themselves. Nordic cooperation has been regarded as an alternative to
Europe. This article proceeds from the assumption that international or external factors '
have to be taken more into consideration. They form a framework for the political activities
of the Nordic countries and could be characterized as fong-rerm factors. Other relevant
Jong-term factors are economic, industrial, and social structures of the Nordic countries.
Considering these external and long-term factors does not imply disregarding internal
factors and day-to-day events or current affairs, short-term factors. The three dichotomies
externalfinternal, long-term{short-term. and economic/political factors are used as tools of
analysis. A systematic use of the concepts leads to the conclusion that external political and
cconomic long-term factors operate centrifugally on Nordic cooperation. Internal political
factors have occasionally worked for Nordic cooperation. Yet these internal political
factors. as a rule of a short-term kind, have been exceeded by the stronger external political
and economic factors of a long-term kind. There has been no independent Nordic
alternative to Europe. This conclusion is based on a long historical perspective.

[. INTRODUCTION

For a long time the debate on Nordic coop-
eration has been much alive in the Nordic

countries. There has also been not unim-"

portant research  —  although  descriptive
rather than explanatory — on the forms and
content of this cooperation. It is astonishing
to what c¢xtent both debate and research
have almost exclusively treated this Nordic
cooperation as a purely Nordic problem.
The impelling forces for Nordic cooperation
have been sought inside the Nordic coun-
tries themselves. The explanations of Nor-
dic cooperation — or, if you wish, the non-
appearance of Nordic cooperation — have
largely been missing.

The purpose of this article is to analyse
Nordic cooperation from a somewhat differ-
ent point of departure than the prevalent

one. The intention is systematically to take:

anto consideration factors affecting Nordic
cooperation both inside the Nordic countries
and in the surrounding world and of both a
long-term and short-term kind.

For a successful analysis it ig necessary in

a more distinct fashion than in earlier re-
search to discern and define these external
or international and internal or inter-Nordic
factors.

The external or international factors pro-
vide a framework for the foreign political
activities of the Nordic countries. Of
course, this framework is not constant but
varies over time. However, change occurs
slowly and hardly becomes apparent during
a short period of time. Therefore the exter-
nal factors could be characterized as long-
rerm factors. Other long-term factors of re-
levance here are the economic, social, and
industrial structures of the Nordic countries.
These structures also change slowly.

Stating that these long-term factors are
relevant does not imply disregarding day-to-
day events or current affairs. Tariffs, bal-
ances of payments, competition capability
of one country/industry compared with that
of other countries/industries, i.e. taxes,
wages, energy costs, and so on, are exam-
ples of factors that change more rapidly
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than the long-term ones. They can be re-
ferred to as shorr-term factors.?

There is no absolute bordetline between
the short-term and the long-term factors and
there is interaction between them A shori-
term tanff or tax policy may for instance
have effects on the long-term industnal
structure. For instance, Norwegian industry
changed during the 1950s from having been
very vulnerable 1o being very competitive.

It gocs without saying that the economic
and commercial structure of a country is of
fundamental importance when analysing its
forcign policies. It 1s necessary to take these
economic factors into constderation. How-
ever, it 1s not enough to consider economic
and commercial  prerequisites when  dis-
cussing the tforeign pohiical outlook of a
country. Torcign policies are also deter-
mined by conscious palitical decisions. One
could sav that the ccononiie tactors form 4
framework ieade which different political
decisions cotwenvable The economic
tactors could tead o different palitical deai-
stons. Thus these politn al factors must-also
he considared . O course both ccononiic
and polittcal tactors can be of an external or
an oanternal hind oy owell oy dong-term or
xlmnrh'rn\

Iy mey rdeently published thesis abou e
Nordie costoms anmon ncpotiations 1947-
P59 o Jony astoncal porspective - which
foa darge extent s oot g cartior re-
search on Nordic cooperation and source
matenal ot carhier avaiabic. have made it
possible 1o throw o Tivht apon Nordie
COOpCration ¢

are

Phiose resutie of noee nrhe 1
possible o pat Nardie sesernmental coop-
Cratton moa s perspectae. The parpose
here i o desdlop the conddusions iy
thoses by more penenad view on Nordie
usmyg e e

toned dichotomes o tools of analyvsis

CoopUTadion above-nien-

sanietnal and ternal tactors,
jong term and short-term tactors, and

coonaine and pobtitica] fitors,

[he attempis wt Nordic 2overmnmental

cooperation will be regarded partly in the
light of the international environment and
partly in the internal milieu. Both interna-
tionally and internally I will discuss
economic and political aspects and discern
long-term and short-term factors. N

This use of the concepts external' and
internal, long-term and short-term, and
economic and political factors can be re-
garded as a method to discern explicitly the
premises for Nordic governmental coopera-
tion.

II. THE HISTORY OF NORDIC COOP-
ERATION

The plans for a Scandinavian defence union
in 1948-1949, the negotiations concerning a
Nordic customs union 1n 1947--1959, and
the Nordek Plan for a Nordic common mar-
ket around 1970 are the three post-war
cxamples of how attempts to create Nordic
cooperation in more organized forms have
farled. The defence itmon talks broke down
when Sweden could not accept it as a {ink
with Western military cooperation. Instead
of Joiming u Nordic custois union. the Nor-
dic countries became members of the Euro-
pean  Free Trade  Assocution (EFTA)
headed by Great Britain. The Nordek Flan
coliapsed whon Fmland could ot daecept 1t
as o hink in oone form or another with the
EECo The three plans 1or Nordice gov-
crumental conperation were all dependent
on developments in the surrounding world

This sl more
padpanic g Tonger historicul perspective.
Prussia™s victory over Denmark in 1864
meant a sudden end wo Seandina v, a
movement  rezarding Scandinavia o odasa
natural  unit nationally.  culturally,  and
politicaliy und of the san:we Kind and with
the same bourgeots supporters as. for in-
~tance, the Ttalian unitication movenent at
about the same tiie. Scandinavism received
ity death-blow in 1864 when the united-
hingdem of  Sweden-Norway  retused  to
come Lo Donmark’s assistance.

Premng World War T on the other hand

dependence becomes
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outside pressure gave impetus to Scandina-
vian unity. During the war the kings and the
prime and foreign ministers met several
times to consider the situation of the three
countries. -

with the Soviet Union and Germany
weakened as a result of the war, the

stimulus to Scandinavian cooperation -~ or, .

more correctly, Nordic cooperation, as
Finland had now gained its independence —
disappeared again. During the 1920s Fin-
land was more oriented towards the Baluc
countries than towards the Nordic region.
The ministerial meetings were no longer as
frequent. :

The 1930s meant again a development
woward more intensified cooperation. After
Hitler's Machtiihernahme in 1933 Danish
Premier Stauning suggested a Nordic de-
fence treaty. In 1934 the Finnish govern-
ment of Kivimithi said that it favoured a
Nordic neutrabits policy. The Nordie orien-
tation was an attempt W avoid getling into a
squeeze in the case of a Russian-Gennan
cnvodanter. The Russian envoy Assmus had
old the Finnish Premier that the Soviet
Usion, if threateued by Germany., for ~ec-
urity reasons might have to occupy parts of
Finland. Dy disengagement from Germany
and drawing closer towards  the Norddic
countrics. Finland hoped to convinee the
Soviet Union of the genuineness of it
neutrality policy. Ag @ consequence of the
Fintian - oentation towards the Nordic area.
deliberar s styrted about a common Fin-
mish-Swedish defence of the denvibitanized
Aland !lands in the Baltic,

But as external factors had driven the
Nordie countrivs together. so external fac-
tors sphit them again Neither Hitler nor
Stalin wanted Nordic cooperation. In 1937
Stauning abandened his carlicr view and
said that Denmark was no longer propared
10 be a watch-dog at the soathern horder of
the Nordic countrics. When the USSR in
1939 vetoed the Aland Phan this wus drop-
ped.

The picture of the aneripts al Naordic
conporation 18 one of dn urdutaling move-
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ment with developments in the surrounding

world as an impelling force. There does not
seem to be any independent impetus inside
the Nordic countries themselves towards
Nordic cooperation. There was no attempt
to intensify cooperation during the 1920s
when the influence from the surrounding
world was exceedingly small. If there had
been such an independent impetus times
should have been very favourable for such a
force to work with no disturbing factors
from the world around.

Instead of intensified Nordic cooperation
during the 1920s there were on the contrary
signs of inter-Nordic tensions. When the
Swedish foreign minister Carl Hederstierna
in an after-dinner speech in 1923 — possibly
acting upon the impulse of the moment — as
a personal opinion suggested a Finnish-
Swedish defence union in the cvent of an
unprovoked attack from ‘the neighbour n
the East’. he was forced to resign on ac-
count of the «iolent protests. Around 1930 a
crisis was threatening in Danish-Norwegian
relations when Norway challenged Danish
supreiniacy over Eastern Greenland.

When on the other hand the extertial
pressure has huen very suong, attempts at
cooperation have broken down. That was
the case when the Nordic regton faced @
strong Prus-ia in 1864 and i the tate 1930
when the Nordic countries were surrounded
by Germany prepared for war and the USSR
much strongeer than o decade carlicr. ‘This
was alvo the sitaauen in 1949 when the
nevoliations for Seandinavian  defence
anion broke down. fhe Cold War was un
der way. The Nordie ared was onc of the
points  of terseciion of superpower in-
terests,

When thete have been attempts Nordic
couperatinn, e foreign political situation
can be craracierized as something mdway
betwe. . wiese two exireines. Externul fac-
tors have mitiated  Nordic cooperation.
Sweden-Norway assisted Deninark
militarly n ihe Nanish- Prussian contlict in
1448 -1850. Pruscia was not yet the great
pawer it was to be o 1864 1t should he

.
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underlined that Sweden-Norway did not in-
tervene on the Danish side until they had
learned that Russia intended to’support Den-
mark diplomatically. World War I meant an
external influence on Scandinavian coop-
eration. The position of the Nordic coun-

- tries was then not as exposed as during

World War Il when the strategic factors
mean! a much more immediate threat to
them. In the same way — as will be de-
monstrated below — the Marshall Plan in-
iated an attempt at Nordic cooperation.
The plan was not considered to imply that
the Nordic countries took sides with any of
the superpowers in the incipient Cold War.
At least not if the participation in the plan
occurred under the cloak of Nordic coop-
eration. But when, at about the same time
or somewhat later, it was a question of
connecting a Scandinavian defence union to
Western military cooperation the external
pressurc crossed the threshold. Con-
sequently the negotiations collapsed.

To sum up: When it has been quiet and
peaceful in the surrounding world there has
been no Nordic cooperation. An increased
activity in the surrounding world which has
tended to put the Nordic region, or part
thercof, i“} great power politics has 1m-
plied inceMives for Nordic cooperation.
When these forces have grown stronger, the
attempts al cooperation have broken down.

Ili. THE NORDIC CUSTOMS UNION
NEGOTIATIONS, 1947-1959

Against this background it is astonishing to
what extent debate and research in this area

have had a purely Nordic point of -depar- -

ture. Thus the debate about the two Nordic
post-war customs union projects has «a
priori had as a prerequisite the assumption
that Nordic economic cooperation would be
very advantageous for the Nordic countries,
despite the fact that all trade statistics indi-
cate that the commercial interests of the
post-war period have been in Western
Europe, for Finland also in Eastern Europe.

Existing research has not sufficiently dis-

cerned external and economic long-term
factors when dealing with problems con-
cerning Nordic governmental cooperation.
This conclusion is valid not least for the
Nordic customs union negotiations of 1947—
1959. In order to demonstrate this and to
demonstrate the usefulness of my approach,
I will discuss these negotiations from-my
point of departure in some depth.

The initiative was a direct consequence of
the Marshall Plan in the summer of 1947.
The small Scandinavian countries needed
American capital but wanted to remain
neutral in the incipient struggle between
East and West. A Scandinavian customs
union — Finland was at the time out of the
question due to its special relationship with
the USSR - was considered as a means of
such a policy.> A committee was estab-
lished for closer investigation. In a prelimi-
nary report in January 1950 the committee
stated that there was no ground for an ag-
reement.

This was only a fortnight after the US
had explained to the three Scandinavian
foreign munisters that a regional Nordic
customs union would not merit the three
countries more Marshall capital. The US
wanted not regional but Western European
economic cooperation.

The governments did not bury the issue,
however. The committee got new instruc-
tions in November 1950. The new mandate
was restricted to a limited free trade area. In
the spring of 1954 the committee rendered
its final report. It came to divided conclu-
sions. The Danes and the Swedes argued
that there was ground for a Nordic common
market-whereas the Norwegians “held an
opposite viewpoint. )

Not even this report resulted in a burial of
the issue. Instead it was raised from the
expert level to the highest political level. A
joint cabinet meeting instructed a new Nor-
dic Economic Cooperation Committee
{(NECC) to investigate areas where elimina-
tion of trade restrictions would imply over-
whelming advantages for all three countries.

In 1956 Germany, France, Italy, and the




Benelux countries had advanced plans for a

common matket. Other Western European
countries than the Six feared the risk of a
trade political split in Western Europe. In
the summer of 1956 an association of other
countries in the form of a free trade area
was suggested as a way of avoiding such a
split. An investigation was also decided
upon.

From now on the Nordic and the Euro-
pean investigations ran parallel. In July
1957 when the NECC issued its final report
covering some 80 percent of inter-Nordic
trade and a year later, when it handed over
its supplementary report covering the rest of
inter-Nordic trade, nothing was decided but
to wait for the outcome of the Paris talks on
a Western European free trade area.

When the talks had broken down in
November 1958 different proposals for alt-
erations to the NECC reports were consi-
dered. Simultaneously during the spring of
1959 the governments of the countries left
outside the Six customs union were
negotiating over an outer European free
trade area. When the governments had ag-
reed on such an area — EFTA - the Nordic
plan was rejected in July 1959,

The importance of the surrounding world
for the freedom of action of the Nordic
countries has already been suggested. A
framework for the foreign political activities
of the countries existed, and its appearance
varied with ttme. During the period studied
here such a framework for the foreign
policy of the Nordic countries was provided
by the Cold War. The framework of the
Cold War can be looked upon as an inde-

‘pendent varfable or as an external factor
upon which the foreign policy of the Nordic
countries had to depend. The foreign politi-
cal factors which constitute a framework for
the government and other agencies are here
of the kind that they determine the de-
velopment in the long run. The change of
such factors occurs slowly and the change
hardly becomes clear over a short period.
They could be characterized as long-term
factors.
i
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Theoretically the foreign political options
for alliances were many; but in reality they -
were limited by long-term geopolitical and
historical/political factors such as the im-
portance of the outlets of the Baltic and the
areas north of the Arctic Circle, and the
interests of the Western powers in Denmark
and Norway and of the USSR in Finland in
a conflict situation between the two blocs,
and with Sweden in an intermediate posi-
tion. Regarding the options, the Nordic re-
gion must of course not be considerad as a
unity. These long-term factors are cen-
trifugal to Nordic cooperation. .

Other long-term factors of relevance here
are the economic and industrial structures.
As has been mentioned the Nordic countries
had their economic interests primarily in
Western Europe, Finland also in Eastern
Europe. The Nordic area was only of sec-
ondary interest. The long-term foreign
political factors worked centrifugally on the
Nordic region, and so did the long-term
economic factors. ‘

Swedish industries were much more ad-
vanced than Norwegian industries. Ag-
riculture meant relatively more in Denmark
than in the neighbouring countries. Norway,
Finland, and Sweden were better provided
with raw materials than Denmark. Theoreti-
cally Denmark could provide the rest of
Norden with agricultural goods but this
complementarity remained on paper. An
import of Danish agricultural products
would have politically impossible effects on
the small farmers in the other three coun-
tries. Also the social structure was a long-
term factor of relevance, as was the long-
term industrial structure. .

Barbara Haskel has made interesting
contributions to the discussion of Nordic
post-war governmental cooperation. She
goes beyond earlier descriptive research in
trying to explain what happened.# She does
it in a methodologically interesting way
and, more than earlier research, does she
put the Nordic area in a European perspec-
tive.

Although not explicitly, she uses external
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¢ cmphasis is, however, on the economic
' factors. Political factors are hardly consi-
L ~dered in a satisfying way. She also disre-
¢ gards the long-term factors affecting the
. development. A more systematic use of
these concepts would probably have brought
about more convincing conclusions.

Haskel regards Nordic and European
cooperation as different options. - From
economics she has borrowed the concept of
opportunity costs. A Nordic customs union
is systematically related to different Euro-
pean market solutions. It was all the time a
matter of choosing the most advantageous
of different alternatives by measuring the
costs of taking one option in terms of other
, options that could have been followed in-
i stead. The cost of choosing one specific
>~ option is the benefit foregone by not using

' another prevailing option. Haskel describes
. the negotiations in terms of concepts from
i bargaining theory. Denmark and Sweden
fused an expansive strategy, i.e. they
! thought that the joint benefit could increase
# in a Nordic customs union, the size of the
_ whole pie could be increased; whereas
] Norway fgllowed a distributive strategy,
! 1.e. it reg it to be a matter of settling
the shares of the different players, the divi-
sion of 4 more or less constant pie.
, The difference in strategies resulted in
¢ ~ antagonism during the negotiations between
3 Denmark and Sweden on the one side and
Norway on the other. The knot was hard to
l untie as the limited inter-Nordic trade made
' the incentives small for fundamental
| changes in the domestic economic policies
i % of the countries. The comparatively smail
gains at stake did not invite any more far-
reaching concessions.® :
concludcs that while non-
economic considerations did not preclude,
the Nordic market, neither did they enhancé

its value. The economic prerequisites
A ~ existed but they were not sufficient. There
it was a lack of incentives from other political
i areas to supply the needed lubricant or, with

her own words, grease for an agreement.®

" and internal factors in her analysis. Her |

Haskel’s method results in an emphasis
on the economic factors. The political fac-
tors, which according to her were missing,
but necessary to bring about a Nordic cus-
toms union, are not analysed in depth.

Haskel builds her analysis on interviews
with some 25 central decision-makers/ in
Denmark, Norway, and Sweden. For
rest, the source material is mostly printed
reports of the governmental committees and
journal and newspaper articles. Of the vol-
uminous unpublished archive material that
remains from the negotiations she has only
had access to about five memoranda and
notes in the Norwegian Foreign Depart-
ment. She touches only marginally on the
role of Finland. Nor has she used any Fin-
nish sources.

Haskel’s study is methodologically in-
teresting. This is true not least in her use of
the concepts of political and economic fac-
tors. But she does not discuss the difference
and the limits between these factors. To
Haskel the political factors become simply
residual factors which she seizes upon when
the economic factors appear to be insuffi-
cient to explain what happened.

Whereas the economic factors are easy to
explore, the political considerations behind -
the decisions are not as easily distinguisha-
ble in the public and printed material. The
question 1s whether Haskel’s. source mat-
erial leads her to disregard the political
factors.

The state secrecy laws make it difficult or
impossible to get hold of the unprinted mi-
nutes, drafts, and memoranda from the
negotiations in the governmental archives.
There is however a by-pass. The industrial
federations played a very active role in the
negotiations. The governments had a great
need for the technical knowledge of the
federations during the very dynamic de-
velopment of the market questions. There
were frequent and mutual briefings. /n the
archives of the federations is left a great
deal of the same material which is stll kept
secret in government archives. And as non-
public organizations, the federations are not
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Sllb_]eCt to the state secrecy laws. 'Humsgh
access to the archives of the federations it
has been possible to follow the negotiations
in detail. . The unprinted material there
makes it possible to analyse the political
and economic factors in the Nordic customs
union negotiations. However, the pre-
requisite for such an undertaking is that
some clarification of concepts is made. One

has to distinguish between economic and -

political factors.

In this study economic factors are defined

as referring to comparative advantages, pos-
sibilities of large scale production, spectali-
zation, and increased productivity, im-
provements of balances of payments, and
economic growth. The political factors on
“the other hand are, among others, security
politics and ideological considerations.
Furthermore, if a group of countries tries to
agree on economic cooperation in order to
get a better position and strength in trade
negotiations with other countries, the coop-
eration is looked upon as primarily decided
by a political factor.”

One also has to distinguish between
means and ends when regarding economic
and political factors. Of course economic
and political factors do interfere, mingled
with each other and as means and ends, in a
complicated manner.

Theoretically one could as tools of
analysis consider the following alternatives:

1. The projected Nordic customs union
was an economlc or a political end in itself.

2. The prOJected Nordic customs union
was an economic or a political means to an
economic or a political end.

To make things even more complicated
one has to take into account the fact that,
for example, political means to achieve
economic ends could appear disguised as
economic ends in their own right. In such a
case the means has to be regarded as politi-
cal and the end as economic.

My hypothesis is that the Nordic customs
union negotiations were a means to achieve
a better position in the European trade

negotiations during the 1950s and that they

&

The lusory Nordic Alternative 16 Europe - 109.

were primarily pahttcal!y monvated nor_
economically,

As has been stressed, the .polmca] and
economic factors are as a rule not quite pure
but intermixed in any debate on economic
cooperation. It has also been underlined that -
an essential undertaking is to distinguish
them from each other by analysing the de-
bate and the negotiations. But a prerequisite
for such an undertakmg is that the concepts
are used as a point of departure. This ap-
proach is different from concentrating on
one of them and degradigg the other to a
residual factor at the end.

The best possibility to test whether Nor-
dic cooperation was economically motivated -
must be to investigate how those organiza-
tions reacted whose whole existence is jus-
tified by taking economic — long-term as
well as short-term — factors into considera-
tion. The attitudes of the industrial federa-
tions to a Nordic customs union are a tool in
order to consider if such a customs union at
all or to some extent could be a long-term
economic goal in itself. The attitudes are
then related to the long-term and short-term
factors, and to external and internal factors.

If the industrial federations— with regard
to both their long- and short-term interests
— were negative or little interested in a
Nordic customs union, it is probable, con-
sidering their representativity of industry in
the Nordic countries, that a Nordic customs
union was not economically motivated.

The federations were initially very hesit-
ant about the Nordic customs union project.
In 1949 the Federation of Norwegian In-
dustries (NI) expressed a negative view-
point. It continued to hold this view aH the
time up to 1959. The NI regarded the whole
existence of Norwegian industry to be
threatened by, above all, Swedish industry.
The large export enterprises which had less
to fear had not much to gain in a Nordic
market.

The Federation of Swedish Industries (SI)
was sceptical, but not so much on account -
-of the economic consequences. Instead it
feared a development toward a planned -
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economy led and inspired by Social Demo-
cratic governments in al} the Sgandinavian
countries. In purely economic terms the
trade associations of the SI had little objec-
tion. This made the criticism of the SI
somewhat hollow. The head organization
began in the early 1950s to speak about the
Nordic project in more positive terms. The
SI said that economically Sweden had no-
thing to lose. But a Nordic market- would be
too small for gains of any importance. For
such gains Luropean cooperation was de-
manded.

The Federatuon of Danish Industries (DI
was more posttive. Repeatedly 1t expressed
a positive viewpomt. At the beginning of
1956 this atntude was suddenly broken,
however, after o report by ‘the governmental
commitiee. Massive protests against the re-
pornt trem the paper and metal industries
made the DE change s apimon. From then
on the D held o hesitens view on the Nordie

3 plan

The three federstions wanted a lareer

Foburopean market. 1hes argued intensely

support of a buropean tree trade area when
negoliahions o sacl an arca started In
1056 The ditticoites tor the honne markat
Hdustries Weritd certaniy be L than in
a Nordic market, bat e cains of e exp
mdustnes would be muach darper.

The Federatvar of banmish Induastries ok
catie 10 the same concibsion. bintand dad
not enter the Nordso aczonation- untl 1956
whon s reldions vl the USSR chanyeed
e conscguence of i new Russian pobics
At the begimmny
the FEwas vony hositaant as regands the value
of a Norde costonis siton, but when the

of sraceiul covastenae

Ptk gesconment at g nicenng with tho b
i Dinuary 29SS esplaned that the Nordie
talks should be reparded as g paleway to
Western Farope the Fapndly ook o posi
Gve srowt

Wheno atter 1956, tederations wid pov.
srnnents bad the saine trade policy goads,
the contacts between thens became very in-
tense When the poais had been ditferent
the vontacts were of g more fonnal Charac-

ter. After 1956 all four governments began
to give priority to increased European
economic cooperation, Finland however
only indirectly via Nordic cooperation.
They began to stress the same economtic
factors as the federations, which long since
had argued that their main interest was in a
European market. The antagonism towards
a Nordic customs union was put aside. Nor-
dic cooperation became a matter of making
participation in  European cooperation
easier. Nordic cooperation became a matter
of tactics. It could at the utmost be an
instrument to achieve membership in Euro-
pean cooperation, nothing more.

The attitudes of the industrial federations
indicate that a Nordic customs union was
not economically motivared. Was 1t then
politically mouvated? And what then was
the political aim?

The very origin of the Nordic project was
- as has been pointed out — the Marshall
Pian.  The  United  States  demanded
cconamie cooperution between the Euro-
poall codiirtes o return for o Marshall
money. The Nocdic customs union plan was
wtended to demenstrate the nierest of the
Nerdic countries 1n such cooperation. At the
same unie the plan was w ineans of avotding
toa close an association with the Western
posts i the weipient strugele o the Cold
War. The three governments wanted o re-
mam outside the bloc-bhutldine. This poliey
was espectally bostered in Labour-governed
Norway and Sweden. Denmark had as the
Lo i non-sectahist gosernnent,

Alter 1950 1he Nordie plan was regasded
A aomieans or as an nsirement which could
sive the Nordie countries a better posiion
i the Luropean market negotigions  The
Nondic negotiations were completely  de-
pendent on the Parts talks, Nordic coopera-
bon was nstrumentad toaards o Buropean
ame Nordie cooperaiton was  politicaily
condditiored mthe Sense that i iniended 1o
tuctliate participation in Ewropean coop-
cration. NORdU Coupetaton was i tnesns of
achieviny von-Nordie goals.

ato thes puitern also Nits the muech-publi-
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cized close cooperation between the” Nordic
countries during the GATT round in 1964.
This cooperation was in the contemporary
political debate frequently interpreted as a
new step towards Nordic cooperation but
was hardly anything more than a tactical
cooperatton in order to achieve non-Nordic
goals. The same is valid also for the Nordek
Plan. Denmark did not conceal that the plan

was intended as a bridge to the Common-

Market. When Finland — on account of its
spectal relationship with the Soviet Union,
1.e. an external factor — could not accept
this, the negotiations broke down.

But what about the new turn in the Nor-
dic customs union negotiations in 19547
After the cxperts had disagreed over the
possibilities for a Nordic customs unton the
issue was simply raised to the highest
politicai level. This was two years after
Muarshall aid had ceased and one or two
vears before the developmient of the Euro-
pean market plans. There was a Jownswing
in  European  econuomic  cooperation.
Liberalization of wrade within the framework
of the OEEC and the GATT had got stuck.

The start ot the new inquiry in 1954 does
not seem to tit very well into the pattern
above. The Norwegian Labour government
mitiated the new investigation. According
o the Nortwegian govermnmeni Naidic coop-
eration should be a counterweight 1o the
alliance with the countrics on the continent.
The Labour government hud roasons for s
mbative . A not ummporiant Left-wing tac-
ten of the Tovernment party objected o
Norweglan partictpation i Woestern nulitary
cocperation and had to be pacitied. The tuct
that the fuction cained intluence at about
this time shoubd be considered against the
bachuround of o burgeoning development
towards peacetul coexistence after Stalin's
death in 1953, In order to pacify the Lett-
aing taction Nordic cooperation was to the
purpose.”

Why then did Denmark and Sweden ac-
cept such a Nordie plan? Or did they reatly
accept it? It must be stressed that Nordic
couporation 1s @ concept tull of significance

2 | |
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in the Nordic region. This makes it a politi-
cally interesting idea, which must be treated
with some care. This is demonstrated by the
fact that the failures of the large post-war
schemes for Nordic cooperation have been
covered by new initiatives for cooperation,
which however have been much less far-
reaching than the intended unsuccessful
plans. The failure of the Scandinavian de-
fence union talks in 194849 was followed
by a decision on a common passport area,
the projected Nordic customs union by the
Helsinki treaty in 1962 on intensified coop-
eration in different areas, and the Nordek
Plan by the establishment of a Nordic
Ministerial Council. These agreements have
meant nothing but the development of a
pragmatic cooperation, For politicians who
have failed to agree on Nordic cooperation
in more spectacular forms, such pragmatic
cooperation has had the ment of appealing
to public opinion. Notdism - defined as the
idea of bringing the Nordic countries to-
gether as much as possible — is mostly
prevalent among intellectuals. But it is
widespread enough to he a political factor
of some mmportance. ¢

Against this backyground it is under-
stundable that Denmark und Sweden found
it hand to openly reject the Norwegtan in-
itative in 144 after the tailure of the expert
committec. Hul it very soon became obvi-
ous that Deimark and Sweden had no in-
tention of yiclding to the Norwegian ideas,
The Norwegian plan was abortive, The
Nordic negotiations had alrcady pot stuck
when developients on the continent made
it possible to adapt the Nordic plan to the
imarket negouations there.

in a way the toseign pohtcal situation
around 1954 wis reminiscent of that of the
[920s. Acuvity in the outside world was
low. \ de-escalation of the Cold War had
slowv.y begun after Stalin’s death, Western
Lutopean econonmic cooperation under Mar-
shall aid had become stuck, as has been
mentioned. The same c¢an be said about
Western Furopean political cooperation. In
1954 the projected  Luropean  Detence
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Community was discarded. If there had
- been an independent impetus for Nordic
cooperation inside the Nordic countries
themselves the time should have been
favourable around 1954. But as during the
1920s there was no such cooperation. The
Norwegian swallow did not make a sum-
mer. ' -

If the governments treated the Nordic
customs union mainly as a political means,
the industrial federations — on account of
the very nature of their function as interest
groups ~ wanted to consider it as a4 matter of
economic advantage or disadvantage. Re-
garding the customs union from this view-
point, the federations came to other conclu-
sions than did the governments taking other
factors into consideration.” Atter 1956 the
divergencies concerning the Nordic customs
unton receded into the background. The
main task was now Europe. This was in line
with the interests of the industrial federa-
tions. ‘

Barbara Haskel concludes  that  the
economic prerequisites for Nordic economic
cooperation existed but that the cooperation
talled because there wus no political lubric-

ant.
My conclgsion s the opposite. The
poliical  prerequisites  existed,  such s,

among others, the Nordic plan as an instru-
ment towards the real goal. participation in
Furopean cooperatton. There was economic
lubnicant to some extent, but far from
cnouph o make the Nordie customs unton
an aindependent goal.

A pomt of departure tor Haskel s to
regard Nordie and 1 eropean coopetation as

ique. It has often been contrasted with, for
instance, European cooperation. My case
study of the projected Nordic customs union
during the 1950s reveals that Nordic coop-
eration was not an alternative to European
cooperation but at most an element of t.
The conclusion is based on a long historical
perspective. The concepts of long-/short-_
term, external/internal, and economic/
political factors are wused to discemn
explicitly the premises for Nordic coopera-
tion. The attitudes of the Nordic industrial
federations — motivating their whole exis-
tence by taking economic long- and short-
term factors into consideration — have been
the tools for deciding if a Nordic customs
union could be an independent economic
goal,

In my study it has been difficult to trace
an independent and inherent will to achieve
Nordic economic cooperation except on the
level of individuals. There the influence of
Nordism as an active force is manifest. But
it has hardly been the stimulus of the gov-
ernments. It has only contributed to keeping
the 1dea of Nordic cooperation alive among
politicians. The incitements have been im-
pulses from the outside world, incitements
in the form of threats or possibilities. When
the cxternal forces have grown too strong
they have, however. not brought about an
impulse 1n a unifving direction. The Nordic
countries reulized the impetus for Nordic
cooperation in 1947 but the realization was

as ever - dependent on developments
outside Norden.

A systemiatic use of the concepts of ex-
ternal/internal, long-/short-terim, and

» Ditterent optuons. My thesis s that there did
not exast any Nordie aliernative to Baropean
cocononnge cooperation. At most, it could be
an clement of at.

cconomicipolitical factors feads to the con-
clusion  that  oxternal  political  and
coonomic Jong-term  tactors operate cen-
tnifugally on Nordic  cooperation.  Only
during some short periods of time when the
vxternal forces have neither been too small
nor oo strong does there seem to have been
& stimulus from the outside world towards
Nordic cooperation. For the rest these fuc-
tors have worked against such cooperation.
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Cooperation between the Nordic countries
has been an object of great interest in the
political debate. Nordic cooperation has niot
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economic and commercial interest for the
Nordic countries in Western Europe, for
Finland also in Eastern Europe, not in the
Nordic region. Long-term political factors
of external provenance such as the Swedish
neutrality policy, the Danish and Norwegian
post-war Western alignment, and the Fin-
nish special relationship with the Soviet
Union, have also worked in a centrifugal
direction.
meant a long-term trend contrary to Nordic
governmental cooperation.

Political short-term factors have on occa-
sion worked for an intensified attempt at
Nordi¢c cooperation. Here the treatment of
different cooperation projects as a political
tool in a European context has been pointed
out. The same is valid for the increased
stress on Nordic cooperation in Norway in
1954 for domestic political reasons. Within
the category of internal political factors
could also be mentioned the role of Nor-
dism. These political and internal factors, as
a rule of a short-term kind, have, however,
been exceeded by the stronger external and
cconomic long-term tactors. The external
international  factors have played a
dominating role in Nordic attempts al gov-
ernmental cooperation.

They have all the time decided the room
for manocuvrability of the Nordic countries.
Internal factors have been of quite a subor-
dinate importance. There have certainly
been weak impelting torces for Nordie gov-
ernmental cooperation of a more spectacular
kind mside the Nordic countries themselves,
but they have been outweighed by cen-
trifugal forces trom the surrounding world
working in a disintegrating direction, as the
use of the concepts long- und short-term
factors in a fong historical perspective indi-
cates.

These basic conditions have .
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NOTES . :

1 Bernt Schiller has developed the concepts of
long- and short-term factors in a study of re-
search problems in contemporary history. He
regards the long-term factors as primary in rela-
tion to the short-term ones. The long-term or
primary factors are, and this is a vital point in his
argument, not anything that can be taken for
granted. They arc dependent on the point of
departure for each study, or in Schiller’s own
words, ‘determined by the hypothesis formu-
lated’. Bernt Schiller, ‘Shortage and Plenty.
Long- and Short-term Factors and Research
Problems in Contemporary History’, Scandina-
vian Journal of Hisiory, Vol 1, No. 1 (1976),
pp. 164-168.

2 Bo Strath, Nordic Industrv and Nordic
Economic Cooperation, Almgvist & Wiksell In-
{ernational, Stockholm 1978. This is report No.
! from the research project Interest Organiza-
tions and Internationalism, University of
Gothenburg. The project was established in
1970, From the very start it has been headed by
Professor Bernt Schiller and has been funded
mainly by the Bank of Sweden Tercentenary
Foundation. The general aim of the project has
heen to study conditions influencing the interna-
tional relations ot interest orpanizations of ag-
riculture. industry, and labour. To achieve this a
Jong historical perspective and 2 comparative
analysis involving national, regional, and global
tevels have trequently been used. For an outline
of the project. also including the interpretation ot
the history of Nordwe cooperation as sketched
above. see Bernt Schiller, Interest Organizations
and Internationalism - @ Research Project on
Contenmporary History (torthcoming).

b Strath, op. ., pp. 65 81

4 Rarbara Haskel, The Scandinasion Oprion,
Universitesforfaget, Oslo 1976, Among other
and cartier studies on Nordic cooperation which
are of relev.ance here could be mentioned Stanley
Andersen. fhe Novdic Council . A Study ni Sean
dinavian Revionadione, London 1967 Nils Ane-
dren, “Nordisk  Integration Synpunkter och
Problemstaltningar’,  Internasjonal Politikk,
1966- Per-Olof Jonsson, The Projected Scan-
dinavan Customs Union 19471959, unpub-
Heho ! PhoD o dissertation, Plonda State Liniver-
sity 19640 Arthur Moneomciy, ‘From a North-
ern Customs Upion o BEFTAT, Seredinavien
Fconomic Hnwry Review . Vol b 1900 Frante
Wendt, The Notdie Council and Cooperation in
Scandinavia, Coperihapen 1959
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5 Haskel, op. oit., p. 98.

& Ihd.. pp. 129-130. oy

? Strith, op. cit., pp. 60-61. The distinction
between economic and political factors 1s used in
carlier rescarch on Scandinavian cooperation al-
though the concepts have not been more closely

defined. Cf. Ake Holmberg. ‘Sverige och den

ekonomiska skandipavismen wvid 1860-talets
borsan', in Studwer riflagnade Curt Weibull,
Gothenburg 1946, p. 224, and Montgomery, op.
cit. :

8 It was the Minister of Trade Aare Simonen
who explained how the Nordic negotiations
should be interpreted. Simonen was the leader of
4 Social Democratic minor breakaway faction
which, as distinguished from the major factipn,
had the Kremlin's confidence. Whether Simo-
nen's green light to Western Europe via Nordic
cooperation had been reinsured in the USSR has
not been possible to determine. e

¢ Strath, op. cit., pp. 105-109.

19 1bid., pp. 43-47.




